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Excerpts from The Federalist 
 

Federalist No. 1 
(Hamilton) 

 
…It has been frequently remarked that it seems to have been reserved to the people of this country, 
by their conduct and example, to decide the important question, whether societies of men are really 
capable or not of establishing good government from reflection and choice, or whether they are 
forever destined to depend for their political constitutions on accident and force. If there be any 
truth in the remark, the crisis at which we are arrived may with propriety be regarded as the era in 
which that decision is to be made; and a wrong election of the part we shall act may, in this view, 
deserve to be considered as the general misfortune of mankind.  
 

Federalist No. 10 
(Madison) 

 
…By a faction, I understand a number of citizens, whether amounting to a majority or a 

minority of the whole, who are united and actuated by some common impulse of passion, or of 
interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate interests of the 
community. 

There are two methods of curing the mischiefs of faction: the one, by removing its causes; 
the other, by controlling its effects. 

There are again two methods of removing the causes of faction: the one, by destroying the 
liberty which is essential to its existence; the other, by giving to every citizen the same opinions, 
the same passions, and the same interests. 

It could never be more truly said than of the first remedy, that it was worse than the disease. 
Liberty is to faction what air is to fire, an aliment without which it instantly expires. But it could 
not be less folly to abolish liberty, which is essential to political life, because it nourishes faction, 
than it would be to wish the annihilation of air, which is essential to animal life, because it imparts 
to fire its destructive agency. 

The second expedient is as impracticable as the first would be unwise. As long as the reason 
of man continues fallible, and he is at liberty to exercise it, different opinions will be formed. As 
long as the connection subsists between his reason and his self-love, his opinions and his passions 
will have a reciprocal influence on each other; and the former will be objects to which the latter 
will attach themselves. The diversity in the faculties of men, from which the rights of property 
originate, is not less an insuperable obstacle to a uniformity of interests. The protection of these 
faculties is the first object of government. From the protection of different and unequal faculties of 
acquiring property, the possession of different degrees and kinds of property immediately results; 
and from the influence of these on the sentiments and views of the respective proprietors, ensues a 
division of the society into different interests and parties. 

The latent causes of faction are thus sown in the nature of man; and we see them 
everywhere brought into different degrees of activity, according to the different circumstances of 
civil society. A zeal for different opinions concerning religion, concerning government, and many 
other points, as well of speculation as of practice; an attachment to different leaders ambitiously 
contending for pre-eminence and power; or to persons of other descriptions whose fortunes have 
been interesting to the human passions, have, in turn, divided mankind into parties, inflamed them 



with mutual animosity, and rendered them much more disposed to vex and oppress each other than 
to co-operate for their common good. So strong is this propensity of mankind to fall into mutual 
animosities, that where no substantial occasion presents itself, the most frivolous and fanciful 
distinctions have been sufficient to kindle their unfriendly passions and excite their most violent 
conflicts. But the most common and durable source of factions has been the various and unequal 
distribution of property… 

It is in vain to say that enlightened statesmen will be able to adjust these clashing interests, 
and render them all subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will not always be at the 
helm. Nor, in many cases, can such an adjustment be made at all without taking into view indirect 
and remote considerations, which will rarely prevail over the immediate interest which one party 
may find in disregarding the rights of another or the good of the whole. 

The inference to which we are brought is, that the causes of faction cannot be removed, and 
that relief is only to be sought in the means of controlling its effects. 

If a faction consists of less than a majority, relief is supplied by the republican principle, 
which enables the majority to defeat its sinister views by regular vote. It may clog the 
administration, it may convulse the society; but it will be unable to execute and mask its violence 
under the forms of the Constitution. When a majority is included in a faction, the form of popular 
government, on the other hand, enables it to sacrifice to its ruling passion or interest both the public 
good and the rights of other citizens. To secure the public good and private rights against the 
danger of such a faction, and at the same time to preserve the spirit and the form of popular 
government, is then the great object to which our inquiries are directed. Let me add that it is the 
great desideratum by which this form of government can be rescued from the opprobrium under 
which it has so long labored, and be recommended to the esteem and adoption of mankind. 
 

Federalist No. 46 
(Madison) 

 
…I proceed to inquire whether the federal government or the State governments will have the 
advantage with regard to the predilection and support of the people… 

Many considerations, besides those suggested on a former occasion, seem to place it beyond 
doubt that the first and most natural attachment of the people will be to the governments of their 
respective States… 

If, therefore, as has been elsewhere remarked, the people should in future become more 
partial to the federal than to the State governments, the change can only result from such manifest 
and irresistible proofs of a better administration, as will overcome all their antecedent 
propensities… 

But ambitious encroachments of the federal government, on the authority of the State 
governments, would not excite the opposition of a single State, or of a few States only. They would 
be signals of general alarm. Every government would espouse the common cause. A 
correspondence would be opened. Plans of resistance would be concerted. One spirit would 
animate and conduct the whole. The same combinations, in short, would result from an 
apprehension of the federal, as was produced by the dread of a foreign, yoke; and unless the 
projected innovations should be voluntarily renounced, the same appeal to a trial of force would be 
made in the one case as was made in the other. But what degree of madness could ever drive the 
federal government to such an extremity. In the contest with Great Britain, one part of the empire 
was employed against the other. The more numerous part invaded the rights of the less numerous 
part. The attempt was unjust and unwise; but it was not in speculation absolutely chimerical. But 
what would be the contest in the case we are supposing? Who would be the parties? A few 
representatives of the people would be opposed to the people themselves; or rather one set of 



representatives would be contending against thirteen sets of representatives, with the whole body of 
their common constituents on the side of the latter. 

The only refuge left for those who prophesy the downfall of the State governments is the 
visionary supposition that the federal government may previously accumulate a military force for 
the projects of ambition…Besides the advantage of being armed, which the Americans possess over 
the people of almost every other nation, the existence of subordinate governments, to which the 
people are attached, and by which the militia officers are appointed, forms a barrier against the 
enterprises of ambition, more insurmountable than any which a simple government of any form can 
admit of. Notwithstanding the military establishments in the several kingdoms of Europe, which are 
carried as far as the public resources will bear, the governments are afraid to trust the people with 
arms… 
 

Federalist No. 51 
(Hamilton or Madison) 

 
TO WHAT expedient, then, shall we finally resort, for maintaining in practice the necessary 

partition of power among the several departments, as laid down in the Constitution? The only 
answer that can be given is, that as all these exterior provisions are found to be inadequate, the 
defect must be supplied, by so contriving the interior structure of the government as that its several 
constituent parts may, by their mutual relations, be the means of keeping each other in their proper 
places... 

But the great security against a gradual concentration of the several powers in the same 
department, consists in giving to those who administer each department the necessary constitutional 
means and personal motives to resist encroachments of the others. The provision for defense must 
in this, as in all other cases, be made commensurate to the danger of attack. Ambition must be 
made to counteract ambition. The interest of the man must be connected with the constitutional 
rights of the place. It may be a reflection on human nature, that such devices should be necessary to 
control the abuses of government. But what is government itself, but the greatest of all reflections 
on human nature? If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern 
men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. In framing a 
government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must 
first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control itself. 
A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary control on the government; but experience 
has taught mankind the necessity of auxiliary precautions. 

This policy of supplying, by opposite and rival interests, the defect of better motives, might 
be traced through the whole system of human affairs, private as well as public. We see it 
particularly displayed in all the subordinate distributions of power, where the constant aim is to 
divide and arrange the several offices in such a manner as that each may be a check on the other -- 
that the private interest of every individual may be a sentinel over the public rights. These 
inventions of prudence cannot be less requisite in the distribution of the supreme powers of the 
State… 
 

Federalist No. 70 
(Hamilton) 

 
This unity [in the Executive] may be destroyed in two ways: either by vesting the power in 

two or more magistrates of equal dignity and authority; or by vesting it ostensibly in one man, 
subject, in whole or in part, to the control and co-operation of others, in the capacity of counsellors 
to him. Of the first, the two Consuls of Rome may serve as an example; of the last, we shall find 



examples in the constitutions of several of the States. New York and New Jersey, if I recollect 
right, are the only States which have intrusted the executive authority wholly to single men.1 Both 
these methods of destroying the unity of the Executive have their partisans; but the votaries of an 
executive council are the most numerous. They are both liable, if not to equal, to similar objections, 
and may in most lights be examined in conjunction. 

The experience of other nations will afford little instruction on this head. As far, however, 
as it teaches any thing, it teaches us not to be enamoured of plurality in the Executive. We have 
seen that the Achaeans, on an experiment of two Praetors, were induced to abolish one. The Roman 
history records many instances of mischiefs to the republic from the dissensions between the 
Consuls, and between the military Tribunes, who were at times substituted for the Consuls. But it 
gives us no specimens of any peculiar advantages derived to the state from the circumstance of the 
plurality of those magistrates. That the dissensions between them were not more frequent or more 
fatal, is a matter of astonishment, until we advert to the singular position in which the republic was 
almost continually placed, and to the prudent policy pointed out by the circumstances of the state, 
and pursued by the Consuls, of making a division of the government between them. The patricians 
engaged in a perpetual struggle with the plebeians for the preservation of their ancient authorities 
and dignities; the Consuls, who were generally chosen out of the former body, were commonly 
united by the personal interest they had in the defense of the privileges of their order. In addition to 
this motive of union, after the arms of the republic had considerably expanded the bounds of its 
empire, it became an established custom with the Consuls to divide the administration between 
themselves by lot -- one of them remaining at Rome to govern the city and its environs, the other 
taking the command in the more distant provinces. This expedient must, no doubt, have had great 
influence in preventing those collisions and rivalships which might otherwise have embroiled the 
peace of the republic…. 
 

Federalist No. 78 
(Hamilton) 

 
…According to the plan of the convention, all judges who may be appointed by the United 

States are to hold their offices during good behavior; which is conformable to the most approved of 
the State constitutions and among the rest, to that of this State. Its propriety having been drawn into 
question by the adversaries of that plan, is no light symptom of the rage for objection, which 
disorders their imaginations and judgments. The standard of good behavior for the continuance in 
office of the judicial magistracy, is certainly one of the most valuable of the modern improvements 
in the practice of government. In a monarchy it is an excellent barrier to the despotism of the 
prince; in a republic it is a no less excellent barrier to the encroachments and oppressions of the 
representative body. And it is the best expedient which can be devised in any government, to secure 
a steady, upright, and impartial administration of the laws. 

Whoever attentively considers the different departments of power must perceive, that, in a 
government in which they are separated from each other, the judiciary, from the nature of its 
functions, will always be the least dangerous to the political rights of the Constitution; because it 
will be least in a capacity to annoy or injure them. The Executive not only dispenses the honors, but 
holds the sword of the community. The legislature not only commands the purse, but prescribes the 
rules by which the duties and rights of every citizen are to be regulated. The judiciary, on the 
contrary, has no influence over either the sword or the purse; no direction either of the strength or 
of the wealth of the society; and can take no active resolution whatever. It may truly be said to have 
neither FORCE nor WILL, but merely judgment; and must ultimately depend upon the aid of the 
executive arm even for the efficacy of its judgments… 
 



 
 

Federalist No. 84 
(Hamilton) 

 
…It has been several times truly remarked that bills of rights are, in their origin, stipulations 

between kings and their subjects, abridgements of prerogative in favor of privilege, reservations of 
rights not surrendered to the prince. Such was MAGNA CHARTA, obtained by the barons, sword 
in hand, from King John. Such were the subsequent confirmations of that charter by succeeding 
princes. Such was the Petition of Right assented to by Charles I., in the beginning of his reign. 
Such, also, was the Declaration of Right presented by the Lords and Commons to the Prince of 
Orange in 1688, and afterwards thrown into the form of an act of parliament called the Bill of 
Rights. It is evident, therefore, that, according to their primitive signification, they have no 
application to constitutions professedly founded upon the power of the people, and executed by 
their immediate representatives and servants. Here, in strictness, the people surrender nothing; and 
as they retain every thing they have no need of particular reservations. "WE, THE PEOPLE of the 
United States, to secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and our posterity, do ordain and 
establish this Constitution for the United States of America." Here is a better recognition of popular 
rights, than volumes of those aphorisms which make the principal figure in several of our State bills 
of rights, and which would sound much better in a treatise of ethics than in a constitution of 
government. 

But a minute detail of particular rights is certainly far less applicable to a Constitution like 
that under consideration, which is merely intended to regulate the general political interests of the 
nation, than to a constitution which has the regulation of every species of personal and private 
concerns. If, therefore, the loud clamors against the plan of the convention, on this score, are well 
founded, no epithets of reprobation will be too strong for the constitution of this State. But the truth 
is, that both of them contain all which, in relation to their objects, is reasonably to be desired. 

I go further, and affirm that bills of rights, in the sense and to the extent in which they are 
contended for, are not only unnecessary in the proposed Constitution, but would even be 
dangerous. They would contain various exceptions to powers not granted; and, on this very 
account, would afford a colorable pretext to claim more than were granted. For why declare that 
things shall not be done which there is no power to do? Why, for instance, should it be said that the 
liberty of the press shall not be restrained, when no power is given by which restrictions may be 
imposed? I will not contend that such a provision would confer a regulating power; but it is evident 
that it would furnish, to men disposed to usurp, a plausible pretense for claiming that power. They 
might urge with a semblance of reason, that the Constitution ought not to be charged with the 
absurdity of providing against the abuse of an authority which was not given, and that the provision 
against restraining the liberty of the press afforded a clear implication, that a power to prescribe 
proper regulations concerning it was intended to be vested in the national government. This may 
serve as a specimen of the numerous handles which would be given to the doctrine of constructive 
powers, by the indulgence of an injudicious zeal for bills of rights…. 
 
http://www.constitution.org/fed/federa00.htm 
 


