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praise for

LIBERTY’S BLUEPRINT

“Meyerson has written a readable book. . . . Highly recommended.”

—Choice Magazine



 


“A lively account of one of the key touchstones our courts rely upon to construe the Constitution—the Federalist Papers. . . . Having read this engaging work, we’re likely to view the debates over the intent of the Constitution’s drafters in a fresh light and even more so to admire the product of these patriots’ labors.”

—Shelf Awareness



 


“Extraordinarily well written and engrossing . . . merits the attention of all who are interested in the birth of our democracy.”

—Federal Lawyer



 


“This beautifully written book vividly describes how the Federalist Papers were written and why they are profoundly relevant for the constitutional issues of our times. . . . Meyerson has written a book that all students of the Constitution and American history will enjoy and learn from.”

—ERWIN CHEMERINSKY, Alston & Bird Professor of Law and Political Science, Duke University

“Meyerson . . . combines the engaging story behind the writing of the Federalist Papers with a pointed analysis of their modern applicability.”

—Legal Times



 


“Meyerson portrays the era’s roiling debates over ratification, including the ultimately successful clamor for a Bill of Rights, and examines the essays’ modern-day relevance, particularly in terms of current Supreme Court arguments between ‘originalists’ and ‘non-originalists.’ A useful study of the Founders’ noble minds and fallible ideas.”

—Kirkus



 


“Liberty’s Blueprint is a biography of a great book, the past, present and future of the Federalist Papers—how they were written, how they were read, and what we can use in the twenty-first century.”

—RICHARD BROOKHISER, author of What Would the Founders Do? and George Washington on Leadership
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PREFACE

 



 



One of the joys of teaching constitutional law is that every year I have the opportunity to introduce a new group of students to The Federalist. This collection of essays, written in 1787 and 1788 by Alexander Hamilton and James Madison (with a small assist from John Jay), was originally designed as a propaganda piece to influence the debate over ratification of the Constitution. For a modern audience, however, reading The Federalist is like having a private meeting with the savviest political and legal minds America has ever produced. The Federalist not only serves as the single most important resource for interpreting the Constitution, it provides a wise and sophisticated explanation for the uses and abuses of governmental power from Washington to Baghdad.


The Federalist was written in an extraordinary time. Just a few years after the Revolutionary War officially ended, Americans had to decide whether to accept or reject the radically new form of government devised in Philadelphia. In one sense, the battle over ratification of the Constitution can be seen as the first bare-knuckled political fight in American history. Each side suspected (with good reason) that its letters were being read, if not stolen, by postal carriers loyal to its opponents. Personal attacks and clandestine maneuvering were commonplace. Deals were struck. Promises were broken.

Yet the ratification conflict was also waged on an intellectual plane that is difficult to imagine today. Wise and educated men, many of  whom were heroes of the revolution, wrote voluminously on the merits and weaknesses of this new plan of government. Both those in favor of the proposed Constitution and those opposing it believed that logic, reason, and a clear understanding of history would illuminate the discourse and lead to a proper conclusion. By far, the greatest exemplar of rational political debate was The Federalist.


Hamilton and Madison each expended considerable energy, physical as well as intellectual, in their struggle to secure ratification of the Constitution. In a period of seven months, from October 27, 1787, to May 28, 1788, they produced 175,000 words, explaining in detail the plan for this new form of government and expounding a sophisticated and enduring political philosophy. While it must be said that some of these papers are a bit ponderous and repetitious, and that those describing the weaknesses of the Articles of Confederation have little, if any, relevance today, the best of the Federalist papers are breathtaking in their brilliance.

When Thomas Jefferson recommended that The Federalist be required reading for students at the University of Virginia, he termed it “an authority to which appeal is habitually made by all . . . as evidence of the general opinion of those who framed, and of those who accepted the Constitution of the United States, on questions as to its genuine meaning.” In 1821, Chief Justice John Marshall wrote that  The Federalist was “a complete commentary on our Constitution, and is appealed to by all parties.”

Both Madison and Hamilton understood that a constitution is greater than the sum of its parts. The proposed Constitution represented a radical shift in the nature of government, and they recognized the need to provide the rationale for such a markedly different governmental system. Thus The Federalist contains a wide array of insights on politicians, human nature, democracy, greed, and power—an array of such astuteness that Theodore Roosevelt would praise it as “on the whole the greatest book dealing with applied politics that there has ever been.”

Unfortunately, much of the wisdom of The Federalist has been distorted by time. Many of the essays have been misread and misinterpreted. The essays are best approached with an equal appreciation  of law and history. I am not a professional historian, and, as a law professor, I greatly respect the skill and discipline that historians bring to their craft. By building on their work, and conducting my own research, I have been able to arrive at a new understanding of the story and meaning of Madison’s and Hamilton’s astonishing creation.

But to do this requires viewing their work in its entirety, comprehending the context of each essay, and paying close attention to the arguments of the Anti-Federalists that they were trying to answer. The first goal of Liberty’s Blueprint is to present the most important teachings of The Federalist to a modern audience.

It is remarkable how The Federalist’s analysis of the separation of powers between the president and Congress can illuminate our understanding of those same issues as they recur in the debate over Iraq or the war on terrorism. The dividing line between the federal and state governments that Madison and Hamilton labored to explicate can be seen at the heart of contemporary battles over such diverse issues as the Clean Air Act and medical marijuana. There is also much we can gain from rediscovering The Federalist’s observation that all power can be abused, no matter how virtuous those who are wielding it may be.

One obstacle to appreciating the wisdom of The Federalist is the ongoing, and increasingly heated, disagreement over whether we should rely on what is called the “original understanding” of those who drafted and ratified the Constitution in interpreting the document today. Those who call themselves originalists claim that basing our interpretation of the Constitution on such an historical understanding is the only way to stay faithful to the concept of a written constitution and the only mechanism for preventing judges from deciding cases based on their personal preferences instead of on legal principles. Opponents of the originalist approach warn that by restricting ourselves to a centuries-old interpretation of constitutional phrases such as “freedom of speech” or “equal protection of the law,” we are forcing society to return to a legal system which jailed those who criticized the government, imprisoned interracial couples attempting to marry, and treated women as too weak and emotional to serve as lawyers.

A second goal of Liberty’s Blueprint is to use The Federalist to bridge the gap between these seemingly irreconcilable approaches and to demonstrate how and when we should call upon the views of the framers when we interpret the Constitution. One of the extraordinary achievements of Madison and Hamilton was their ability to explain, in detail, the logic and reasoning behind the choices made by those who drafted the Constitution in Philadelphia. Equally important, they showed how these choices reflected the goals and ideals of the population of their time. From The Federalist, a modern reader can understand not only the workings of the Constitution but also appreciate how well the philosophy behind Madison’s and Hamilton’s skeptical view of power resonates with more recent lessons of history and current events.

We need to remember, though, that the Constitution analyzed by Madison and Hamilton was largely limited to issues of separation of powers and the relationship between the national government and the states. The Bill of Rights was ratified several years after The Federalist  was written, and the Fourteenth Amendment was ratified after the Civil War. Regrettably, there was no “owner’s manual” like The Federalist for these amendments to the Constitution. No one presented a thoughtful, comprehensive analysis of the guarantees of freedom of speech and religion contained in the First Amendment, or the Fourteenth Amendment’s promise of equal protection and due process of law. We also lack any evidence that those who drafted these later amendments wrote them with the same thoughtfulness and care as the delegates to the Philadelphia convention of 1787.

Thus we are left with a surprising paradox. The Federalist shows that it may make sense to be a “partial originalist.” We can rely, at least presumptively, on the original understanding of those who drafted and ratified the original Constitution for issues of separation of powers and federalism, yet feel freer to use our more evolved understanding for determining the contours of individual rights and equality. History, in other words, can teach when and how to use the lessons of history.

But history can never be understood as simply the development of ideas or laws. History is made by complex individuals with complicated  relationships. The third aim of Liberty’s Blueprint is to explore the lives of the authors of The Federalist and shed light on the unusual personal bond between Madison and Hamilton. One of the more persistent questions surrounding The Federalist has been how two equally brilliant men with such explosively different personalities were able to work together so successfully. Part of the difficulty of understanding their relationship is that it deteriorated so dramatically not long after the essays were completed. Moreover, the political fault lines that rose between Madison and Hamilton still divide Americans today. Contemporary fans of James Madison are drawn to his defense of individual liberty, his leading role in drafting the Bill of Rights, and his outspoken support for religious freedom. Present-day supporters of Alexander Hamilton tout his vision of economic development and fiscal responsibility. Many of the histories of Madison and Hamilton tend to be cast as either pro-Madison or pro-Hamilton, and all sides have ignored or played down the aspects of the relationship which show that, for a brief while at least, a genuine friendship existed.

Madison and Hamilton’s intricate relationship is especially fascinating as it continually evolved through their joint involvement in each critical moment in the development of the American Constitution. When the two met in 1782 at the Confederation Congress, they found that they shared a common desire to strengthen the anemic powers of the national government under the Articles of Confederation. Hamilton’s recklessness, however, repeatedly undermined Madison’s carefully laid out attempts to forge a successful legislative compromise. At both the Annapolis convention of 1786 and the Constitutional Convention the following year, their personalities would clash, but their common goals would lead each to respect the strengths of the other. Their true friendship developed during the fight over ratification of the Constitution, when they joined forces, not only in writing the essays of The Federalist,  but in sharing the lead in the nationwide campaign for ratification.

Madison and Hamilton were an eighteenth-century odd couple: the priggish, intellectual Madison teamed with the volatile and incautious Hamilton. At the peak of their alliance, they were able to transcend their differences, but their camaraderie was shortlived. They embraced  radically different visions for the new nation and held irreconcilable political agendas. Their friendship quickly degenerated to the point that Hamilton would declare that Madison was “his personal and political enemy.”

I am convinced that a study of the personal histories of Madison and Hamilton, and of the intellectual legacy of their masterwork, The Federalist, can teach one final, critically important lesson: it is folly to ignore the wisdom of those with whom one disagrees. My hope is that my book can contribute to an atmosphere where respectful and reasoned political discourse is considered an ideal worth pursuing.
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“A WELL-ESTABLISHED HISTORICAL CONTROVERSY”

SOLVING THE MYSTERY OF 
WHO WROTE THE FEDERALIST  



 






Pray, if it is not a secret, who is the author or authors of Publius?” George Washington, who asked this question of Henry Knox in February 1788, was just one of many readers speculating on the identity of the writer of The Federalist, a series of essays dominating the debate over ratification of the Constitution. Hidden behind the pseudonym Publius, Alexander Hamilton and James Madison were turning out four essays a week, describing the nation’s need for a new form of government, and explaining in detail how the new government would operate. The third coauthor, John Jay, had written only a few essays when illness forced him to leave the collaboration.

During this time, many writers weighed in on the ratification question, producing voluminous copy on both sides of the controversy. The quality of The Federalist, however, made it stand out. Its “greatness is acknowledged universally,” wrote one enthusiastic reader. Thomas  Jefferson would declare that The Federalist was “the best commentary on the principles of government which ever was written.”

It may seem odd that authors of such an esteemed work would mask their identity, but there were two good reasons for their use of a pen name. First, it was common for political writers in the eighteenth century to employ a pseudonym. The assumption was that this practice would highlight the importance of the ideas being conveyed rather than the reputation of the author. More important, the two main authors represented very different constituencies from different parts of the country. Hamilton often allied himself with the commercial interests of his home state of New York; Madison was a plantation owner from Virginia who habitually defended its agricultural interests. Their collaboration, if known, would represent the sort of fusion that could alienate those who were concerned only with protecting the interests of their individual states.

Hamilton and Madison worked hard to maintain their anonymity. To avoid disclosure to the prying eyes of a postal carrier, Hamilton would refer to Publius in the third person when writing to Madison. Explaining why he would be too busy for a while to write the essays, Hamilton wrote, “If our suspicions of the author be right, he must be too much engaged to make a rapid progress in what remain.”

Despite the attempt at secrecy, people began guessing who Publius might be. James Kent of New York declared that “the Author must be Hamilton.” Another writer suggested that “Madison has the principal hand in Publius and Hamilton assists.” Henry Knox, when replying to Washington’s query, correctly stated that the essays were “attributed to the joint efforts of Mr. Jay, Mr. Maddison, and Colo Hamilton.”

Washington actually had more reason than most to know the identity of Publius. Both Madison and Hamilton had revealed their involvement to him. Hamilton had been subtle, simply sending the first Publius essay and remarking, “The inclosed is the first number of a series of papers to be written in [the Constitution’s] defence.” As Hamilton frequently sent Washington pieces of his writing, it could be expected that Washington would recognize the connection.

Madison was far more direct. Writing to Washington shortly after agreeing to join with Hamilton on the project, Madison revealed: “I will not conceal from you that I am likely to have such a degree of connection with the publication here, as to afford a restraint of delicacy from interesting myself directly in the republication elsewhere. You will recognize one of the pens concerned in the task. There are three in the whole. A fourth may possibly bear a part.”

Although most of the essays were initially published in New York newspapers, they received their widest distribution when they were republished in book form. On March 22, 1788, while the essays were still being written, publishers John and Archibald McLean proudly announced their publication of “The FEDERALIST, VOLUME FIRST.” The author was identified only as Publius. The second volume, which was released two months later, on May 28, again maintained the authors’ anonymity. By the time the ratification battle was finished in mid-July, it has been estimated that “there were probably not a dozen individuals who definitely could state that Hamilton, Madison, and Jay had written [the essays].”

Once the Constitution was safely ratified, however, the identity of Publius became generally known. The three authors’ names were first published in a French edition of The Federalist. This 1792 publication listed on its title page that Le Fédéraliste had been written by “MM HAMILTON, MADDISSON et GAY, citoyens de l’État de  New York.” The French thought so highly of the essays that, on August 26, 1792, they offered honorary citizenship to Hamilton and Madison, who were part of a group of men who had “brought reason to its present maturity.”

The deep political and personal rift which had developed between Madison and Hamilton by this time is well illustrated by their differing reactions to this news. Madison, who was siding with France in its ongoing conflict with England, happily accepted the honor. Hamilton, who supported closer ties with Great Britain, did not even deign to respond to the French.

Even though the identity of the authors was now public, there was one further mystery to be resolved: Which of them had written which  of the eighty-five essays? In 1802 an American printer, George F. Hopkins, decided to publish a new edition of The Federalist. When he informed Hamilton of his desire to identify the author of each individual essay, he was rebuffed. As Hopkins would later write to Hamilton’s son, the proposal “met with your father’s decided disapprobation.” Thus the 1802 edition was released with no identification of the authorship of the individual essays.

Hamilton finally broke his vow of silence two years later. On July 9, 1804, just two days before his fatal duel with Aaron Burr, Hamilton arrived at the law office of his old friend, Judge Egbert Benson. The judge’s nephew, Robert Benson, informed Hamilton that the judge was out of town, then watched as Hamilton casually walked over to a bookcase, pulled out a book, opened it, and quickly returned it to its place on the shelf. Shortly after Hamilton’s death, Robert examined the same book and found the sheet of paper inserted between its pages. On this paper, Hamilton had written “Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 54, by J. Nos. 10, 14, 37 to 48 inclusive, M. Nos. 18, 19, 20, M. & H. jointly. All the others by H.” Hamilton had ensured that he would not die without providing a way for the world to know his exact contribution to The Federalist. The list was placed in the New York Public Library for safekeeping but was mysteriously stolen several years later. There has been no trace of it since.

In 1810, a new edition of The Federalist was printed, and it specifically attributed authorship of each essay according to the list Hamilton had left behind. The result was that Hamilton was credited with writing sixty-three essays, plus an additional three jointly with Madison. Madison was allotted only fourteen solo entries and Jay, five.

Up to this point, Madison had been as scrupulous as Hamilton in keeping the specific authorship secret. In September 1788 when his ally, Tench Coxe, asked Madison which essays he had written, Madison refused to divulge the information. We do not have a copy of Madison’s response, but he must have indicated in fairly strong terms that he considered himself honorbound to maintain secrecy, because Coxe immediately wrote back, apologizing for making a request that was “disagreeable and improper.” Coxe  begged Madison for “your pardon for the trouble I have given you on that Subject.”

Years later, after completing his two terms as president, Madison was finally ready to respond to Hamilton’s list. In 1818, Madison gave printer Jacob Gideon his own copy of the original edition, marked with the identity of the author of each essay. When Gideon published his edition of The Federalist, fifteen more essays were assigned to Madison than in the earlier edition. According to this version, a total of twenty-nine essays—-numbers 10, 14, 18-20, 37-58, 62, and 63—were credited to Madison; numbers 2, 3, 4, 5, and 64 (as opposed to number 54 in the Hamilton list) were allotted to Jay; and the remaining fifty-one essays to Hamilton.

Madison would later strongly reaffirm the Gideon count: “It was furnished to him by me with a perfect knowledge of its accuracy as it relates to myself, and a full confidence in its equal accuracy as it relates to the two others.” Madison did not accuse Hamilton of lying to enhance his role as Publius. Hamilton’s list, Madison explained, which was written “just before his death, is very erroneous, owing doubtless to the hurry in which the memorandum was made out.”

Madison’s account was widely accepted up until the Civil War, after which—at the urging of Hamilton’s son—the question was readdressed. For the next fifty years it again became fashionable to believe Hamilton’s list. Douglass Adair, an historian, tracked the changing fortunes of the lists together with the fluctuating reputations of the two authors. Through 1860, Madison was acclaimed as the father of the Constitution. He had outlived all of the other framers of the Constitution, and was revered as the last of the Fathers. The reputation of Hamilton, meanwhile, suffered the same fate as his discredited Federalist Party. He was seen as undemocratic, a particularly damning label during the rise of Andrew Jackson and a new democratic ethos. After the Civil War, however, two changes occurred. First, the reputation of Madison, a southern slaveowner, fell into disrepute, as he was seen as somehow contributing to the South’s rebellion. Simultaneously, with America’s increased industrialization, Hamilton’s economic vision began to seem more prescient.  Now viewed as the more authentic American voice, he was seen as the more likely author of the disputed essays.

The authorship issue seemed impossible to settle. In 1904, Henry Cabot Lodge, the editor of The Works of Alexander Hamilton,  declared that the question of who was the true author of the disputed  Federalist essays “has fairly reached the dignity of a well-established historical controversy.” In the mid-twentieth century, two historians undertook extensive studies. In 1944, Adair reviewed the content of the essays and decided that Madison’s list better reflected the different policy orientations of the two. Later, Jacob Cooke reviewed the reliability of the different lists and the people who claimed to have seen them. He came to the same conclusion as Adair, namely that Madison’s list was correct.

But not everyone was convinced. Robert Scigliano, who edited an edition of The Federalist in 2000, reviewed the scholarship of Adair and Cooke and found important gaps. Scigliano concluded that while the evidence leaned in Madison’s favor, this was still “a dispute that has not yet been fully resolved.”

What has finally solved the mystery of whose quill penned which essay is “stylometry,” the science of using statistics to measure literary style. Stylometrics is based on the theory that writers leave “literary fingerprints” by their tendency to use simple words the same way in all of their writing. The first statistical study of The Federalist before the advent of computer-based stylometry was performed in 1964 and showed that, in some ways, Madison and Hamilton had strikingly similar styles. A review of the essays whose authorship was not in dispute found that the average length of a sentence was 34.59 words in Madison’s essays, and an almost identical 34.55 words for Hamilton’s. A review of their respective use of thirty common words showed notable differences, however, indicating that Madison, statistically, was the likely author of all the disputed essays. Since this initial study, the science of stylometry has radically advanced with the power of computers. Numerous computer-based studies have reached the same conclusion as the 1964 inquiry. In 2003, a computer scientist was able to demonstrate that by calculating the frequency with which  Madison and Hamilton used just three words—to, upon, and  would—it can be established, to a mathematical certainty, that Madison was the author of the disputed Federalist essays.

Yet one final mystery remains. How were two people who were to become such bitter enemies able to collaborate so effectively on one of the greatest works in American political history?






PART I

WRITING THE FEDERALIST






1

“TESTIFYING THE ESTEEM & REGARD”

AN UNLIKELY FRIENDSHIP

 




 



 



 



They first met on November 25, 1782, when the twenty-seven-year-old Alexander Hamilton arrived on horseback in Philadelphia for his first day in Congress. James Madison, at thirty-one, was already a veteran legislator, having served in Congress since 1780. The two men presented a stark contrast from the very beginning.

Hamilton possessed a striking military demeanor. With blue eyes and gentle features, he was widely described as “handsome” and “attractive to women.” While Hamilton was not particularly tall at five feet seven inches, his charisma and energetic personality led him to be known as the “little lion.”

Madison, by contrast, was just “little.” Variously described as between five feet four and five feet six inches, he was slight of build, never weighing more than one hundred pounds. He was often sickly and worried greatly about his health throughout his life. His private secretary, Edward Coles, noted that “his form, features, and manner were not commanding.” At Madison’s presidential inauguration in 1809, Washington Irving would describe him as “but a withered little apple-John.” In social gatherings he was generally  shy and withdrawn. One woman called him “a gloomy stiff creature”; another, who actually seemed to like him, said that he was “mute, cold, and repulsive” in public.

Madison’s first serious romance did not occur until the fall of 1782, coincidentally just a few months before he made his acquaintance with Hamilton. He became smitten with Kitty Floyd, the daughter of a fellow member of Congress, William Floyd. Kitty, who had celebrated her fifteenth birthday the previous April, was less than half Madison’s age. Nonetheless, by spring they were engaged to be married. Thomas Jefferson wrote a congratulatory letter to Madison on April 14, 1783, asking him to “make my compliments affectionately . . . to Miss Kitty particularly. . . . I wished [your marriage] to be so as it would give me a neighbor whose worth I rate high, and as I know it will render you happier than you can possibly be in a single state.”

Madison’s response to Jefferson’s solicitude reveals his awkwardly formal social nature: “Your inference on that subject was not groundless. Before you left us I had sufficiently ascertained her sentiments. Since your departure the affair has been pursued. Most preliminary arrangements, although definitive, will be postponed until the end of the year in Congress.”

Unlike Madison, Hamilton was passionate and exuberant. John Adams spoke disapprovingly of his “audacious and unblushing attempt upon ladies of the highest rank and purest virtue.” In a particularly bitter moment, Adams attributed the source of Hamilton’s political ambitions to “a superabundance of secretions which he could not find enough whores to draw off.”

Hamilton married Elizabeth Schuyler, the beautiful daughter of a wealthy and politically powerful family on December 14, 1780. His letters to her were emotional and sentimental. “My heart overflows with every thing for you. . . . I would this moment give the world to be near you only to kiss your sweet hand.” Hamilton’s letters to her married sister, Angelica Church, interestingly enough, were no less romantic. He wrote, “I seldom write to a lady without fancying the relation of lover and mistress. . . . And in your case the dullest materials could not help feeling that propensity.”

Madison’s and Hamilton’s widely dissimilar personalities can be traced, at least in part, to their vastly different backgrounds. Madison possessed a pedigree of impeccable southern aristocracy. When his great-great-grandfather, John Maddison, died in 1683, the family’s Virginia homestead consisted of almost two thousand acres. Later generations significantly increased the size of the landholdings. The family also owned a considerable number of slaves. In fact, James Madison’s father, who owned more than a hundred slaves, held the dubious distinction of being the largest slaveholder in Orange County, Virginia.

As would befit his privileged origins, Madison was classically educated. After five years at boarding school, he spent two years undergoing private tutoring on his father’s plantation before attending Princeton, which was then known officially as “the College of New Jersey.” He immersed himself in his studies, sleeping only four or five hours per night, and graduating in two years. Princeton’s president, John Witherspoon, later said of Madison, “During the whole time he was under [my] tuition, [I] never knew him to do, or to say, an improper thing.”

Hamilton’s childhood was, in contrast, one of relative poverty. Born on the Caribbean island of Nevis to an unwed mother, Hamilton was, in the words of John Adams’s most famous insult, “a bastard brat of a Scotch pedlar.” As a child, Hamilton had no formal schooling, and was largely self-taught. After arriving in the colonies, he received his college education at King’s College (later to become Columbia University). Like Madison, he was an enthusiastic student. He would later pass New York’s bar examination just six months after beginning his legal studies.

The paths undertaken by Hamilton and Madison during the Revolutionary War reflected the differences in their physical and psychological natures. Madison served only briefly, as a member of the Orange County militia of which his father was the commander. He would later attribute the cause of his abbreviated service to “the unsettled state of his health and the discouraging feebleness of his constitution.”

In 1776, Madison was elected a delegate to the Virginia Provincial Convention. His role as delegate was modest. His only significant achievement came during the drafting of Virginia’s new constitution. The original draft had declared that “all men shou’d enjoy the fullest Toleration in the Exercise of Religion, according to the Dictates of Conscience.” Madison objected on the ground that freedom of religion should be considered an inherent right possessed by each individual in society, not merely an activity permitted due to the “tolerance” of the government. Madison convinced the convention to amend the provision’s language to declare that “all men are equally entitled to the free exercise of religion.”

The provincial convention was later restyled as the House of Delegates, and in 1777 Madison ran for reelection. His campaign was severely hampered by his refusal to participate in the local custom in which, he said, candidates “recommend themselves to the voters . . . by the corrupting influence of spirituous liquors, and other treats.” Unwilling to trade alcohol for votes, Madison lost the election to a tavern-owning opponent, Charles Porter, who had no such scruples.

Madison’s political career was, of course, far from over. In November 1777, he was elected to the governor’s primary advisory board, the Council of State. Two years later, the Virginia State Assembly elected him to serve in Congress.

Hamilton’s wartime course to Philadelphia was far more glamorous. In March 1776, he became the captain of an artillery company; within a year, he was promoted to lieutenant colonel and became George Washington’s aide-de-camp. Hamilton quickly developed into an indispensable and trusted assistant and adviser; Washington referred to him as his “principal and most confidential aide.”

Nonetheless, Hamilton was desperate to leave the command post and see real combat. He repeatedly requested permission to lead troops in battle. Washington refused, saying he needed Hamilton’s services, which frustrated and angered the young officer. Tensions between the two intensified, culminating in a final bizarre confrontation on February 16, 1781. Washington informed Hamilton that he wanted to speak with him, and Hamilton, by his own admission, did  not hurry to the appointment. Washington was left waiting impatiently in the farmhouse which they were using as headquarters. According to Hamilton, the altercation was brief:I met him at the head of the stairs, where, accosting me in an angry tone, “Col. Hamilton (said he) you have kept me waiting at the head of the stairs these ten minutes. I must tell you, Sir, you treat me with disrespect.” I replied, without petulancy, but with decision “I am not conscious of it, sir; but since you have thought it necessary to tell me so, we part.” “Very well, Sir (said he) if it be your choice” or something to this effect, and we separated.




Despite attempts by Washington to reestablish a warm working relationship, Hamilton remained aloof and distant. He wrote to his father-in-law that he “always disliked the office of an aide-de-camp as having in it a kind of personal dependence.” Thus, Hamilton continued, he would not accept Washington’s entreaties as “I was always determined, if there should ever happen a breach between us, never to consent to an accommodation.”

After stepping down as aide-de-camp, Hamilton continued to badger the commander-in-chief for a combat position. He was finally given command of a light-infantry unit that would play a major role in the Battle of Yorktown. When Hamilton learned of his assignment, he raced to his quarters yelling “We have it! We have it!” During this decisive battle, Hamilton led a battalion in a dangerous but successful assault on key British fortifications.

Shortly after his military triumph, Hamilton was appointed receiver of continental taxes for New York State by Superintendent of Finance Robert Morris. He had served for barely one month when he was elected by the New York State legislature to serve as a delegate to Congress.

 



 



In Congress, Madison’s and Hamilton’s tumultuous collaboration centered on the mission of financing and empowering the impoverished  “continental” government. Congress’s political weakness stemmed from its governing document, the Articles of Confederation. This charter, which was designed to tie the thirteen former colonies together as loosely as possible, was approved by the Continental Congress on November 15, 1777. The Articles of Confederation were sent to the states for ratification with little fanfare or debate. As indicative of the states’ dismissive attitude toward centralizing authority, the articles remained unratified for almost four years until March 1, 1781, when Maryland finally agreed to sign the document after receiving land concessions from Virginia.

The articles were crafted so as to preserve the maximum amount of individual state autonomy. Immediately after proclaiming that this new nation would be called “The United States of America,” the articles made clear that the emphasis should be on the word “States” rather than “United”: “Each state retains its sovereignty, freedom, and independence, and every power, jurisdiction, and right, which is not by this Confederation expressly delegated to the United States.” In actuality, very little was expressly delegated to the federal government. Congress was given the power to wage the war against Great Britain, but it fell to each individual state to “raise the men and cloath, arm and equip them in a solid-like manner.” More important, although all the costs of war, as well as other common expenditures, were to be charged to the national treasury, Congress could not act on its own to raise the money to pay these costs. Instead, it was required to request funds from the states, and wait impotently for each to pay its allotted share.

Although the Articles of Confederation were not ratified officially for most of the Revolutionary War, Congress, as well as the individual states, largely carried out the task of governing as if they were already in place. Thus, Congress was able to incur enormous wartime expenses without the means to pay them. When loans from European countries proved insufficient, it tried to pay its debts by printing more money. The inevitable economic effect of flooding the market with new currency was rampant inflation. By 1779, the currency was trading for only one-thirtieth its stated value. General George Washington  pleaded with the president of the Continental Congress, John Jay, to “restore the credit of our currency.” Washington warned that the situation had reached the point where “a wagon-load of money will scarcely purchase a wagon-load of provisions.”

Unable to borrow sufficiently and unwilling to print more devalued currency, Congress turned to the states. Under a system known as “requisition,” Congress asked each state to collect its share of the national budget from the citizens living within that state’s borders. Because state compliance was strictly voluntary, it was unreliable at best. State tax collection officers would sometimes collect the requested money and turn it over to the state treasury instead of Congress. Robert Morris, the superintendent of finance, grumbled that while this system “confers on Congress the privilege of asking everything, it has secured to each State the prerogative of granting nothing.”

James Madison, who had taken his seat in Congress for the first time on March 20, 1780, was appalled to find “the public treasury empty, public credit exhausted.” A week after his arrival, he wrote to Virginia Governor Thomas Jefferson, expressing his fears that if the states were unwilling to provide the needed funding, “we are undone.” As for the prospects of the states voluntarily paying their fair share, Madison could only say, “I look forward with the most pungent apprehensions.”

Within a year, Madison was arguing that Congress should use military might to blockade recalcitrant states and force them to pay the requisitioned amount. In an ironic foreshadowing of some of his most contentious battles over the interpretation of the Constitution, Madison argued that Congress, under the Articles of Confederation, had “implied powers,” specifically the “implied right of coercion” against “any of the States which shall refuse or neglect to abide by such their determinations.” Doubting that he would be able to convince others to agree that Congress could be empowered by implication, Madison proposed amending the articles to empower Congress explicitly “to employ the force of the United States, as well by sea as by land, to compel [states] to fulfill their federal engagements.” The plan was  considered so extreme, it was never even debated in Congress. Instead, Congress decided that the best way to resolve its financial difficulties was to obtain for itself the power to raise money through a 5 percent tax on imports. On February 2, 1781, it approved a measure requesting the states “to vest a power in Congress” to levy what became known as an “impost.” Supporters of the impost faced one particularly serious obstacle: The Articles of Confederation required the unanimous approval of all thirteen states before the impost could go into effect. If even one state objected, the proposal would die.

By the end of 1781, ten states had approved the impost, but three, Georgia, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island, had not. Superintendent of Finance Morris wrote an urgent letter to the governors of these states, stressing that the War of Independence was not yet won and that continued military success required secure funding. In a particularly graphic indictment, Morris declared, “He who opposes the grant of such revenue not only opposes himself to the dictates of justice, but he labors to continue the war, and, of consequence, to shed more blood, to produce more devastation, and to extend and prolong the miseries of mankind.”

By the end of the summer of 1782, only tiny Rhode Island still refused to approve the impost. On November 1, the Rhode Island legislature voted officially to reject the proposal, declaring that the impost was “repugnant to the liberty of the United States” because an independent power to raise money would render Congress “independent” of the states. On November 26, Madison wrote a letter to his ally, Edmund Randolph, bemoaning Rhode Island’s action, stating that “the most enlightened patrons of the foederal interests . . . pronounce it a blow to our credit abroad as well as our future credit at home.” His letter concluded by matter-of-factly informing Randolph: “Col. Hamilton took his seat in Congress yesterday as a Delegate for the State of N. Y.”

Hamilton’s arrival in Congress brought an energetic and passionate ally to the fight to strengthen the powers of Congress. Unlike Madison, whose shyness and diffidence had kept him from uttering a word of debate in his first six months in Congress, Hamilton entered  Congress ready to make himself heard. He gave his first speech in Congress the day after presenting his credentials, and quickly joined with Madison in the fight to save the impost. On December 6, Congress accepted Hamilton’s proposal to send a three-man delegation to Rhode Island to try to persuade its legislature to reverse its decision. Next, Hamilton and Madison were named to a committee, along with Thomas FitzSimons of Pennsylvania, to prepare an answer to Rhode Island’s stated objections.

Hamilton, though the junior member of the committee, took the lead, and within a few days had written his first major report for Congress. In this report, he laid out a principle which he would repeat a few years later in The Federalist: If a government is given a particular task, it must, by necessity, have been given the powers necessary to accomplish that task. In a long and forceful statement, he declared that it is “pernicious to leave any government in a situation of responsibility disproportioned to its power.” Without the ability to raise adequate funds, Congress would be “rendered incapable of providing for the interior harmony or the exterior defence of the State.”

Armed with Hamilton’s analysis, the congressional delegation left Philadelphia for Rhode Island on December 22. After riding less than ten miles, they learned that Madison’s home state of Virginia had rescinded its previous approval of the impost. It quickly became obvious that their trip was useless. Even in the unlikely event that Rhode Island approved the impost, Virginia’s action meant that the impost would still fail for lack of unanimity. The delegation turned around and returned to Congress in Philadelphia. Supporters of the impost were distraught. According to Madison, “The most intelligent members were deeply affected & prognosticated a failure of the Impost scheme, & the most pernicious effects to the character, the duration, & the interests of the confederacy.”

Within a few days, however, their prospects began to improve. On December 29, a delegation of three army officers rode into Philadelphia to plead the case for the back pay the soldiers were owed and the pensions they were promised. The very different reactions Madison and Hamilton had to the news of the officers’ arrival reveal their contrasting  personalities and political instincts. For Madison, the army’s plight was further proof of the need for Congress to have its own source of funding, so that it could pay its debts. It became the centerpiece of his defense of the impost. To Hamilton, however, the army presented an opportunity to radically alter the terms of the debate in order to frighten and intimidate opponents of the impost and, finally, to force the approval of the long-sought economic measures.

The officers’ complaints were well founded. Many had not been paid for a very long time, some for as long as six years. Moreover, even though in 1780 Congress had pledged that soldiers would be granted a retirement pension at half pay, retired soldiers were not receiving any payments, and some state officials were now suggesting that the pension should not be paid at all.

The delegation of officers came armed with a petition drafted by Major General Henry Knox, which they presented to Congress on January 6, 1783. The petition warned that “we have borne all that men can bear.” With so little pay for so long, “our property is expended, our private resources are at an end, and our friends are wearied out and disgusted with our incessant applications.” Further delay in payments, they declared, could be dangerous for the nation: “The uneasiness of the soldiers, for want of pay, is great and dangerous; any further experiments on their patience may have fatal effects.”

Superintendent of Finance Morris could envision the potential political utility of a band of soldiers who were armed, angry, and out of patience. He realized that a powerful political force could be created if the army would join with the public creditors—those wealthy citizens who had either loaned money to the Treasury or provided goods on credit to the army. Morris met with the delegation to convince them that their only hope of redress was to work with the other creditors to gain approval of Morris’s economic plan; relief for the army could come only from the central government. In order to increase pressure on the officers, Morris warned them that if they tried to have their debts paid by the individual states instead of by Congress, they would be opposed until “all prospect of obtaining continental funds” had been exhausted.

Robert Morris had two important allies in his attempt to use the officers for political advantage. He was joined both by Hamilton and by the assistant superintendent of finance, Gouverneur Morris (who, despite the shared last name, was not related to his boss). Gouverneur Morris had been a friend of Hamilton’s since the beginning of the Revolutionary War. Both men were strong supporters of Robert Morris’s plan to combine the interests of the army with those of the other public creditors. Each was determined to make more immediate the implicit threat in the army’s discontent.

On January 1, 1783, just days after the officers’ delegation had arrived in Philadelphia, Gouverneur Morris wrote an almost gleeful letter to John Jay. “The army,” he wrote, “have swords in their hands. You know enough of the history of mankind to know much more than I have said, and possibly much more than they themselves think of.” He hinted that he was actively manipulating the situation: “Depend on it, good will arise from the situation to which we are hastening. And this you may rely on, that my efforts will not be wanting.” Morris ended this note by acknowledging the risks in his plan and explaining that “although I think it probable, that much of convulsions will ensue, yet it must terminate in giving to government that power, without which government is but a name.”

Hamilton’s initial involvement with the delegation does not seem to have involved the encouragement of “convulsions.” Nevertheless, he utilized his influence from the outset to further the superintendent of finance’s plan. At the time of their arrival in Philadelphia, each member of the officers’ delegation could claim a warm personal relationship with Hamilton. The leader of the group, General Alexander McDougall, had been Hamilton’s sponsor, helping him get his start in the military during the Revolutionary War by recommending to the New York Provincial Congress that Hamilton be named captain of an artillery company. The second, Colonel Mathias Ogden, was the brother-in-law of Francis Barber, who had run a New Jersey college preparatory program which Hamilton attended from 1772 to 1773. The third member was Colonel John Brooks, an “intimate friend” of Hamilton’s.

Hamilton met with his three friends prior to their formal meeting with Congress. Shortly thereafter, General McDougall announced his full support for the plan “to unite the influence of Congress with that of the Army and the public Creditors, to obtain permanent funds for the United [S]tates, which will promise ultimate security to the Army.”

On the evening of January 13, 1783, the army delegation met with a Grand Committee of Congress, which included one delegate from each state. Both Madison and Hamilton were among those who attended this meeting. The officers, using the advice they had received, made clear the threat of military unrest if the financial issues were not resolved. They warned that if the army was not paid, “the most serious consequences were to be apprehended.” General McDougall reported that the army was “verging to that state which we are told will make a wise man mad.” One member of Congress asked what would happen if no payments were immediately advanced. The officers responded menacingly that “at least a mutiny would ensue.” Immediately after the officers left the meeting, the unsettled Grand Committee voted to create a subcommittee made up of Hamilton, Madison, and John Rutledge of South Carolina to work with the superintendent of finance to respond to the officers’ demands.

On January 24, the subcommittee reported back to Congress. But before their report was presented, the superintendent of finance increased the pressure on Congress by giving it an ultimatum in which he demanded that it either make “permanent provision for the public debts of every kind” or else he would resign. He closed his plea with this stark declaration: “I will never be the minister of injustice.”

According to Madison, “This letter made a deep & solemn impression on Congress.” It quickly and unanimously approved Hamilton’s report, which proposed that Congress should be responsible for the claims of the troops and should obtain from the states “funds adequate to the object of funding the whole debt of the U.S.” As an astounded Madison wrote in an aside, “even Rhode Island concurring in it.”

Turning this principle into a plan of action, however, presented a far more divisive question. Many in Congress were strongly opposed to any funding scheme which would alter the existing balance of power between Congress and the states. Their goal in the ensuing debate was to preserve state autonomy and to ensure that Congress would not be empowered to invade state sovereignty. It would fall to Madison to try to mollify their fears while reining in Hamilton, his overly enthusiastic ally.

On January 27, 1783, Congress began its funding debate. James Wilson of Pennsylvania, who would later attend the Constitutional Convention and serve on the Supreme Court, proposed “the establishment of general funds to be collected by Congress.” This proposal embodied two significant and controversial changes: Congress would be able to raise funds directly as well as control the actual collection of taxes.

Hamilton eagerly supported this proposal. In the first of several long speeches, he defended both the concepts of creating a permanent source of revenue and of having that revenue collected by agents appointed by Congress. Congress, not the states, should collect the monies, he said, because that method would be simpler, more economical, and less subject to state manipulation. After he spoke, several delegates took the floor, each voicing a “strong dislike” for the concept of officers appointed by Congress collecting taxes.

The debate continued into the following day. Finally, Madison, fearful that the very concept of establishing a source of funding for Congress was in jeopardy, rose to offer a compromise, which would split Wilson’s original motion in two. In the first part, Congress would vote on the proposition that “the establishment of permanent and adequate funds, to operate generally throughout the United States, is indispensably necessary.” The even more contentious issue of whether such funds were “to be collected under the authority of Congress” was left to be debated afterward. Madison’s strategy was to try to reassure the opponents of granting taxing power to Congress that the plan need not intrude on the autonomy of the individual states.

Even Madison’s compromise ran into opposition. Many delegates continued to argue that the taxing power should stay with the states. Hamilton delivered another lengthy speech, again emphasizing the necessity of a permanent source of general funds. He ended his remarks by bringing up the issue of having Congress appoint the tax collection officers. Hamilton said that the federal government lacked “the energy . . . necessary for pervading and uniting the states.” This problem could be ameliorated, Hamilton concluded, by introducing into the states “the influence of officers” whose jobs depended on the goodwill of Congress, and hence would be “interested in supporting the power of Congress.”

Caught in the passion of his argument, Hamilton unwittingly had just handed his adversaries the weapon they needed. He had made Madison’s compromise proposal appear to be merely the first step of a nationalist plot to “pervade,” “unite,” and ultimately subsume the states. Madison, when describing the congressional debate, said, “This remark was imprudent, and injurious to the cause which it was meant to serve.” Madison added that two strong opponents of the plan, Theodorick Bland and Arthur Lee, came to him in private and gloatingly told him that “Mr. Hamilton had let out the secret.” Madison’s modified funding proposal was defeated, and the congressional debate over funding continued for several more months.

Hamilton appears to have been unaware that Madison blamed him for “injuring” the cause. Madison never confronted him with his concerns. Hamilton, in a pattern that would be repeated in 1788, seemed oblivious to Madison’s anger and continued to view him as an ally. In fact, the next day, Hamilton singled him out to share some sensitive news he had obtained. Madison wrote in his notes that, during a congressional discussion about a treaty with Holland, Hamilton “told him privately” of the potentially serious objections that the secretary of the French legation had raised to Hamilton about the treaty.

Congressional debate over funding grew more and more frustrating for Madison. On February 4, he complained that, while most delegates supported a system of federal revenue, such plans were thwarted  by their “despondence & timidity.” A week later, Madison wrote that “we seem only to have gone round in a circle.”

Hamilton was not content to wait for Congress to reach a consensus. Instead, he, along with Gouverneur Morris, decided to use the army’s discontent to increase the pressure on Congress. In early February, Colonel Brooks was given two letters to deliver, one from Hamilton and one from Morris. Morris wrote to Major General Henry Knox, telling him that once peace came and the army was no longer considered useful by the states, “they will see you starve rather than pay a six Penny tax.” Thus, Morris continued, “the only wise mode is for the army to connect themselves with the public creditors of every kind both foreign and domestic and unremittingly to urge the grant of general permanent funds.” He offered a military allusion to describe his scheme: “The army may now influence the legislatures and if you will permit me a metaphor from your own profession after you have carried the post the public creditors will garrison it for you.”

Hamilton had a far more delicate assignment. His task was to write George Washington and convince him to manipulate the increasingly impatient troops and direct their anger into more productive channels. This was to be Hamilton’s first direct communication with his former supervisor in over a year. Hamilton laid out the ambitious financial plan to Washington: “The great desideratum at present is the establishment of general funds, which alone can do justice to the Creditors of the United States (of whom the army forms the most meritorious class), restore public credit and supply the future wants of government. . . . In this the influence of the army, properly directed, may cooperate.”

Hamilton explained how the army’s anger might be beneficial, as it could frighten those opposed to the federal funding plan: “The claims of the army, urged with moderation, but with firmness, may operate on those weak minds which are influenced by their apprehensions more than by their judgments.” The army, said Hamilton, “may add weight to the applications of Congress to the several states.” The plan did not require a mutiny or armed insurrection. Hamilton’s goal was to use the mere threat of such activity to play on the “apprehensions” of the opposing legislators.

But an angry collection of armed soldiers presented an obvious danger as well. Hamilton knew they must keep a “complaining and suffering army within the bounds of moderation.” And Hamilton saw how the task of inciting yet controlling the army could be done: “This,” he told Washington, “your Excellency’s influence must effect.” He urged Washington not to suppress the army’s activities, “but rather by the intervention of confidential and prudent persons, to take the direction of them.” Hamilton knew that Washington’s position as commander-in-chief would make a public leadership role politically unfeasible. So he reminded Washington that the general’s involvement “must not appear.” Instead, he suggested that Washington should attempt surreptitiously to control the army’s threatening behavior. Hamilton added a postscript to his letter concerning Henry Knox, whom Gouverneur Morris simultaneously was trying to recruit into the plan. Hamilton wrote to Washington that Knox was trusted by the army and that “he may be safely made use of.”

When Hamilton had not received a reply within a few weeks, he became increasingly anxious. Finally, on March 5, he wrote another note to Washington, stating that he had written “on a very confidential subject and shall be anxious to know as soon as convenient whether the letter got safe to hand.”

Washington had, in fact, already sent a response declining Hamilton’s invitation. Washington decried the idea that a collection of soldiers would act in concert to influence the government: “It would at this day be productive of Civil commotions & end in blood. Unhappy situation this! God forbid we should be involved in it.” Washington then declared that he would not participate in any such plan: “I shall pursue the same steady line of conduct which has governed me hitherto.”

Gouverneur Morris was similarly unable to convince either General Knox or another Revolutionary War hero, General Nathaniel Greene, to join the plan. While each agreed with the principle that the army shared a common interest with the other public creditors, they strongly disapproved of any plan to use the threat of armed insurrection as a lobbying tool. As Greene warned Morris, “When Soldiers advance without authority, who can halt them?”

The hope that politics would lead to a solution dimmed when Congress learned on February 13 that King George had given a speech stating that preliminary agreement had been reached on a peace treaty with the United States. The end of the war seemed to embolden those who wanted to maintain the power of the states in financial matters. In response, several of the delegates who were most in favor of increasing the power of Congress held an emergency strategy meeting on the evening of February 20. The meeting was held in the home of Thomas FitzSimons and was attended by Madison and Hamilton, as well as Daniel Carroll, Richard Peters, and Nathaniel Gorham.

Hamilton warned the group that the army was secretly plotting to refuse to lay down their arms unless provision was made to ensure that they would be paid. Moreover, Hamilton stated, Washington was becoming increasingly unpopular among the troops, and plans were being made to replace him with someone who was not as disinclined to “unlawful proceedings.” Hamilton also disclosed, in the most general terms, that he had written to Washington, urging “him to be the conductor of the army in their plans for redress, in order that they might be moderated & directed to proper objects.”

After much discussion, all in the group but one reached the disappointing conclusion that it had become impossible to convince Congress to impose any tax beyond the impost and that it was now necessary to compromise with the legislative opponents. Only Hamilton continued to believe that their original broader vision was still obtainable.

This evening meeting marked a turning point in the roles of Madison and Hamilton in the impost debate. Madison would from then on take the lead in forging a legislative compromise, one which Hamilton was determined to oppose.

Fresh from the evening meeting, on February 21, Madison announced that he was ready to acquiesce in many of the demands of his former adversaries. While saying he had wished for an arrangement in which the federal government was able to obtain all of the funding it needed through its own taxing power, Madison now conceded that  Congress was not ready to accept such a plan. He stated that he would limit the proposal so that Congress would be empowered only to raise revenue from the impost, and that the rest of the money needed to pay back the creditors would be derived from “a revenue established within each State separately & appropriated to the Common Treasury.” As part of this new spirit of compromise, Madison pledged to support “no measure tending to augment the power of Congress which should appear unnecessary.”

After much discussion, Congress finally voted to create a committee, which included Madison and Hamilton, to propose a funding plan. In his final attempt at compromise, Madison wrote the committee’s report, proposing that Congress be given the ability to impose a 5 percent import tax, but instead of a permanent grant of power, this authority would expire within twenty-five years. The import tax was to be collected not by federal officials but by collectors “appointed by the states.” Finally, this proposal would not take effect until approved by every one of the thirteen states.

Hamilton never would accept this compromise. He later attempted, unsuccessfully, to postpone the vote on the proposal and replace it with his own plan for more extensive federal taxing powers.

Meanwhile, the situation with the army took an extreme and sinister turn. On March 10, an anonymous document began circulating among the troops stationed in Newburgh, New York. Later determined to have been written by John Armstrong, a disaffected twenty-six-year-old army major, the address called for a meeting of officers to discuss what measures the troops should take to obtain the money which they were owed. The simple act of calling such a meeting was disturbing because—as it was not sanctioned by the commanding officer, George Washington—the meeting was illegal. The tone of Armstrong’s address was simultaneously angry and threatening. The officers were told to confront “a country that tramples upon your rights, disdains your cries and insults your distresses.” Now was the time to change their tone, to alter their “appeal from the justice to the fears of government.” The troops were called on to declare that they would refuse to lay down their arms if peace came, but if the war were to resume, they were to  refuse to fight, and “retire to some unsettled country, smile in your turn, and ‘mock when their fear cometh on.’” The address included a veiled threat to General George Washington himself: “Suspect the man who would advise to more moderation and longer forbearance.”

Superintendent of Finance Robert Morris knew of the blossoming conspiracy. Officers at Newburgh were said to have sounded him out and reported that he was not hostile to their aims. An army supplier in Newburgh later reported that Morris, when asked how an army which was opposed by the country could be fed, replied, “I will feed them.”

When Washington learned of the March 10 address, he acted quickly to regain control of the situation. He issued his own order the next day, condemning the “irregular invitation” to “such disorderly proceedings,” and called instead for a meeting on March 15. He indicated that he would not attend this meeting but that the presiding officer would “report the result of the deliberations to the Commander in Chief.”
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