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E, the People of the United Statcs, i1
a more perfeét Union cﬁabhfh]nﬁme,

Tranquility, plovu for the commoi
mote the General W elfare, and f{ecure

i1

Liberty to Ourfelves and our Polterity. do ordain a
Conf{titution for the United States of America.

7, N | S Lt (e Sl b AR

Sedd. 1. ALL legiflative powers herein granted (hall be vefted in a Congrefs of the United
States, which fhall confift of a Senate and Houfe of Reprelentatives.

Sel. 2. The Houfe of Reprefentatives thall be compofed of members chofen every fecond year
by the pcoplc of the feveral (tates, and the eleftors in cach ftate fhall have the qualifications requi-
fite for eletors of the moft numerous branch of the ftate legiflature.

No perfon thall be a reptefenrative who thall net have attained tothe ageof twenty-five years,and
been [even years a citizen of the ‘?Ntcd States, and who (hall not, when eleéted, be an inhabitant
of that ftate in which he fhall be c* ofen.

ﬁcprcienn{ ves and diret taxes thall be apportioned among the fevera! ftates which may be in-
cnuﬂca within this Union,according to their refpeflive numbers, which fhall be determined byadd-
xg to the whole number of free pufuru, including thole bound to fervice for a term of years,
and ctcludmg Indians not taxed, three-fifths of all other perfons. The aftual enumeration fhall
be made within three years after the firft meeting of the Congrefs of the Uni!cd States, and within
every [.rbfcqw-m term of ten years,-in fuch manner as they fhall by law dire®. The number of
reprclcutmm fhall not exceed one for every thirty thoufand, but each ftate thall have at leaft one
rLD:exct-uuv& ; and uatl fuch enumeration m..h be made, 1hc ftate of New-Hampthire fhall be en-




RATIFICATION OF THE
CONSTITUTION BY THE STATES

During the American Revolution, New Yorkers
of every political stripe advocated strengthening
the powers of the Continental Congress. When in-
dependence was achieved, the state’s two major
political parties split. The followers of Governor
George Clinton became wary of Congress, which
they viewed as hostile to New York’s interests on
land and tax policies. They pursued policies de-
signed to create the Empire State by taking ad-
vantage of New York’s central geographical loca-
tion and New York City's superb harbor. Clinton’s
opponents, led by Philip Schuyler and Alexander
Hamilton, Schuyler’s son-in-law, continued to seek
enhanced powers for Congress and to limit the
powers of the states, including New York. By 1787
it had become clear that the only way to increase
the power of Congress was through a Constitu-
tional Convention, and New York played a leading
role in calling the Convention in February 1787.

In mid-July 1787, two months before the conclu-
sion of the Constitutional Convention, Hamilton
publicly attacked Governor Clinton in the newspa-
pers for denigrating the Convention’s work. Clin-
tonians rushed to the governor’s defense. After the
Constitution was published, it was aggressively crit-
icized in New York newspapers in serialized essays
signed by “Cato,” “Brutus,” “Cincinnatus,” and “A
Countryman,” in a host of individual essays written
by New Yorkers, and in many essays reprinted from
Philadelphia newspapers. The best Antifederalist
case against the Constitution was printed in a widely
circulated forty-page pamphlet signed by “Federal
Farmer.” Federalists responded with their own
newspaper essays including series signed by
“Caesar,” “Curtius,” “Americanus,” “Examiner,”
“Phile-Publius,” “America,” and the greatest de-
fense and explanation of the Constitution, The Fed-
eralist, written by “Publius” (Hamilton, John Jay, and
James Madison). In addition to this thoughtful, so-
phisticated dialogue discussing the nature of the
Constitution, the public debate included scurrilous
and vitriolic attacks on leaders on both sides. For
instance, Hamiiton was attacked in the opening line
of a poem: “From his own dung hill lately sprung”
(New York Journal, 5 December 1787, Mfm:N.Y.).

The debate over the Constitution in New York
also had national implications. New York City
newspapers quickly rivaled Philadelphia’s as a
source for both Federalist and Antifederalist
propaganda. After Pennsylvania ratified the Con-
stitution on 12 December 1787, New York City’s
newspapers surpassed those of Philadelphia. Vir-
ginia delegate to Congress James Madison and
Secretary at War Henry Knox of Massachusetts,
both resident in New York City, became clearing-
houses of Federalist information; while the New

(continued on back endflap)
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Organization

The Documentary History of the Ratification of the Constitution is divided
into:

(1) Constitutional Documents and Records, 1776—1787 (1 volume),

(2) Ratification of the Constitution by the States (18 volumes),

(3) Commentaries on the Constitution: Public and Private (6 volumes),

(4) The Bill of Rights (1 or 2 volumes).

Constitutional Documents and Records, 1776—1787.

This introductory volume, a companion to all of the other volumes,
traces the constitutional development of the United States during its
first twelve years. Crossreferences to it appear frequently in other vol-
umes when contemporaries refer to events and proposals from 1776 to
1787. The documents include: (1) the Declaration of Independence,
(2) the Articles of Confederation, (3) ratification of the Articles, (4)
proposed amendments to the Articles, proposed grants of power to
Congress, and ordinances for the Western Territory, (5) the calling of
the Constitutional Convention, (6) the appointment of Convention del-
egates, (7) the resolutions and draft constitutions of the Convention,
(8) the report of the Convention, and (9) the Confederation Congress
and the Constitution.

Ratification of the Constitution by the States.

The volumes are arranged in the order in which the states consid-
ered the Constitution. Although there are variations, the documents
for each state are organized into the following groups: (1) commen-
taries from the adjournment of the Constitutional Convention to the
meeting of the state legislature that called the state convention, (2) the
proceedings of the legislature in calling the convention, (3) commen-
taries from the call of the convention until its meeting, (4) the election
of convention delegates, (5) the proceedings of the convention, and
(6) post-convention documents.

Microfiche Supplements to Ratification of the Constitution by the States.

With the publication of the New York and Massachusetts volumes
separate microfiche supplements will no longer be produced. Instead,
all documents in Mfm:N.Y. and Mfm:Mass. (as well as all past microfiche
supplements—Mfm:Pa., Del., N.J., Ga., Conn., and Va.) have been
placed on the publisher’s website: www.wisconsinhistory.org/ratifica-
tion. This new method of publication should make the supplemental
documents more easily accessible.
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Much of the material for each state is repetitious or peripheral but
still valuable. Literal transcripts of this material are placed on micro-
fiche supplements. Occasionally, photographic copies of significant
manuscripts are also included.

The types of documents in the supplements are:

(1) newspaper items that repeat arguments, examples of which are
printed in the state volumes,

(2) pamphlets that circulated primarily within one state and that are
not printed in the state volumes or in Commentaries,

(3) letters that contain supplementary material about politics and
social relationships,

(4) photographic copies of petitions with the names of signers,

(5) photographic copies of manuscripts such as notes of debates, and

(6) miscellaneous documents such as election certificates, attendance
records, pay vouchers and other financial records, etc.

Commentaries on the Constitution: Public and Private.

This series contains newspaper items, pamphlets, and broadsides that
circulated regionally or nationally. It also includes some private letters
that give the writers’ opinions of the Constitution in general or that
report on the prospects for ratification in several states. Except for
some grouped items, documents are arranged chronologically and are
numbered consecutively throughout the six volumes. There are fre-
quent cross-references between Commentaries and the state series.

The Bill of Righls.

The public and private debate on the Constitution continued in sev-
eral states after ratification. It was centered on the issue of whether
there should be amendments to the Constitution and the manner in
which amendments should be proposed—by a second constitutional
convention or by the new U.S. Congress. A bill of rights was proposed
in the U.S. Congress on 8 June 1789. Twelve amendments were adopted
on 25 September and were sent to the states on 2 October. This vol-
ume(s) will contain the documents related to the public and private
debate over amendments, to the proposal of amendments by Congress,
and to the ratification of the Bill of Rights by the states.



Editorial Procedures

With a few exceptions all documents are transcribed literally. Obvious
slips of the pen and errors in typesetting are silently corrected. When
spelling or capitalization is unclear, modern usage is followed. Super-
scripts and interlineated material are lowered to the line. Thorns are
spelled out (i.e., “ye” becomes “the”). Crossed-out words are retained
when significant and legible.

Brackets are used for editorial insertions. Conjectural readings are
enclosed in brackets with a question mark. Illegible and missing words
are indicated by dashes enclosed in brackets. However, when the au-
thor’s intent is obvious, illegible or missing material, up to five char-
acters in length, has been silently provided.

All headings are supplied by the editors. Headings for letters contain
the names of the writer and the recipient and the place and date of
writing. Headings for newspapers contain the pseudonym, if any, and
the name and date of the newspaper. Headings for broadsides and
pamphlets contain the pseudonym and a shortened form of the title.
Full titles of broadsides and pamphlets and information on authorship
are given in editorial notes. Headings for public meetings contain the
place and date of the meeting.

Salutations, closings of letters, addresses, endorsements, and dock-
etings are deleted unless they provide important information, which is
then either retained in the document or placed in editorial notes.

Contemporary footnotes and marginal notes are printed after the
text of the document and immediately preceding editorial footnotes.
Symbols, such as stars, asterisks, and daggers have been replaced by
superscripts (a), (b), (c), etc.

Many documents, particularly letters, are excerpted when they con-
tain material that is not directly relevant to ratification. When longer
excerpts or entire documents have been printed elsewhere, or are in-
cluded in the microfiche supplements, this fact is noted.
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General Ratification Chronology, 1786-1791

21 January

11-14 September
20 September

11 October
23 November

23 November
4 December
30 December

6 January

17 January
3 February
10 February
21 February
22 February
28 February
3 March

6 March

8 March

14 March
23 April-26 May
5 May

14 May
14-17 May
25 May

16 June

27 June

13 July

6 August

12 September

17 September
20 September
26—28 September
28 September
28-29 September

1786

Virginia calls meeting to consider granting Congress power
to regulate trade.

Annapolis Convention.

Congress receives Annapolis Convention report
recommending that states elect delegates to a convention
at Philadelphia in May 1787.

Congress appoints committee to consider Annapolis
Convention report.

Virginia authorizes election of delegates to Convention at
Philadelphia.

New Jersey elects delegates.

Virginia elects delegates.

Pennsylvania elects delegates.

1787
North Carolina elects delegates.
New Hampshire elects delegates.
Delaware elects delegates.
Georgia elects delegates.
Congress calls Constitutional Convention.
Massachusetts authorizes election of delegates.
New York authorizes election of delegates.
Massachusetts elects delegates.
New York elects delegates.
South Carolina elects delegates.
Rhode Island refuses to elect delegates.
Maryland elects delegates.
Rhode Island again refuses to elect delegates.
Convention meets; quorum not present.
Connecticut elects delegates.
Convention begins with quorum of seven states.
Rhode Island again refuses to elect delegates.
New Hampshire renews election of delegates.
Congress adopts Northwest Ordinance.
Committee of Detail submits draft constitution to
Convention.
Committee of Style submits draft constitution to
Convention.
Constitution signed and Convention adjourns sine die.
Congress reads Constitution.
Congress debates Constitution.
Congress transmits Constitution to the states.
Pennsylvania calls state convention.

xviii
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17 October

25 October

26 October

31 October

1 November

6 November
10 November
12 November
19 November—

7 January 1788
20 November—

15 December
26 November
27 November—

1 December
27 November—

1 December
3-7 December
4-5 December
6 December
7 December
11-20 December
12 December
14 December
18 December
25 December—

5 January 1788
31 December
31 December—

12 February 1788

3-9 January

9 January

9 January-7 February
19 January

1 February

6 February

13-22 February
1 March

3-27 March

24 March

28-29 March
7 April
11-12 April
21-29 April

Connecticut calls state convention.

Massachusetts calls state convention.

Georgia calls state convention.

Virginia calls state convention.

New Jersey calls state convention.

Pennsylvania elects delegates to state convention.
Delaware calls state convention.

Connecticut elects delegates to state convention.
Massachusetts elects delegates to state convention.

Pennsylvania Convention.

Delaware elects delegates to state convention.
Maryland calls state convention.

New Jersey elects delegates to state convention.

Delaware Convention.

Georgia elects delegates to state convention.

North Carolina calls state convention.

Delaware Convention ratifies Constitution, 30 to 0.
New Jersey Convention.

Pennsylvania Convention ratifies Constitution, 46 to 23.
New Hampshire calls state convention.

New Jersey Convention ratifies Constitution, 38 to 0.
Georgia Convention.

Georgia Convention ratifies Constitution, 26 to 0.
New Hampshire elects delegates to state convention.

1788
Connecticut Convention.
Connecticut Convention ratifies Constitution, 128 to 40.
Massachusetts Convention.
South Carolina calls state convention.
New York calls state convention.
Massachusetts Convention ratifies Constitution, 187 to 168,
and proposes amendments.
New Hampshire Convention: first session.
Rhode Island calls statewide referendum on Constitution.
Virginia elects delegates to state convention.
Rhode Island referendum: voters reject Constitution, 2,711
to 239.
North Carolina elects delegates to state convention.
Maryland elects delegates to state convention.
South Carolina elects delegates to state convention.
Maryland Convention.



XX

26 April

29 April-3 May
12—-24 May

23 May

2-27 June

17 June-26 July
18-21 June

21 June

25 June
27 June

2 July

21 July—4 August
26 July

26 July

2 August

13 September
20 November

30 November

4 March

1 April

6 April

30 April

8 June

21-22 August
25 September

16-23 November
21 November

17 January
8 February
1-6 March
24-29 May
29 May

15 December

GENERAL RATIFICATION CHRONOLOGY, 1786—-1791

Maryland Convention ratifies Constitution, 63 to 11.

New York elects delegates to state convention.

South Carolina Convention.

South Carolina Convention ratifies Constitution, 149 to 73,
and proposes amendments.

Virginia Convention.

New York Convention.

New Hampshire Convention: second session.

New Hampshire Convention ratifies Constitution, 57 to 47,
and proposes amendments.

Virginia Convention ratifies Constitution, 89 to 79.

Virginia Convention proposes amendments.

New Hampshire ratification read in Congress; Congress
appoints committee to report an act for putting the
Constitution into operation.

First North Carolina Convention.

New York Convention Circular Letter calls for second
constitutional convention.

New York Convention ratifies Constitution, 30 to 27, and
proposes amendments.

North Carolina Convention proposes amendments and
refuses to ratify until amendments are submitted to
Congress and to a second constitutional convention.

Congress sets dates for election of President and meeting of
new government under the Constitution.

Virginia requests Congress under the Constitution to call a
second constitutional convention.

North Carolina calls second state convention.

1789

First Federal Congress convenes.

House of Representatives attains quorum.

Senate attains quorum.

George Washington inaugurated first President.

James Madison proposes Bill of Rights in Congress.

North Carolina elects delegates to second state convention.

Congress adopts twelve amendments to Constitution to be
submitted to the states.

Second North Carolina Convention.

Second North Carolina Convention ratifies Constitution, 194
to 77, and proposes amendments.

1790
Rhode Island calls state convention.
Rhode Island elects delegates to state convention.
Rhode Island Convention: first session.
Rhode Island Convention: second session.
Rhode Island Convention ratifies Constitution, 34 to 32, and
proposes amendments.

1791
Bill of Rights adopted.
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New York Introduction

A New State Constitution

During the decade preceding the War for Independence, New York
was divided into two large provincial factions—the Delanceys and the
Livingstons. When independence neared, the Delanceys were in power
and they remained loyal to the king. The opposition to British imperial
policy consisted of three groups—the radical elements led by New York
City mechanics who advocated independence from Great Britain, a very
conservative group that wanted reconciliation, and another conserva-
tive group that wanted to delay independence but would not give up
key colonial rights. Because conservatives controlled the third Provin-
cial Congress, that body gave no instructions on the question of inde-
pendence to New York’s delegates to the Second Continental Congress
meeting in Philadelphia. Not being instructed, the New York delega-
tion, standing alone, did not vote on independence on 2 July 1776.
Earlier, in response to the Continental Congress’ resolution of 15 May
1776, the third Provincial Congress had called on the electors in the
different counties to elect a fourth provincial congress which might
draft a constitution creating a state government. The election took
place and the new Provincial Congress on 9 July resolved unanimously
to join the other colonies in declaring independence. The next day it
renamed itself the Provincial Convention. On 1 August the Convention
appointed a committee of thirteen to draft a state constitution and to
report by 26 August. The committee did not report until 12 March
1777. After almost six weeks of debate, the Convention on 20 April
voted “in the name and by the authority of the good people of this
State” to adopt the constitution.

The new constitution provided the framework for one of the most
conservative state governments in the Union. Among the leading ar-
chitects were John Jay, James Duane, Robert R. Livingston, Gouverneur
Morris, and Abraham Yates, Jr. (chair). The first article provided “that
no authority shall on any pretence whatever be exercised over the peo-
ple or members of this State, but such as shall be derived from and
granted by them.”

“The supreme legislative power” was vested in a legislature consisting
of an Assembly “of at least seventy members” and a Senate of at least
twenty-four. The legislature was required to meet at least once each
year. Each house could judge of its own members and each needed a
majority for a quorum. The Assembly could elect its own speaker; the
lieutenant governor would serve as the president of the Senate with a

XXil
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casting vote in case of ties. The doors of both houses were to be open,
“except when the welfare of the State” required secrecy. Bills could
originate in either house. A conference committee would resolve dif-
ferences between the two houses.

The Assembly was elected annually by adult male inhabitants who
had resided in a county for six months and who were freeholders own-
ing land worth at least £20 (half the colonial requirement) or tenants
paying annual rents of at least £2 and who had “been rated and actually
paid taxes to this State.” All freemen as of 14 October 1775 in New
York City and Albany could also vote. As the population increased (de-
termined by a septennial census), a county’s representation could be
increased or the legislature could create new counties until the Assem-
bly grew to a maximum of 300 members. Because of a demand for
switching from wiva voce to balloting, it was decided that “as soon as
may be” after the war, an experiment with balloting for both houses
of the legislature should be tried. If, however, “after a full and fair
experiment” balloting should “be found less conducive to the safety
or interest of the State, than the method of voting viva voce, it shall be
lawful and constitutional for the legislature” by a two-thirds vote of
those present in each house to restore voice voting.

The Senate was to be chosen by freeholders possessed of net property
worth £100. Immediately after the first election, the twenty-four sena-
tors would be divided by lot into four classes of six senators each. Those
in the first class would have a one-year term, in the second class two
years, etc. In this way after the first four years all senators would have
a four-year term with one-quarter of the senators being elected in any
given year. The state’s senators were to be grouped into four districts—
southern, eastern, western, and middle districts. The constitution ini-
tially allotted nine senators to the southern district, three to the eastern
district (which included Vermont), and six each to the middle and
western districts. When a septennial census indicated a sufficient popu-
lation growth, the legislature could increase the number of senators to
a maximum of 100 and increase the number of counties and districts.

The “supreme executive power, and authority” was lodged in a gov-
ernor elected by ballot by those freeholders qualified to vote for the
Senate. The governor had a three-year term, the longest of any state
executive in the Union. No reeligibility restrictions were placed upon
him. The governor was general and commander-in-chief of the state
militia and admiral of the state navy. He could call the legislature into
special session ‘“on extraordinary occasions” and could prorogue it but
for no more than sixty days within a year. A lieutenant governor was
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elected in the same manner as the governor. The lieutenant governor
would serve as president of the Senate.

The constitution provided for two unique councils—the Council of
Revision and the Council of Appointment—to handle certain executive
functions. The Council of Revision consisted of the governor, the chan-
cellor, and the three justices of the Supreme Court. A quorum of the
Council consisted of the governor and any two of the four other mem-
bers. Every bill passed by the legislature had to be submitted to the
Council of Revision for its “revisal and consideration.” The Council
had to act within ten days, otherwise the bill automatically became law.
If the majority of the Council agreed on a report objecting to the bill,
the bill and the objections would be returned to the originating house,
which could override the Council’s objection by a two-thirds vote. The
bill and objections would then be sent to the other house, and, if it
overrode the objections by a two-thirds vote of the members present,
the bill became law. (See Appendix I.)

The Council of Appointment made all appointments not otherwise
provided for by the constitution. All Council appointees, whose tenures
were not otherwise fixed by the constitution, served at the pleasure of
the Council. The Assembly annually appointed one senator from each
senatorial district to the Council. The Assembly usually selected the new
Council well into the first legislative session after the previous Council
had served one full year. Senators could not serve two consecutive
terms on the Council. The Governor was president of the Council but
could only vote in case of a tie. (See Appendix I.)

The constitution referred to a Supreme Court but never specified its
composition. The justices of the Supreme Court were first appointed
by the Provincial Convention early in May 1777; they were John Jay
(chief justice), Robert Yates, and John Sloss Hobart. These men refused
to exercise their duties until the Council of Appointment reappointed
them. Equity cases were under the jurisdiction of the chancellor in a
court of chancery. The chancellor, Supreme Court justices, and the first
judge of each of the county courts (all appointed by the Council of
Appointment) served during good behavior or until they reached the
age of sixty. The other county judges and justices of the peace served
at the pleasure of the Council of Appointment, but their commissions
had to be issued at least once every three years. Judges appointed the
officers of their courts. Sheriffs and coroners served one-year terms,
but not for more than four consecutive years. Sheriffs could hold no
other offices concurrently. The Assembly alone, by a two-thirds vote of
those present, had the power to impeach government officials.
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The constitution provided for a unique court for the trial of im-
peachments and the correction of errors. It consisted of the president
of the Senate, the senators, the chancellor, and the justices of the Su-
preme Court. The chancellor or the justices of the Supreme Court were
ineligible to sit on cases appealed from their courts. The court, based
to a certain extent on the British House of Lords, was created by law
in November 1784.

The legislature elected members of Congress annually. Each house
would nominate the number of delegates to be elected. At a joint ses-
sion those nominated by both houses were declared elected. Half of
the remaining nominees were to be chosen by joint ballot. (The Arti-
cles of Confederation provided that each state could have between two
and seven delegates; New York usually elected five or six delegates.)

The constitution provided that the English common law and the stat-
ute law of England and the colony of New York as of 19 April 1775
(the date of the Battles of Lexington and Concord) should continue
as law unless altered by the legislature. Unlike some other states, New
York had no separate bill of rights prefacing its constitution. Within
the body of the constitution, a number of rights were protected. No
New Yorker could be disfranchised or deprived of his rights or privi-
leges unless by the law of the land or judgment of his peers. The An-
glican Church and the Dutch Reformed Church were disestablished,
and the constitution provided that “the free exercise and enjoyment
of religious profession and worship, without discrimination or prefer-
ence, shall for ever hereafter be allowed within this State to all man-
kind. Provided that the liberty of conscience hereby granted, shall not
be so construed, as to excuse acts of licentiousness, or justify practices
inconsistent with the peace or safety of this State.” Ministers could not
hold civil or military office, and Quakers could be granted conscien-
tious objector status. The trial by jury as formerly practiced in New
York was to “remain inviolate forever,” bills of attainder were forbidden
for crimes committed after the war, the right to counsel was guaranteed
in criminal and civil cases, and no new courts could be established but
that ““shall proceed according to the course of the common law.” The
legislature was given authority over naturalization. (See Appendix 1.)

The Revolution and a Strengthened Congress

Conservative Whigs were pleased with New York’s constitution. John
Jay wrote that “Our Constitution is universally approved, even in New
England, where few New York productions have credit. But, unless the
government be committed to proper hands, it will be weak and unsta-
ble at home, and contemptible abroad.”! Men like Jay hoped and ex-
pected to fill the offices with wealthy conservatives. To their chagrin
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militia and Continental Army General George Clinton, an Ulster
County farmer-lawyer, defeated the aristocratic Philip Schuyler in the
gubernatorial election in June 1777. Schuyler lamented his loss to Clin-
ton, a man who was by “family and connections” not entitled to “so
distinguished a predominance.”? Clinton was also elected lieutenant
governor, but resigned the post allowing runner-up Pierre Van Cort-
landt, a wealthy Westchester manor lord, to assume the office. Both
Clinton and Van Cortlandt were reelected continuously five additional
times before Clinton retired in 1795. Much of the politics of New York
during and after the Revolution centered around the disagreements
between the Clintonians and Anti-Clintonians over both state and con-
tinental matters.

New York suffered greatly during the Revolution. Throughout most
of the war years New York City and parts of the lower six counties were
occupied by British troops. The state was thus unable to derive revenue
from the trade normally flowing through the port of New York. New
York was often the theater of military action as the British attempted
to cut off New England from the other states at the Hudson River. Even
after Burgoyne’s surrender at Saratoga in October 1777, Loyalists, as-
sisted by British regulars and their Indian allies, attacked throughout
the Mohawk and Hudson River valleys. New York constantly sought
assistance from General George Washington and Congress; but the
commander-in-chief never had sufficient forces to meet all the requests
and Congress, without coercive power over the states, could provide
little aid.

Since Congress was weak, New York (and a few other states) tried to
strengthen it. On 6 February 1778 the New York legislature (without
amendments) nearly unanimously ratified the Articles of Confedera-
tion, proposed by Congress and sent to the states for their approval in
November 1777. Governor Clinton signed the act adopting the Articles
on 16 February. If Congress were strengthened, he wrote Alexander
Hamilton, beyond the provisions of the Articles, “Even their Want of
Wisdom but too Evident in most of their Measures woud in that Case
be less Injurious.”® Hamilton agreed that Congress’ lack of powers
“will, in all probability, ruin us.”*

George Washington appreciated Clinton’s efforts to strengthen Con-
gress and assist the army. “In the confidence of friendship,” the com-
mander-in-chief thanked the governor for his support. The weakness
of Congress and the lack of support from the states, declared Washing-
ton, “have uniformly appeared to me to threaten the subversion of our
independence. . . . I should acknowledge, to the honor of your State,
that the pernicious system I have complained of has not influenced
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your councils; but that New York is among the few that has felt the
necessity of energy, and considering its situation, has done everything
that could be expected from it.”’*

In August 1780 delegates from New Hampshire, Massachusetts, and
Connecticut met in Boston to discuss efforts to coordinate activities and
to strengthen Congress. The delegates called another convention to
meet in Hartford in November 1780 and New York was invited to par-
ticipate. In transmitting this invitation to the legislature on 7 Septem-
ber, Governor Clinton declared that the powers of Congress had to be
increased: “When we reflect upon the present situation of our public
affairs, it is evident our embarrassments in the prosecution of the war
are chiefly to be attributed to a defect in power in those who ought to
exercise a supreme direction, for while congress only recommend and
the different States deliberate upon the propriety of the recommen-
dation, we cannot expect a union of force or counsel.” He believed
that Congress should be vested “with such authority as that in all mat-
ters which relate to the war, their requisitions may be peremptory.”®

The legislature on 23 September agreed to appoint delegates to at-
tend the Hartford Convention ‘““to propose and agree to . . . all such
Measures as shall appear calculated to give a Vigour to the governing
Powers, equal to the present Crisis.”” Schuyler wrote to his soon to be
son-in-law Alexander Hamilton that “A Spirit favorable to the common
cause has pervaded almost both houses, they begin to talk of a dictator
and vice dictators, as if it was a thing that was already determined on.
To the Convention to be held at Hartford I believe I shall be sent with
Instructions to propose that a Dictator should be appointed.”® On 10
October, the legislature instructed its delegates to Congress to declare
New York’s earnest wish that throughout the war or until a confeder-
ation government was adopted, Congress should “exercise every Power
which they may deem necessary for an effectual Prosecution of the
War,” and that whenever a state failed to provide its quota of men,
money, or provisions, ‘“that Congress direct the Commander in Chief
without Delay to march the Army, or such Part of it as may be requisite,
into such State, and by a Military Force, compel it to furnish its Defi-
ciency.”® New York Congressman James Duane told the governor that
the resolution “does Honour” to the legislature’s “Zeal and publick
Spirit.”’ ¢

The Hartford Convention, meeting in November 1780, proposed
that George Washington be given dictatorial powers and that Congress
be given the power to levy tariffs to pay the interest on the public debt
and a coercive power to force the states to comply with its requisitions.
Furthermore, the delegates advocated that Congress be vested with
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broad implied powers in addition to the powers specified in the Articles
of Confederation. By the end of March 1781, the New York legislature
and the governor had endorsed the convention’s proposals.

On 5 February 1781, Governor Clinton writing to President of Con-
gress Samuel Huntington challenged what he and the legislature
thought was an unfair congressional requisition on the state. In this
lengthy letter, he detailed the pain and anguish New Yorkers had en-
dured for the previous five years. Clinton warned Congress that New
York could not be expected to withstand the combined attacks of Brit-
ish regulars, Hessians, Loyalists, hostile Indians, and rebellious Ver-
monters (see below for Vermont) if Congress sapped the state’s
strength to compensate for the lack of support from other states. Clin-
ton also suggested that Congress either did not have the power to en-
force its laws and compel each state to do its duty, or that Congress
neglected to exert the coercive power that it did have. New York would
not presume to say “whether Congress has adequate Powers or not? But
we will without hesitation declare that if it has them not, it ought to
have them, and that we stand ready on our Part to confer them.” But
the governor argued that Congress had already exercised “extensive
Powers.” It had waged war, absolved its citizens of allegiance to the
British Crown, emitted money, entered into treaties, sent and received
ambassadors, and given dictatorial powers to the commander-in-chief.
No state had objected. “Hence we venture to conclude,” declared Clin-
ton, ‘“‘that other States are in Sentiment with us, that these were Powers
that necessarily existed in Congress, and we cannot suppose that they
should want the Power of compelling the several States to their Duty
and thereby enabling the Confederacy to expel the common Enemy.”"!
Congress needed to assert itself.

On 1 March 1781, Maryland became the last state to ratify the Arti-
cles of Confederation. Congress immediately notified the states that the
first federal constitution had been adopted. Governor Clinton relayed
the message to the state legislature on 19 March, declaring that “This
important event, as it establishes our union, and defeats the first hope
of our enemy, cannot but afford the highest satisfaction.”'?

The financial and military difficulties facing the country prompted
Congress on 3 February to propose a federal tariff of five percent on
all foreign imports—the Impost of 1781 —earmarked to pay the inter-
est and principal on the war debt. New York acted swiftly and ratified
the impost on 19 March. Eleven other states adopted the impost, but
Rhode Island refused. Because the Articles of Confederation required
that amendments be adopted by all thirteen state legislatures, the im-
post died.
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Although America’s overall military prospects had brightened after
Yorktown in October 1781, its finances had worsened. New York still
remained occupied, whereby its commerce was disrupted. Governor
Clinton wrote John Hanson, President of Congress, in November 1781
expressing his concern ‘“that there is more than a Hazard that we shall
not be able, without a Change in our Circumstances, long to maintain
our civil Government.” Alluding to his letter of 5 February (above)
and to various resolutions passed by the legislature at its last session,
he assured Hanson that New York was completely federal: “I trust there
can be no higher Evidence of a sincere Disposition in the State to
promote the common Interest than the alacrity with which they passed
the Law for granting to Congress a Duty on Imports and their present
proffer to accede to any Propositions which may be made for rendering
the Union among the States more intimate and for enabling Congress
to draw forth and employ the Resources of the whole Empire with the
utmost Vigor.” The governor admitted that the state had few resources
at present to pay its federal requisitions, but, he predicted, when the
British evacuated New York City and peace was established, New York
would prosper. Clinton assured Hanson that the state would “chearfully
consent to vest” Congress “with every Power requisite to an effectual
Defence against foreign Invasion and for the Preservation of internal
Peace and Harmony.”!?

Concurring with Governor Clinton’s opinion, the New York legisla-
ture, meeting in special session in July 1782, resolved that Congress
ought to be given additional taxing authority and that a general con-
vention be called to revise the Articles of Confederation. These reso-
lutions were forwarded to Congress, but New York Congressman Ezra
L’Hommedieu informed Clinton that they would not have the desired
consequences because “very few States seem disposed to grant further
Powers to Congress.”'* By mid-January 1783, however, Congressman
Alexander Hamilton, who in September 1780 had called for a national
convention to strengthen Congress, felt more optimistic. “Every day
proves more & more the insufficiency of the confederation. The pros-
elytes to this opinion are increasing fast, . . . and I am not without hope
it may ere long take place. But I am far from being sanguine.”?®

Hamilton’s optimism was not borne out. The reduced British threat
made states less willing to increase the powers of Congress. The New
York resolutions were considered by various congressional committees,
but in September 1783 a committee recommended that action be post-
poned. The following month, Clinton wrote to Washington that he was
“fully persuaded unless the Powers of the national Council are enlarged
and that Body better supported than it is at present, all their Measures
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will discover such feebleness and want of Energy as will stain us with
Disgrace and expose us to the worst of Evils.”!¢

A New State Perspective

With the end of hostilities and the evacuation of British troops, the
military justification for a strong Union with increased congressional
powers ended. Consequently, New Yorkers reassessed their state’s po-
sition within the Union. Alexander Hamilton reported from Congress
that “There are two classes of men [in Congress] . . . one attached to
state, the other to Continental politics.”!” In postwar New York two
political parties developed—the followers of Governor Clinton opted
to address the state’s problems, while the followers of Philip Schuyler
favored a more Continental program.

Hamilton described his father-in-law as the second most influential
man in the state—second only to the governor. Schuyler, however, ac-
cording to Hamilton, had “more weight in the Legislature than the
Governor; but not so much as not to be exposed to the mortification
of seeing important measures patronised by him frequently miscarry.”'#
In a candid characterization of Schuyler’s role in the state Senate, the
governor wrote “in special Confidence” in January 1787 that “Genl
Schuyler arrived last Night & now I suppose the Senate Room will ring
with incoherent Rhapsody and feigned Patriotism, hitherto it has been
blessed with singular Harmony—=So much for Politics.”' By the end of
1786, the mantle had shifted to Hamilton.

Party structure and hierarchy were not as clear on the other side.
Everyone knew that George Clinton controlled a large number of leg-
islative votes, and that he was the titular head of a party composed of
several factions led by different men. The aristocratic Schuylerites—
later to be Hamiltonians—did not want the popular governor as an
avowed, personal enemy. Far better to oppose some of the more radical
factions led by Abraham Yates, Jr., John Lansing, Jr., Ephraim Paine,
and “the levellers” Mathew Adgate and Jacob Ford. Yates served es-
pecially well as the aristocrats’ whipping boy. According to Hamilton,
he “is a man whose ignorance and perverseness are only surpassed by
his pertinacity and conceit. He hates all high-flyers, which is the ap-
pellation he gives to men of genius.”?

George Clinton was satisfied to exert his influence behind the scenes
and was not eager to be publicly acclaimed as the leader of a political
party. He believed that he could be more effective above the fray of
partisan politics. Furthermore the majority in the legislature was com-
posed of various elements, some of which were too radical for the gov-
ernor’s taste. By staying publicly aloof, the governor stayed out of the
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rough and tumble political battles, yet he could usually win support for
or Kkill legislative proposals at will.?!

Clintonians felt that New York had contributed more than its fair
share of men and money toward the war effort. Since both the state
and federal financial crises could probably not be solved simulta-
neously, and since it appeared that other states would not contribute
significantly to alleviate the federal financial problem, Clintonians de-
cided to concentrate on New York’s problems. Therefore, they devel-
oped an economic program calling for (1) a state impost, (2) sale of
confiscated Loyalist estates and unsettled state lands, (3) a moderate
real estate and personal property tax, (4) the issuance of paper money
on loan to farmers, (5) the funding of the state debt, and (6) the state
assumption of a portion of the federal debt owned by New Yorkers.
Schuylerites strenuously opposed this program.

The Clintonian program began on 15 March 1783 with the repeal of
New York’s earlier approval of the Impost of 1781, the British evacua-
tion of New York City in late November 1783, and the passage in March
1784 of a state impost that was revised in November 1784. The state
impost was to be the cornerstone of the new financial system, and as
such Clintonians refused to support a continental impost. Annual in-
come from the state impost during the Confederation years ranged
between $100,000 and $225,000, and represented between one-third to
over one-half the state’s annual income. This income was especially
significant because much of it was paid by non-New Yorkers. Although
the impost was initially paid by importing merchants resident in New
York, much of it was passed along to consumers in other states in the
form of higher prices for imported goods that were reexported and
sold in other states. Half of the foreign goods consumed in Connecticut
and New Jersey were originally imported into New York City. Thus,
when consumers in other states paid higher prices for imported goods,
the additional cost was paid into the treasury of New York. The impost
also acted as an invisible tax on New Yorkers to be collected by mer-
chants—a group not well represented among Clintonians. The income
from this hidden tax was so substantial that other taxes were kept very
low.

Confiscated Loyalist Property

Land sales were expected to contribute significantly to the state’s
financial recovery. Almost $4,000,000 was raised from the sale of con-
fiscated Loyalist estates. Some Whig manor lords felt uncomfortable
about the confiscation of these estates and the creation of moderate-
sized parcels from them. Nationalists (those who still wanted to
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strengthen Congress) worried that the late seizures by New York and
the refusal to compensate Loyalists violated the Treaty of Peace of 1783.
In March 1783 William Floyd, delegate to Congress, assured Governor
Clinton that the treaty’s provisions concerning Loyalists were mere
show inserted so that the king and his ministers could say to Loyalists
“that they had attended to their Interest as far as Lay in their power
on the Settlement of a peace.” Congress would suggest that the states
compensate their Loyalists, but the states would not comply.? On 31
March 1784 the New York legislature resolved not to compensate Loy-
alists whose property had been confiscated because Great Britain had
no plans to compensate Americans who had suffered from the wanton
destruction of Loyalists and their Indian allies. The “Rules of Justice”
did not require, nor would “the Public Tranquillity”’ allow, the resto-
ration of citizenship or property to the enemies of America. The leg-
islature said that it ““entertain[ed] the highest Sense of National Honor,
of the Sanction of Treaties, and of the Deference which is due to the
Adpvice of . . . Congress,” but that the legislators found “it inconsistant
with their Duty to Comply with the Recommendation.”?® New York thus
kept the confiscated property as partial remuneration for its wartime
expenses.

Vermont Secedes from New York

New York was upset with Congress’ handling of the separatist move-
ment in Vermont. Various settlers had moved to Vermont with land
grants from New York, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire. In 1764 the
king in council ruled that the disputed territory belonged to New York.
But in 1777 New England settlers, led by Ethan and Ira Allen and their
Green Mountain Boys, declared their independence from both New
York and Great Britain. Throughout the Revolution, New York sought
congressional assistance at recovering these eastern counties; but,
afraid of driving Vermonters into an alliance with Great Britain, Con-
gress did little more than investigate the situation and make recom-
mendations, while the Green Mountain Boys adopted a constitution,
set up a government, defied Congress, imprisoned and confiscated the
property of settlers who remained loyal to New York, and actually
fought against New York militiamen. New York’s congressional delega-
tion reported to Governor Clinton on 9 April 1784 that Congress is
determined “not to do anything about that matter, expecting that in
Time we shall be Obliged to consent that [Vermont should] . . . become
a separate State.”?* Such was the case as Vermont was admitted to the
Union as the fourteenth state in 1791.
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New York’s Western Lands

New Yorkers also worried about losing some of their western lands.
After the successful August—September 1779 attack on pro-British In-
dians in western New York by Continental troops commanded by Gen-
erals John Sullivan and James Clinton, arguments surfaced that, be-
cause Continental troops had taken the land from an independent
Indian nation, the land belonged to the United States. In October and
November 1779 congressmen John Jay and Robert R. Livingston each
recommended that New York give up a part of its western lands to
secure the remainder.®® Governor George Clinton soon agreed that it
was in New York’s interest “to give up a Part of our Western Lands, if
by this we shall be able to injoy the Remainder free from every
Claim.”? In February 1780 the legislature instructed its delegates in
Congress to propose a new state boundary and cede lands to Con-
gress.?” Congress accepted the cession and asked other states with west-
ern holdings to follow New York’s example.

By the end of the war, new dangers to New York’s western lands had
appeared. On 9 April 1784 New York’s congressional delegates Ephraim
Paine and Charles DeWitt alerted Governor Clinton that “Upon the
whole sir it is our opinion that the utmost Vigilance ought to be ex-
ercised to prevent any encroachments on our Territory as we are to
expect no protection otherwise than from our own arms.”?® Three
weeks later, Paine wrote that “it appears to be the general Sense of the
Delegates [in Congress] that the western Country ought to be Consid-
ered as belonging to the united States in Common.” Paine suggested
that it was “high time for our State to tak the Same measures as though
it was Sorounded with open and avowed Enemies.”?® On 4 June DeWitt
repeated the warning.®

The preceding day (3 June) the Massachusetts delegates to Congress
submitted a petition to Congress formally claiming western New York
and requesting that a federal court decide the case, as provided for in
Article IX of the Articles of Confederation. Congress read the petition
and ordered that agents from the two states present their states’ cases
before Congress on 6 December 1784. Governor Clinton called a spe-
cial session of the legislature which convened in mid-October 1784.

On 12 November the legislature appointed five agents to represent
New York before Congress. James Duane, John Jay, Robert R. Living-
ston, Egbert Benson, and Walter Livingston would try to save New
York’s western lands. The agents presented their arguments before
Congress on 6, 8, and 10 December. Congress resolved that the judges
meet in Williamsburg, Va., in June 1785 to settle the case. When the
court failed to attain a quorum, Governor Clinton authorized the state’s
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newly created land office to start selling land in the disputed territory.
Sensing that Congress could not resolve the matter, both states ap-
pointed agents in 1786°! who met in Hartford, Conn., between 30 No-
vember and 16 December and negotiated a compromise. New York was
to retain the jurisdictional control over the land but Massachusetts
would retain property rights. Although New York retained control over
the territory, it lost the vast revenue expected from the sale of the land.

The Northwest Forts

Another point of contention between New York and Congress con-
cerned the northwest forts that the British continued to occupy after
the war in violation of the 1783 Treaty of Peace. Of the seven forts in
question, five were within the boundaries of New York. As the end of
the war neared, New York was eager to occupy the forts to regain con-
trol of the lucrative fur trade, assert hegemony over the Indians, and
assure its claim to the region. On 27 March 1783 the state legislature
passed concurrent resolutions calling for the state to occupy the forts
immediately upon the British evacuation. To leave the forts vacant
would risk their destruction by Indians. To have the forts garrisoned
with Continental troops would encourage those states and individuals
who wanted to divest New York of its western lands.

Because the Articles of Confederation forbade states to maintain an
army in peacetime “except such number only, as in the judgment of
the united states, in congress assembled, shall be deemed requisite to
garrison the forts necessary for the defence of such state,”*? New York
requested that Congress allow it to occupy the forts with up to 500
soldiers to be taken from New York troops already under Continental
command, who had enlisted for three years’ service beginning in April
1781. The legislature asked Congress to declare that these soldiers
henceforth would be “in the immediate Service of this State, and not
in the Pay or Service of the United States.” Since New York was bereft
of funds, however, the legislature requested that Congress provide “im-
mediate Subsistence” and munitions for the units and charge these
expenses against New York’s account with the Confederation.?® On 1
April 1783, Governor Clinton sent the resolutions to Alexander Ham-
ilton and William Floyd, the state’s delegates to Congress. They did not
submit the resolutions to Congress. Instead Hamilton committed them
to his own committee to prepare a report on a military establishment
and then did not pursue the New York resolutions. In effect, he buried
the resolutions. A week later the New York delegates reported that the
resolutions were sent to committee, but that they thought “it improb-
able Congress will accede to the idea.”** On 1 June Hamilton informed
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the governor that Congress had agreed to a temporary provision in-
structing General Washington to garrison the evacuated forts with
three-year Continental soldiers, which Hamilton endorsed as “more for
the interest of the state than to have them garrisoned at” New York’s
expense.*

Congress reconsidered the garrisoning problem in the spring of
1784. Congressman Ephraim Paine wrote the governor that Congress
would not give New York an estimate of the number of soldiers needed
to garrison the forts until it had decided upon the measures necessary
to take possession of the forts. Paine asked the governor if New York
was likely to raise soldiers to occupy the forts. If so, the state’s delegates
would “Endeavour to protract the Determination of Congress upon the
Subject of arangements in order to give an opportunity to our troops
first to get Possession.” Paine felt it was important for New York troops
to occupy at least Forts Niagara and Oswego because “it appears to be
the general Sense of the Delegates that the western Country ought to
be Considered as belonging to the united States in Common.”*®

Frustrated with Congress, on 19 March 1784 Governor Clinton (in
violation of the sixth article of the Articles of Confederation) had com-
missioned a secret envoy to meet with Sir Frederick Haldimand, gov-
ernor general of Canada, to determine when the British would evacuate
the forts. Haldimand informed New York’s envoy that when the forts
were evacuated they would be turned over to Congress. Meanwhile,
however, Great Britain would not evacuate the forts until Americans
compensated Loyalists and removed state impediments hampering Brit-
ish creditors from collecting prewar debts from Americans.

Congressman Paine objected to Congress’ “utmost Chicanery.” He
believed that Massachusetts had offered to turn over some of the west-
ern lands to Congress and retain the rest. Soon, Paine wrote, Congress
would order Massachusetts Continental troops stationed at West Point
to garrison the posts when evacuated by the British. The delegates’
“Chagrin was very visible when Congress were tould plainly that New
York would not Suffer the Massachusets troops to march into that
Country.”?’

A compromise was reached on 3 June 1784—the very day Massachu-
setts delegates petitioned Congress claiming western New York as Mas-
sachusetts property. New York would not be allowed to raise troops for
garrison duty, nor would Congress send Continental soldiers to occupy
the forts. When needed, Congress would call for a regiment of 700
men to be drawn from the militias of four states—New Jersey would
supply 110 soldiers, New York and Connecticut 165 each, and Pennsyl-
vania 260. Pennsylvania would supply the commanding officer.*®
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The Impost of 1783

In April 1783 Congress proposed to the states an economic program
to help pay the war debt. Among other things, Congress requested that
the method of apportioning federal expenses among the states be
changed from the value of land to population. New York adopted this
amendment on 9 April 1785. Congress also asked the states to give it
the power to levy a five percent tariff for twenty-five years with revenue
earmarked exclusively to pay the war debt. New Yorkers divided over
the wisdom of granting such a power to Congress. The state’s two del-
egates to Congress—Alexander Hamilton and William Floyd—split
their vote on the proposed plan. Floyd supported the measure, but
Hamilton opposed it because it was too weak. Despite his opposition,
Hamilton urged Governor Clinton to support the impost, but by this
time, the governor and his followers had become disenchanted with
Congress. They now looked to strengthen the state of New York so that
it could stand up to incursions from its neighbors.

Some New Yorkers had ideological reasons for opposing the federal
impost. Abraham Yates, Jr., led the opposition in a series of newspaper
essays expounding upon the danger of giving Congress the power to
levy taxes and to collect revenue independent of the states. These ide-
ologues called for Congress to have the means to pay the public debt,
but they demanded that the states should retain the power of the purse
and grant Congress the funds it needed.

Yates and others feared that Congress would misuse its taxing power
to create a powerful and oppressive bureaucracy reminiscent of prewar
imperial harassment. It would appoint “collectors, deputy-collectors,
comptrollers, clerks, tide-waiters, and searchers.” Ships and soldiers
would be maintained in port towns to enforce the tariff. Special courts
would be created to try offenders. Opponents of the impost also argued
that when the federal government augmented its power, Congress’ vo-
racious appetite for authority would be satiated only when it had “swal-
lowed entirely the sovereignty of the particular states.”’® Similar fears sur-
faced in other states. Consequently, when some states ratified the
Impost of 1783, they provided in their acts of ratification that the state
constitutional protections accorded their citizens would not be violated
by despotic federal prosecutions. Instead of taking such a halfway mea-
sure, the New York Senate defeated the impost eleven to seven on 14
April 1785.

On 15 February 1786, Congress asked New York to reconsider its
rejection. State Senator Philip Schuyler, in a letter to his political lieu-
tenants in Albany County, held out little hope, but vowed to do his best
to obtain the adoption of the impost “for the honor, for the interest
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and for the security of the peace of the state.” He was not at liberty to tell
them what he meant by the “security of the peace of the state.” All he
could say at that time was ““‘that we have it in our power by our prudence,
not by our strength to avert disagreeable consequences—we may be
driven to do by compulsion that which ought to flow spontaneously
from our Justice and from neighbourly considerations.”* A month
later, Schuyler elaborated on his fears. If the legislature refused to pass
the impost, “the consequences are seriously to be apprehended.” Con-
necticut had already sent emissaries to Vermont and to western Mas-
sachusetts to seek their cooperation in compelling New York’s compli-
ance. Such a combination, Schuyler asserted, “will be powerful, and if
once hostile disturbances arise, heaven only knows where they will
end.”* Schuyler was not alone in predicting violence. Nathaniel Gor-
ham, a Massachusetts delegate to Congress, believed that it was only
“the restraining hand of Congress (weak as it is) that prevents NJ and
Conne. from entering the lists very seriously with NY & blood shed
would very quickly be the consequence.”*

Animosity toward New York raged throughout New Jersey and Con-
necticut. Half of all foreign goods imported into these states came
through the Port of New York. In effect, New Jersey and Connecticut
consumers, and to a lesser extent those in Massachusetts and Vermont,
paid New York’s state impost in the form of higher prices. They subsi-
dized New York’s low real estate and personal property taxes. This hid-
den tax cost New Jersey and Connecticut approximately £30,000 and
£50,000 per year, respectively. Gorham believed that the discontent fos-
tered by this economic domination would “greatly weaken if not de-
stroy the Union.” New Jersey’s legislature fought back by resolving not
to pay its congressional requisitions until New York gave up its state
impost or applied its revenue “for the general purposes of the Un-
ion.”# “Gustavus,” writing in the New York Journal, 2 March 1786,
chided his fellow New Yorkers: “That by our own impost we actually
lay two states under contributions, and thereby pay our debt with mon-
ies which properly belong to the treasuries of Jersey and Connecticut.”
But most New Yorkers were not embarrassed; they understood the eco-
nomics of their port and appreciated its benefits. “Let our imposts and
advantages be taken from us, shall we not be obliged to lay as heavy
taxes as Connecticut, Boston, &c.” The bountiful revenue from the Port
of New York was ‘““a privilege Providence hath endowed us with,” and
New Yorkers were not about to surrender it to Congress.*

Attention focused on the New York legislature in April 1786 as it
reconsidered the impost. To some the stakes were high—perhaps the
very existence of the Union. Some delegates in Congress felt that New
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York would accept the impost rather than risk the consequences. Clin-
tonians, however, aware of the attention their state was receiving, chose
to adopt the impost with important restrictions. On 4 May New York
acceded to the principle that revenue from imports should accrue to
Congress for the next twenty-five years to pay the interest and principal
on the public debt. But New York would use the mechanism and bu-
reaucracy of the state impost to collect the revenue. Furthermore, the
state reserved the right to pay Congress the impost revenue with its
paper money.

Congress, now meeting in New York City, received New York’s act on
12 May 1786 and appointed a committee to consider it. On 16 June,
the committee’s report was read. The committee proposed a resolution
asserting that New York’s act “so essentially varies” from Congress’ sys-
tem, that it could not “be considered as a compliance.”*

Not all congressmen wanted to reject New York’s adoption. When
Congress debated the report on 27 July Melancton Smith, one of Clin-
ton’s closest advisers, argued that most of the states had “restrictions
& limitations” in their ratification acts so that Congress could not “ex-
ercise, appoint or controul any judicial power at all. The Courts of the
diff. States are only competent, and not accountable or controulable
by the U.S.” The states, Smith persisted, “generally have not given the
powers asked, yet Cong. have determined these Laws are a compli-
ance—a strict compliance they cannot be—it must be meant then that
they are a substantial compliance—and so a sub[stantial] comp([liance]
is suffi[cient].” Congress would receive the revenue it needed.*

James Monroe wrote Clinton that the Virginia congressional dele-
gation wanted to avoid irritating New York. In their judgment, “the
best plan” was for Congress to draft an ordinance implementing the
impost that would show the New York legislature that the new revenue
plan would not be “a system of oppression, but in conformity with the
laws & constitution of the state itself.” With this assurance, the legis-
lature would be induced “to grant powers in such conformity with the
acts of other states as to enable them [i.e., Congress] to carry it into
effect.” Congress, according to the Virginians, should “proceed with
temper in this business . . . to conciliate & gain the confidence of the
state & all its citizens.”* Other congressmen, such as Stephen Mix
Mitchell of Connecticut, hoped that Clinton would see “the Precipice
on which the united States as a collective body stand, by reason of
withholding the necessary Means for the preservation of our Union.”8

The majority of Congress, however, disagreed, and, on 11 August,
Congress asked Governor Clinton to call a special session of the legis-
lature to reconsider the impost. Five days later the governor rejected
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the request, referring to the state’s constitutional provision that allowed
the governor to call special sessions only on “extraordinary Occasions.”
“I cannot yield a Compliance,” Clinton explained, “without breaking
through one of those Checks which the Wisdom of our Constitution
has provided against the Abuse of Office.”*® On 23 August, Congress
again debated and rejected New York’s ratification of the impost. For
a second time, it requested the governor to call an early session, but
Clinton again rejected the request.

Several members of Congress opposed this second request. New York
Congressman Melancton Smith unsuccessfully offered a motion oppos-
ing a second request to the governor because “it would be inexpedi-
ent.”% North Carolina Congressman Timothy Bloodworth thought this
second request to Governor Clinton “improper as there is not the least
probabil[it]y of his complying, deeming the measure unwarrantable by
the constitution.”?!

Massachusetts Congressman Rufus King had a different perspective.
Suggesting that Congress was “as the lawyers say, at issue with New
York,” King observed that Clinton “is the only one of the thirteen
[state governors] who would under similar circumstances refuse” to
call the legislature into special session. But King welcomed Clinton’s
adamant stance and New York’s refusal to alter its act adopting the
impost. Without a revenue from the impost, King believed that Con-
gress would be justified in doing “every thing in their power for the
public Good.”%? Clinton’s actions and New York’s obstinacy, conse-
quently, would help those nationalists who wanted more power for Con-
gress.

When the legislature convened for its regular session in January
1787, the nationalist forces in the Assembly were mobilized by a new
leader. Alexander Hamilton had been elected to the Assembly. On 13
January 1787, Clinton delivered his opening address to the legislature,
in which he transmitted Congress’ request for a reconsideration of the
impost. The governor justified his refusal to call a special session of the
legislature and said that he would “forbear making any remarks on a
subject which hath been so repeatedly submitted to the consideration
of the legislature, and must be well understood.””*® Hamiltonians tried
to censure Clinton for not calling the early session. The Assembly, how-
ever, approved the governor’s inaction, 36 to 9. Connecticut Congress-
man Stephen Mix Mitchell wrote that the Assembly, in approving Clin-
ton’s inaction, “stepd. as twere out of their way to give Congress a Slap
in the face.”**

The Assembly submitted the impost to a three-man committee com-
posed of two Hamiltonians and one Clintonian. On 9 February, the
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committee recommended a bill that would meet Congress’ standards,
but Clintonian assemblymen—described by one partisan as ‘“mere ma-
chines”” under the control of the governor—amended the bill so that
it would still remain unacceptable to Congress. On 15 February Ham-
ilton delivered a lengthy, impassioned speech in favor of the federal
impost that, according to “Rough Carver” was followed by “a con-
temptuous silence. . . . The members appeared pre-determined, having

. made up their minds on the subject.”* The Assembly then voted 38 to
19 for the amended impost bill—the Clintonian-dominated Assembly
had succeeded in retaining the impost and its revenue for state use.
The Assembly’s actions, according to Virginia Congressman James
Madison, “put a definitive veto on the Impost.”%¢

Opposition to the impost came from Abraham Yates, Jr., in the Sen-
ate and John Lansing, Jr., in the Assembly, whom Hamiltonians attacked
as demagogues, pandering to the “little folks.”” They were also accused,
for the love of “power and office,” of daily paying “homage to the
G r.” As for Clinton, it was “whispered that he also is in secret an
anti-impost man.” It seemed clear that Clinton had sufficient influence
in the Assembly to exert his will, and “a distant hint only from” him
could have adopted the impost for Congress.”” A month after the vote,
Philip Schuyler charged that the delegates against the impost were led
“by promises, and the influence of a certain great man.”%®

A Devastated Economy

The end of the Revolution in New York brought a short period of
prosperity followed by a swift deflation that soon deepened into the
“bad times” of 1785-86. These years of severe economic distress were
marked by extensive public and private indebtedness, disorganization
of trade, contraction of the circulating currency, and drastically re-
duced agricultural prices. Distressed New Yorkers demanded some sort
of relief. Twice in 1784 the Assembly yielded to public demand and
passed paper-money proposals, only to have the Senate reject them.

The New York City Chamber of Commerce opposed paper money
because it “would not promote the general interest of the State; and
that ’till such time as the Public confidence is restored, by a faithful
performance of all Contracts Public and Private, it must inevitably de-
preciate to the Ultimate injury of the Merchants and Inhabitants of this
City.” But if the legislature did issue paper money, the chamber hoped
that it would not be legal tender.”** Most members of the Chamber
admitted that a scarcity of specie existed and that the poor were suf-
fering, but they were afraid that paper money would be issued to excess,
leading to an unbridled depreciation, such as had happened to the
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Continental currency during the war. To alleviate the distress, petitions
submitted to the legislature recommended that the general form of
taxation be altered and that the collection of tax arrears be postponed
thus lightening the tax burden on those least able to pay.®®

Some influential men who denounced state paper money believed
that a private commercial bank was required. In March 1784 the Bank
of New York had been chartered, with some of the leading conserva-
tives as stockholders, including such men as Alexander Hamilton and
Philip Schuyler, who steadfastly opposed state currency. The policies of
the bank aroused intense opposition from the yeomanry because it
concentered capital from the state’s monied men and refused loans to
farmers, even to those who owned substantial quantities of land, while
a merchant, “whose property is of the most precarious and delusive
nature, may readily procure a fictitious capital to facilitate his impor-
tation of foreign merchandize.”® The only people who benefited from
a bank were those who had connections with the institution. Some, in
fact, believed that the bank’s policies had contributed to the hard times
of the mid-1780s.

Hamiltonians had their own economic agenda. In their opinion,
America’s economic crisis could be solved only by granting Congress
the impost, vesting it with the power to regulate commerce, and erad-
icating the spirit of luxury that existed throughout the country.5?

The legislative struggle over paper money began in February 1784,
when the Assembly passed a bill authorizing £100,000 of paper, but the
bill was defeated in the Senate. Late in October, the house approved
£150,000. The Senate again defeated this measure. The following year
the lower house, by a vote of 22 to 18, authorized £100,000 in paper.
The Senate, in mid-April, tenaciously adhered to its hard-money prin-
ciples and again rejected the Assembly’s handiwork. By 1786, the Senate
admitted that a scarcity of specie existed and that yeomen were being
ruined by forced sales in which their farms sold for only a fraction of
their real value. Despite this admission, the Senate still opposed state
paper money. The Assembly, however, was more resolute than ever.

Early in January 1786, a joint committee was appointed to consider
financial matters. Deliberations were “conducted with unusual Har-
mony.”’% After several meetings, the “prevailing sentiment” favored a
paper-money loan office modelled on colonial experience. Further-
more, paper-money adherents on the committee stressed the need for
the state to pay public creditors the interest on their securities. Hard-
money committeemen warned that New Yorkers would pay their taxes
in this newly proposed paper currency, thereby reducing specie reve-
nue enough so that the state would be unable to pay its congressional
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requisitions. New York would have to break faith with Congress. To
prevent this, paper-money committeemen proposed that the state “as-
sume” and “fund” the national debt held by New Yorkers. All national
securities would be exchanged for new state securities that would re-
ceive interest paid in paper money. The paper currency would be
backed by import duties and other taxes. By accepting paper money
for taxes, the state would ensure that the bills would remain buoyant.
After consideration, the committee recommended that £200,000 be
emitted—one-quarter to pay the interest on the state and the assumed
Continental debts and the other three-quarters to be loaned on real
estate mortgages.

Acting on the joint committee’s recommendation, the Assembly ap-
pointed a committee on 21 January 1786, consisting of one member
from each county, to consider the best method for emitting paper
money and for redeeming public securities. On 23 February, the com-
mittee reported a bill providing for the emission of £200,000. “The
grand question” of whether or not the money should be legal tender
was put to an initial vote on 23 February, when the Assembly over-
whelmingly defeated the tender provision by a vote of 47 to 12. Real-
izing that a tender provision jeopardized the entire bill, paper-money
advocates proposed a compromise, making the currency legal tender
only in law suits, thus protecting hard-pressed debtors. The compro-
mise satisfied most assemblymen, and the bill passed on 6 March by a
sizable margin of 43 to 9.

To gain the governor’s endorsement, and thus to assure passage of
the bill, several funding proposals were added. The entire state debt
was funded, while Continental loan-office certificates and “Barber’s
Notes” (certificates issued for supplies furnished to the Continental
Army) owned by New Yorkers were also assumed by the state. Some
people wanted either a complete assumption or a complete separation
from the Continental debt. Clinton and the papermoney advocates,
however, realized the political potency of the partial assumption of the
federal debt. The state assumed only twenty-eight percent, or
$1,400,000 out of a total federal debt of about $5,000,000 held by New
Yorkers. The assumed federal debt was held by approximately half of
the state’s voters. The unassumed $3,600,000 was owned by several hun-
dred wealthy New Yorkers, most of whom had little sympathy for Clin-
ton.%* The bill, in essence, converted large numbers of federal creditors
into state creditors; in the process their economic welfare was tied to
the state—not to the Confederation—and earned for the governor
their political gratitude.
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After the Assembly approved the bill, it went to the Senate where
paper money had always foundered. On 29 March 1786, the Senate
proposed twelve amendments—including a prohibition of the assump-
tion of the federal debt. The Assembly rejected the amendments, and
the Senate backed down on all but two minor amendments rather than
killing a fourth paper-money bill.%

Before the bill became law it had one more hurdle—the Council of
Revision. It was here that hard-money men placed their last hope.
Within the council there was considerable dispute. John Sloss Hobart,
Robert R. Livingston, and Lewis Morris struggled to defeat the bill,
while Governor Clinton and Robert Yates favored it. From 6 to 15 April,
the three opponents presented their reasons for vetoing the bill, but
no one veto report received the endorsement of more than two coun-
cillors; consequently the bill automatically became law after ten days.

The act authorized £200,000 of paper money—three-quarters ear-
marked for mortgages on real estate and the remainder to be paid to
New York’s public creditors as interest on both state and Continental
securities. The paper money could be used to pay taxes and other gov-
ernmental fees. Mortgages had a fourteen-year term at five percent
annual interest.

The paper money came from the presses in July 1786. The fear of
depreciation proved unwarranted. The state’s money passed ‘“univer-
sally equal with gold and silver, and is catched at with avidity even by
strangers.”’% Even fiscally conservative Alexander Hamilton assured the
Assembly that “there need be no apprehension of” the paper cur-
rency’s future fate. Largely because the scarcity of specie still existed,
the demand for paper money “had not lessened,” and the whole pop-
ulace seemed satisfied with the currency.%

Paper-money men predicted that the state’s domestic and foreign
trade would immediately increase when paper was issued. Beginning in
late 1786 and early 1787, American commerce grew rapidly; and, by
1788, New York had regained much of its prewar commercial vitality.
By the end of 1788, New York City, a broken port in 1783, was import-
ing and exporting more than before the war; and about two-thirds of
this trade was carried in New York ships. The revenue obtained from
the state impost did much to stabilize the state’s finances.® Paper
money had played an important role in restoring New York’s prosperity.

The debtfunding aspect of the paper-money program succeeded be-
yond anyone’s expectations. Paper money coupled with the state’s other
revenue was used to purchase large quantities of Continental securities,
replacing them with state securities until, by 1790, the state of New
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York owned federal securities worth over $2,880,000 in specie. The in-
terest due New York on these securities more than equalled the annual
requisitions on the state by Congress. Had this process continued a few
more years, New York, along with some of the other states, would have
assumed the entire domestic federal debt.” To a considerable degree,
the paper money made these purchases possible, but New York’s fund-
ing and assumption programs also contributed to maintaining the pa-
per money’s value.

Commerce and the Annapolis Convention

Many New Yorkers favored empowering Congress to deal with the
postwar British trade restrictions.” On 4 May 1784, five days after Con-
gress’ request, New York’s legislature granted Congress authority for
fifteen years to curtail trade with foreign countries that had no com-
mercial treaty with the United States. New Yorkers agreed with Con-
gress that “The fortune of every citizen is interested” in commerce;
“for it is the constant source of wealth and incentive to industry; and
the value of our produce and our land must ever rise or fall in pro-
portion to the prosperous or adverse state of trade.”” After the enact-
ment of New York’s comprehensive impost act in November 1784, Clin-
tonians’ support of efforts to defend American commerce intensified.
Although merchants generally opposed the governor, Clintonians sup-
ported efforts to increase commerce because more foreign trade meant
more revenue for the state treasury.

This desire to stimulate commerce explains why New York endorsed
Virginia’s call on 21 January 1786 for a commercial convention of the
states. On 14 March, Clinton submitted Virginia’s proposal to the As-
sembly, which the following day resolved that five commissioners be
appointed to attend the convention at Annapolis. Three days later, the
Senate by a 14 to 4 margin concurred. On 20 April, the Assembly ap-
pointed Alexander Hamilton, Robert C. Livingston, and Leonard Gan-
sevoort as commissioners. On the last day of the session (5 May), the
Senate added three more commissioners—Robert R. Livingston, James
Duane, and Egbert Benson—and the Assembly agreed. All six non-
Clintonians supported strengthening the powers of Congress.

The legislature authorized the commissioners “to take into consid-
eration the trade and commerce of the United States, to consider how
far an uniform system in their commercial intercourse and regulations,
may be necessary to their common interest and permanent har-
mony.”’”? Before any power could be conferred on Congress, however,
any proposal of the convention had to receive the unanimous approval
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of the state legislatures. Such unanimous approval would give the leg-
islature the right to reject any plan that might be detrimental to New
York.

In September 1786 only Hamilton and Benson attended the Annap-
olis Convention, where they met with commissioners from Delaware,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Virginia. The commissioners quickly
adopted a report, drafted by Hamilton, that acknowledged the poor
attendance at the convention and the diversity of the commissioners’
instructions. Rather than deliberate under these conditions, the com-
missioners called for a general convention of all the states to meet in
Philadelphia the following May to revise the Articles of Confederation.

The Constitutional Convention

On 13 January 1787, Governor Clinton addressed the opening ses-
sion of the legislature meeting in New York City and delivered a copy
of the Annapolis Convention report to the Assembly. Two days later
the Assembly submitted to a committee the Annapolis report and Vir-
ginia’s act of 23 November 1786 authorizing the appointment of dele-
gates to a general convention.

On 15 February 1787, the Assembly rejected an unconditional rati-
fication of the congressional impost, thus effectively killing the impost.
(See above.) Then, on 17 February, without any reference to the An-
napolis Convention report, the Hamiltonian forces in the Assembly pro-
posed and the Assembly adopted a resolution instructing the state’s
delegates in Congress to move for the calling of a convention “for the
purpose of revising the Articles of Confederation.” On 20 February,
Philip Schuyler led the Senate in a 10 to 9 vote concurring. The call
for a convention could not have succeeded without support from Clin-
tonians. They supported it to demonstrate that they were not entirely
antifederal; they saw the necessity of strengthening Congress in areas
other than granting it an independent source of income, and they were
confident that they could prevent the ratification of any unacceptable
convention proposal.

Philip Schuyler believed that New York called for a constitutional
convention because several members of Congress had indicated a pref-
erence for the call of a convention to emanate from a state rather than
from the ad hoc Annapolis delegates. An opportunity for such a state
call had arisen in the New York legislature after the defeat of the impost
despite Hamilton’s speech of 15 February. Many delegates voted against
the impost because of pressure exerted by the governor. According to
Schuyler, some of these delegates felt “ashamed of their conduct, and
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wished an opportunity to make some atonement.” Seizing this oppor-
tunity, Hamilton and Schuyler’s forces introduced the call of a conven-
tion in the Assembly, which was “violently opposed” by the governor’s
friends, “but as many of those, who are at his beck, had committed
themselves too far in private conversation, they voted (tho perhaps)
reluctantly, for It.””

Despite the legislature’s call for a convention, Schuyler was pessimis-
tic about New York’s and the Union’s political future. The Clintoni-
ans—whose principles, stated Schuyler, included “a state impost, no
direct taxation, keep all power in the hands of the legislature, give none
to Congress which may destroy our influence, and cast a shade over
that plenitude of power which we now enjoy” —were willing that a con-
stitutional convention meet and propose alterations “confering addi-
tional powers on Congress.” Clintonians, however, according to Schuy-
ler, would oppose these amendments as “destructive of Liberty, may
[induce?] a King, an Aristocracy, or a despot.””

When Congress considered the Annapolis Convention report on 21
February, New York congressmen Melancton Smith and Egbert Benson
submitted their legislature’s call for a convention. Unaware that na-
tionalists in both the New York Assembly and Senate had pushed this
resolution through to adoption, congressmen looked upon the pro-
posal with considerable skepticism. A state that less than a week earlier
had killed the federal impost now seemed to advocate strengthening
Congress. To some congressmen, it appeared as if New York was at-
tempting to scuttle the convention called by the Annapolis commis-
sioners by proposing an alternative to it. (By ignoring any reference to
the convention called by the Annapolis commissioners, New York’s res-
olutions seemed to invalidate the appointment of convention delegates
that had already taken place in six states.)” Therefore, Congress re-
fused to consider New York’s resolution. Instead, it considered a pro-
posal for a general convention submitted by the Massachusetts dele-
gates even though this proposal did not refer either to the Annapolis
Convention report or to the state appointments of delegates that had
already occurred. Congress amended the Massachusetts proposal and
acknowledged the validity of these appointments as well as any future
appointments to the convention called to meet in Philadelphia.

On 23 February 1787, Governor Clinton sent the legislature the con-
gressional resolution calling the Constitutional Convention. Three days
later, the Assembly resolved that five delegates be appointed to the
Convention by a joint ballot of both houses. On 27 February, the Senate
disagreed, objecting to its inferior status in a joint ballot. The following
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day, the Senate voted on a straight party vote of 11 to 7 to reduce the
number of delegates to three. The Clintonians supported the reduc-
tion. Then the Senate rejected 12 to 6 a motion to elect the delegates
by joint ballot. After which, Senator Abraham Yates, Jr., proposed that
the Convention limit its proposals to alterations and amendments “not
repugnant to or inconsistent with the constitution of this State.” The
Senate narrowly defeated Yates’s proposal when two Clintonians,
Thomas Treadwell and John Williams, abandoned it and Lieutenant
Governor Pierre Van Cortlandt, the president of the Senate, cast his
vote against it, breaking the 9 to 9 tie. The Senate finally approved the
resolution that provided for the election of three delegates by each
house voting separately, the same manner specified in the state consti-
tution for the election of delegates to Congress. The Assembly con-
curred later on 28 February.

On 6 March, the Assembly voted in open balloting for convention
delegates. All fifty-two assemblymen voted for state Supreme Court
Judge Robert Yates, while Alexander Hamilton received all but three
votes (one being his own). The real contest centered on the third del-
egate—and with it, who would control the delegation. John Lansing,
Jr., narrowly defeated New York City Mayor James Duane for the Assem-
bly’s nomination by a vote of 26 to 23. After the Senate also nominated
Yates, Hamilton, and Lansing, the two houses compared their nomi-
nees, adjourned to their separate chambers, and passed resolutions of-
ficially appointing the three men.

On 16 April, the Assembly agreed to Hamilton’s motion authorizing
the appointment of two additional convention delegates, totalling
five—the number of delegates usually elected to Congress. Two days
later, however, the Senate rejected the increase. (See Appendix II, be-
low.) By appointing a three-man delegation and weighting it in their
favor, Clintonians felt that the Clintonian delegates could control their
state’s actions in the convention. In letters to fellow Convention dele-
gates George Washington and Edmund Randolph, Virginia Congress-
man James Madison, writing from New York City, described Yates and
Lansing as “pretty much linked to the antifederal party here, and are
likely of course to be a clog on their Colleague.” Madison believed that
the two Clintonians “lean too much towards State considerations to be
good members of an Assembly which will only be useful in proportion
to its superiority to partial views & interests.”” George Washington la-
mented that “It is somewhat singular that a State (New York) which
used to be foremost in all foederal measures, should now turn her face
against them in almost every instance.””
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Yates and Hamilton first attended the Convention in Philadelphia on
25 May, the first day of a quorum. Lansing came a week later on 2 June.
From the beginning the Clintonian delegates had “forebodings” about
the Convention. On 30 May, Yates voted in the minority against Ham-
ilton on a motion that called for the Convention to create a “national
Governt.” Two days later, Robert Yates wrote a confidential letter to his
uncle, Abraham Yates, Jr., then serving in Congress in New York City,
in which he indicated that his “forebodings . . . are too much realized.”
Because of the Convention’s secrecy rule, Yates could not relate any of
“its business until the final close of it. While I remain a sitting member
these rules must be obligatory.” He was uncertain how long he would
remain in Philadelphia, but “in the mean while,” he was keeping “an
Exact journal of all its proceedings.” With this letter Yates communi-
cated important and sensitive information back to New York. Because
of the dominance of nationalist sentiment in the Convention, Yates and
Lansing might abandon the Convention. This would leave New York
unrepresented in the Convention because a minimum of two delegates
had to be present for a state’s vote to count. Realizing the explosiveness
of his letter, Yates warned his uncle that “This Communication is in
the most perfect confidence, in which only one person [i.e., George
Clinton] beside yourself can participate.””

Throughout their stay in the Convention, Yates and Lansing voted
with a minority of delegates who favored amending the Articles of Con-
federation in order to invest Congress with limited additional powers
that would not unduly shift sovereignty away from the states. They usu-
ally voted together against Hamilton. During the climactic debate over
the choice of the Virginia Plan (29 May) which called for the aban-
donment of the Articles of Confederation in favor of a national gov-
ernment, or the New Jersey Plan (15 June) which proposed amend-
ments to the Articles of Confederation, Lansing argued on 16 June that
the mere consideration of a national government violated the resolu-
tion of Congress calling the Convention as well as the delegates’ com-
missions from their state legislatures. New York, he told the Conven-
tion, “would never have concurred in sending deputies to the
convention, if she had supposed the deliberations were to turn on a
consolidation of the States, and a National Government.” Furthermore,
he asked ‘““was it probable that the States would adopt & ratify a scheme,
which they had never authorized us to propose? and which so far ex-
ceeded what they regarded as sufficient?”” The states, according to Lan-
sing, would “never sacrifice their essential rights to a national govern-
ment.” Both the states and the people wanted Congress strengthened,
not a new government.”
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Hamilton was silent for most of the first three weeks of the Conven-
tion, partly because he disagreed with both the Virginia and the New
Jersey plans and “partly from his delicate situation with respect to his
own State, to whose sentiments as expressed by his Colleagues, he could
by no means accede.” On 18 June, however, Hamilton expressed his
opinion that “no amendment of the confederation . . . could possibly
answer the purpose.” The delegates, Hamilton suggested, “owed it to
our Country, to do on this emergency whatever we should deem essen-
tial to its happiness.”® Concluding his five-hour oration, Hamilton
sketched an outline for a plan of government that called for a bicam-
eral Congress composed of representatives with three-year terms
elected by the people and senators with life-time terms selected by elec-
tors chosen by the people. Hamilton’s single chief executive would also
be selected by electors chosen by the people and he too would have
life tenure and the veto power. A supreme court of twelve justices with
life tenure would have final judicial authority, and Congress could cre-
ate inferior courts. All state laws contrary to the constitution or federal
laws would be void. State governors, according to Hamilton, would be
appointed by the general government, and they would have veto power
over their legislatures.

Hamilton knew that the Convention would never approve his plan.
But he believed that there were “evils operating in the States which
must soon cure the people of their fondness for democracies.”®! Once
the people tired of democracy, he argued, they would be more recep-
tive to his ideas. Many of the delegates admired Hamilton’s forthright-
ness and some even agreed with his ideas, but few supported him. Con-
necticut delegate William Samuel Johnson said that Hamilton was
“praised by every gentleman, but supported by no gentleman.””*2 Frus-
trated with his minority position within the New York delegation, Ham-
ilton left the Convention at the end of June. While in New York, Ham-
ilton publicly criticized Governor Clinton for his alleged opposition to
the Convention. Thinly disguising his authorship, Hamilton’s attack was
published in the Daily Advertiser on 21 July and provoked heated con-
troversy for several weeks. (See “Alexander Hamilton Attacks Governor
George Clinton,” 21 July—30 October 1787 [I below].) Hamilton re-
turned to the Convention briefly in mid-August and was in New York
from 20 August until 2 September. On 8 September, he was appointed
to the Committee of Style and signed the Constitution nine days later
as the only delegate from New York.

Yates and Lansing also became increasingly convinced of the futility
of their position as the Convention proceeded toward the creation of
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a national government. Finally, on 10 July, they too abandoned the
Convention, never to return, leaving New York unrepresented.

For more than five months, Yates and Lansing remained publicly
silent about their early departure from the Convention. As the New
York legislative session approached in January 1788, they decided to
write an “official” report, perhaps with some urging from the Governor
Clinton.®® On 21 December 1787, shortly before the legislature’s sched-
uled meeting, Yates and Lansing wrote the governor, giving their rea-
sons for opposing the Constitution and for their abandonment of the
Convention. When the legislature attained a quorum, Clinton delivered
the letter, the new Constitution, Congress’ resolution of 28 September
1787, and the other public documents that he had received since the
legislature’s last session (II below).

Yates and Lansing justified their departure as a matter of principle.
The Convention was creating “a system of consolidated Government”
which was not “in the remotest degree . . . in contemplation of the
Legislature of this State.” The delegates—New York’s in particular—
had been commissioned to revise and amend the Articles of Confed-
eration, not “to abrogate” them. Furthermore, the consolidated gov-
ernment proposed by the Convention “must unavoidably, in a short
time, be productive of the destruction of the civil liberty of such citizens
who could be effectually coerced by it.”” They were certain that the new
Constitution would not “afford that security to equal and permanent
liberty, which we wished to make an invariable object of our pursuit.”
The absentees justified their refusal to return to Philadelphia because
the principles of the new Constitution “were so well established as to
convince us that no alteration was to be expected, to conform it to our
ideas of expediency and safety. A persuasion that our further atten-
dance would be fruitless and unavailing, rendered us less solicitous to
return.”® Virginia Congressman Edward Carrington believed that the
letter ““is perfectly in conformity with the views of their Mission,” which
was to represent the interests of New York, a state marked by ‘“her
uniform opposition to every federal interest for several years.”®

1. Jay to Leonard Gansevoort, 5 June 1777, Johnston, Jay, I, 141.

2. Philip Schuyler to John Jay, 14 July 1777, ibid., 146—47.

3. George Clinton to Alexander Hamilton, 5 March 1778, Syrett, I, 436.

4. Hamilton to George Clinton, 12 March 1778, ibid., 439.

5. George Washington to George Clinton, 27 June 1780, Revolutionary Relics, or Clinton
Correspondence . . . (New York, 1842), 7.

6. Messages from the Governors, 11, 107.



NEW YORK INTRODUCTION li

7. Votes and Proceedings of the Assembly of the State of New-York . . . [7 September—10
October 1780] [Poughkeepsie, 1780], 22 (Evans 16907). On 25-26 September the leg-
islature appointed Philip Schuyler, John Sloss Hobart, and Egbert Benson as Convention
delegates.

8. To Hamilton, 16 September 1780, Syrett, II, 433.

9. Votes and Proceedings, 43.

10. 14 November 1780, Smith, Letters, XVI, 333.

11. PCC, Item 67, New York State Papers, 1775-88, Vol. II, 344-59, DNA.

12. Messages from the Governors, 11, 127.

13. 24 November 1781, PCC, Item 67, New York State Papers, 1775-88, Vol. II, 443—
47, DNA; and Clinton, Public Papers, VII, 520-22.

14. 11 September 1782, Smith, Letters, XIX, 149.

15. Hamilton to Clinton, 12 January 1783, Syrett, III, 240.

16. 14 October 1783, Washington Papers, DLC.

17. Hamilton to George Washington, 8 April 1783, Syrett, III, 318.

18. Hamilton to Robert Morris, 13 August 1782, ibid., 138.

19. George Clinton to Christopher Tappen, 26 January 1787, Lloyd W. Smith Collec-
tion, Morristown National Historical Park, Morristown, N J.

20. Alexander Hamilton to Robert R. Livingston, 25 April 1785, and Hamilton to
Robert Morris, 13 August 1782, Syrett, ITI, 608-9, 139.

21. Alexander Hamilton had previously criticized Clinton for secretly taking positions
on public matters and then taking care “‘to propagate his sentiments, in the manner in
which it could be done with most effect. This,” Hamilton asserted, “appears to have been
his practice” (Daily Advertiser, 15 September 1787, I below).

22. William Floyd to George Clinton, 17 March 1783, Smith, Letters, XX, 35.

23. PCC, Item 67, New York State Papers, 1775-88, Vol. II, 465-67, DNA.

24. Charles DeWitt and Ephraim Paine to George Clinton, 9 April 1784, Smith, Letters,
XXI, 503-4.

25. Jay to George Clinton, 7 October 1779 and Livingston to Clinton, 30 November
1779, Smith, Letters, XIV, 38—41, 240-41.

26. Clinton to Robert R. Livingston, 7 January 1780, Clinton, Public Papers, V, 445—46.

27. Ibid., 499-502, VI, 203-5.

28. Smith, Letters, XXI, 504.

29. Paine to Clinton, 29 April 1784, ibid., 556-57.

30. DeWitt to Clinton, 4 June 1784, ibid., 664.

31. On 28 April 1786 the New York legislature appointed James Duane, Robert R.
Livingston, Egbert Benson, John Haring, Melancton Smith, Robert Yates, and John Lan-
sing, Jr., as its agents. It authorized any five of them to settle the “Controversy” with
Massachusetts “otherwise than by the said Foederal Court” (Laws of New-York [31 January—
5 May 1786] [New York, 1786], Chapter XLIX, 95 [Evans 19854]).

32. Article VI, CDR, 88.

33. Clinton, Public Papers, VIII, 108-9.

34. New York Delegates to George Clinton, 9 April 1783, Smith, Letters, XX, 157.

35. Hamilton to George Clinton, 1 June 1783, ibid., 296. Clinton greatly objected to
Hamilton’s handling of this matter.

36. Paine to Clinton, 29 April 1784, Smith, Letters, XXI, 556.

37. Ephraim Paine to Robert R. Livingston, 24 May 1784, ibid., 640.

38. JCC, XXVII, 530—40; Hugh Williamson to James Duane, 8 June 1784, Smith, Letters,
XXI, 674-75.

39. “A Rough Hewer,” New York Journal, 17 March 1785.

40. Schuyler to Abraham Ten Broeck et al., 19 February 1786, N.



lii NEW YORK INTRODUCTION

41. Schuyler to Abraham Ten Broeck, 19 March 1786, N.

42. Gorham to James Warren, 6 March 1786, Smith, Letters, XXIII, 180.

43. Ibid.

44. From John Williams, 29 January 1788 (I below). An “Extract of a letter from a
gentleman in New-York, to his friend in Connecticut,” in the Norwich Packet, 8 November
1787, took the opposite position: “Tho’ we are sensible, that the harbour of New-York is
so commodiously situated for trade, that we might reap great profits from duties on
articles which are exported from hence into other states. But we may not think too much
of our own particular interest to the injury of the whole.—At the same time I must confess
myself at last convinced by these patriots in this state who maintain; that the port of New-
York, having been saved by the united arms of all the states, ought to be free for all”
(Mfm:N.Y)).

45. JCC, XXX, 263, 345n, 439-41. Quoted text on p. 441.

46. 27 July 1786, Smith, Letters, XXIII, 416—-20.

47. Monroe to Clinton, 16 August 1786, ibid., 479-80.

48. Mitchell to William Samuel Johnson, 9 August 1786, ibid., 525n.

49. Clinton to the President of Congress, 16 August 1786, PCC, Item 67, New York
State Papers, 1775-88, Vol. I, 540, 541, DNA.

50. JCC, XXXI, 556n.

51. Bloodworth to Governor Richard Caswell, 24 August 1786, Smith, Letters, XXIII,
521.

52. King to Elbridge Gerry, 26 August 1786, ibid., 529-30.

53. Messages from the Governors, 11, 264.

54. Mitchell to Jeremiah Wadsworth, 24 January 1787, Smith, Letters, XXIV, 74.

55. “Rough Carver,” Daily Advertiser, 3 September 1787 (I below).

56. Madison to George Washington, 21 February 1787, Rutland, Madison, IX, 285.

57. “Leo,” Daily Advertiser, 27 February 1787.

58. Philip Schuyler to Henry Van Schaack, 13 March 1787 (Appendix II [below]). In
the state ratifying convention on 28 June 1788, Governor Clinton professed that he had
uniformly supported an impost for Congress. He confessed, however, “the manner in
which that body proposed to exercise the power, I could not agree to. I firmly believed
that if it were granted in the form recommended, it would prove unproductive, and would
also lead to the establishment of dangerous principles.” Clinton favored ‘“‘granting the
revenue”’ but opposed giving Congress the “power of collection or a controul over our
state officers” (V below).

In March 1789, Alexander Hamilton resurrected the debate over the impost as a cam-
paign issue in the hotly contested gubernatorial election and accused Clinton of duplicity.
Hamilton discredited Clinton’s statement in the ratifying convention “that he had always
been a friend to the impost, but could not agree to the manner in which Congress proposed to
exercise the power.”” To oppose a specific plan and profess support for a general principle
was sheer “‘hypocrisy.” Hamilton claimed to have “unquestionable evidence” that the
governor had used his “personal influence” with various legislators to “prejudice them
against the granting of the impost.” Clinton supposedly warned the legislators that Con-
gress, as a single-house legislature with no effective checks on its power, ought not to be
trusted with a revenue independent of state control. Hamilton questioned the propriety
of this kind of executive interference with legislators. To him, it appeared ‘highly excep-
tionable” (“H. G.” VII, Daily Advertiser, 20 March 1789, printed in Syrett, V, 277-78).

59. New York Packet, 13 February 1786.

60. Petitions from the City and County of Albany, 2 February 1785, and from the
Inhabitants of Hillsdale in Albany County, 24 February, and 2 March, all in the New York
State Library.



NEW YORK INTRODUCTION liii

61. “Honestus,” New York Packet, 27 March 1786. “Fictitious capital” referred to the
insufficient collateral used by some merchants in obtaining loans.

62. Daily Advertiser, 1 August 1786.

63. John Lansing, Jr., to Abraham Ten Broeck, 28 January 1786, Ten Broeck Papers,
Albany Institute of History and Art.

64. “Gustavus,” New York Packet, 13 April 1786; Matthew Visscher to Abraham Yates,
Jr., 6 March 1786, Abraham Yates Papers, NN.

65. Philip Schuyler to Abraham Ten Broeck, 19 March 1786, and Schuyler to Stephen
Van Rensselaer, 22, 30 March 1786, Schuyler Papers, N; Schuyler to Leonard Gansevoort,
22 March 1786, de Coppet Collection, Princeton University.

66. New York Journal, 24 August 1786.

67. Hamilton Speech in Assembly, 15 February 1787, Syrett, IV, 90; Nicholas Hoffman
to John Williams, 2 November 1787, John Williams Papers, N.

68. Merrill Jensen, The New Nation: A History of the United States During the Confederation,
1781-1789 (New York, 1950), 215; New York Packet, 18 November 1788, 10 March 1789.

69. E. James Ferguson, “State Assumption of the Federal Debt During the Confeder-
ation,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 38 (1951), 418; Daily Advertiser, 28 January, 2
February 1788.

70. For the postwar British trade policy, enunciated most strenuously by Lord Sheffield
in his Observations on the Commerce of the American States (London, 1783), see Robert B.
Bittner, “The Definition of Economic Independence and the New Nation” (Ph.D. diss.,
University of Wisconsin, 1970).

71. CDR, 153.

72. Senate Jowrnal [16 January—5 May 1786] (New York, 1786), 103 (Evans 19853).

73. Philip Schuyler to Henry Van Schaack, 13 March 1787, Appendix II (below).

74. Ibid.

75. See James Madison’s Notes on Debates in Congress, 21 February 1787, Rutland,
Madison, 1X, 290-91; CDR, 188-90.

76. Madison to Randolph and to Washington, 11 and 18 March 1787, Rutland, Madison,
IX, 307, 315.

77. Washington to Madison, 31 March 1787, ibid., 343.

78. Robert Yates to Abraham Yates, Jr., 1 June 1787, Abraham Yates Papers, NN. Robert
Yates ended his letter by asking his uncle to communicate “My Respectful compliments
to the Governor.”

79. Farrand, I, 249-50, 257-58.

80. Ibid., 282—-83.

81. Ibid., 291.

82. Ibid., 363, 366.

83. Walter Rutherfurd believed that Clinton “had a hand” in convincing Yates and
Lansing to write their letter (to John Rutherfurd, 8, 15 January 1788 [I below]).

84. For Yates and Lansing’s letter, see I below.

85. Carrington to James Madison, 10 February 1788 (RCS:Va., 360).



Note on Sources

Legislative and Executive Records

The journals of the New York Assembly and Senate for the legislative
session that adopted the resolution of 1 February 1788 calling a state
convention to consider the Constitution were published by Samuel and
John Loudon, printers to the state, as_Journal of the Assembly of the State
of New-York, at Their Eleventh Session, Begun and Holden at Poughkeepsie in
Dutchess County, the Ninth Day of January, 1788 (Poughkeepsie, 1788),
and Journal of the Senate of the State of New-York, at Their Eleventh Session,
Begun and Holden at Poughkeepsie in Dutchess County, the Eleventh Day of
January, 1788 (Poughkeepsie, 1788) (Evans 21314—15. The manuscript
journals of the legislature do not exist.). The resolution calling the state
ratifying convention was printed as a broadside by order of the legis-
lature (Evans 45311).

A manuscript copy of Governor George Clinton’s speech opening
this session of the legislature is in the Clinton Papers at the New-York
Historical Society. Other official gubernatorial papers were perhaps
part of the once voluminous Clinton Papers at the New York State
Library in Albany. In the disastrous 1911 fire at that library about three-
fourths of this material was lost or severely damaged. Fortunately, a
good part of the Clinton Papers, especially the revolutionary war cor-
respondence, had already been printed. The surviving Clinton Papers
are now housed in the records of the Office of Governor in the New
York State Archives in Albany. Established by law in 1971, the Archives
also holds other state records that were once in the New York State
Library. (See Guide to Records in the New York State Archives [Albany,
1993].)

Some of the proceedings of both houses of the legislature on the
resolution calling a state ratifying convention were published by Francis
Childs in his Daily Advertiser and by Thomas Greenleaf in his New York
Journal. Childs attended the legislature and also took shorthand notes
of the debates, while Greenleaf arranged to have a correspondent send
him reports. On 8 February 1788, the Aduvertiser printed the Senate’s
debates of 1 February, while on 12 February, it printed the Assembly’s
debates of 31 January.

Personal Papers

There are numerous collections of personal papers, representing
both Antifederalist and Federalist points of view, dealing with the de-
bate over the ratification of Constitution from September 1787 through

liv
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July 1788. The fewest letters are for the period September 1787 through
January 1788. The number of letters describing the election campaign
for state Convention delegates is unmatched by any other state. New
York also has a large number of letters dealing with the Convention
itself.

The New-York Historical Society, the New York Public Library, and
the Columbia University Libraries have valuable collections. The New-
York Historical Society has the papers of such Federalists as Abraham
and Evert Bancker (Bancker Family Papers), James Duane, Robert R.
Livingston, Walter Rutherfurd, and Richard Varick; and such Antifed-
eralists as John Lamb, John Smith of Mastic, Long Island, and Abraham
B. Bancker. The Lamb Papers describe the interstate and intrastate
cooperation among Antifederalists and the work of Antifederalist com-
mittees in New York. The New York Public Library owns the papers of
such Antifederalists as Abraham Yates, Jr., Abraham G. Lansing, Gilbert
Livingston, and George Clinton. The Yates Papers, which are particu-
larly rich, include letters from prominent Antifederalist politicians,
drafts of Yates’s many pseudonymous newspaper essays, and a draft his-
tory of the movement for the Constitution. Federalists are represented
in the collections of Leonard Gansevoort and Philip Schuyler. There
are also some useful items in such business papers as the Constable-
Pierrepont Collection, the Collin McGregor Letterbooks, and the Lewis
Ogden Letterbook. Columbia University Libraries (Rare Book and
Manuscript Library) owns the De Witt Clinton Papers, including a brief
journal that this young Antifederalist kept at the state Convention. Most
importantly, Columbia has the largest collection of the papers of John
Jay. The Van Schaack Family Correspondence at Columbia contains the
letters of Federalist Peter Van Schaack. (For full details on the manu-
scripts of these libraries, see Evarts B. Greene and Richard B. Morris,
eds., A Guide to the Principal Sources for Early American History (1600—1800)
in the City of New York [1929; 2nd ed., New York, 1953]; Arthur J. Breton,
ed., A Guide to the Manuscript Collections of The New-York Historical Society
[2 vols., Westport, Conn., 1972]; and New York Public Library, Dictio-
nary Catalog of the Manuscript Division [2 vols., Boston, 1967].)

Several libraries outside New York City also have important collec-
tions. The papers of Antifederalist Melancton Smith at the New York
State Library in Albany include Smith’s superb notes of debates in the
Confederation Congress that transmitted the Constitution to the states
on 28 September 1787, a number of Smith’s letters and speeches, and
a wide variety of material on the state Convention. The extensive cor-
respondence of Antifederalist Peter Van Gaasbeek is divided between
the Senate House Museum in Kingston and the Franklin D. Roosevelt
Library in Hyde Park. (For an analysis of the papers at Kingston, see
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Michael D’Innocenzo and John Turner, “The Peter Van Gaasbeek Pa-
pers: A Resource for Early New York History, 1771-1797,” New York
History, 47 [1966], 153-59.)

The Library of Congress has the papers of Antifederalist Hugh
Hughes, which include several important letters and the drafts of his
pseudonymous newspapers essays, and the largest and most varied col-
lection of the papers of Alexander Hamilton. Some of Hamilton’s let-
ters are also in the papers of James Madison and George Washington.
The papers of Hamilton and Madison are good in describing the writ-
ing and publication of The Federalist—the principal and most volumi-
nous Federalist commentary on the Constitution. As a congressman
resident in New York, Madison reported on New York politics; while
Washington was one of those to whom he (and others) reported. The
Webb Papers at Yale University include the letters of Federalist Samuel
Blachley Webb, a commercial agent in New York City. The Henry Van
Schaack Scrapbook at the Newberry Library in Chicago has a few letters
of Peter Van Schaack and Philip Schuyler.

As the seat of the Confederation Congress, New York City was the
residence of congressmen, members of the executive departments, and
foreign diplomats—many of whom wrote letters about the Constitu-
tion. The Gilder Lehrman Collection on deposit at the Pierpont Mor-
gan Library has Secretary at War Henry Knox’s voluminous papers,
while Postmaster General Ebenezer Hazard’s letters are in the Jeremy
Belknap Papers at the Massachusetts Historical Society. The letters and
papers of all congressmen have been published in Paul H. Smith et al.,
eds., Letters of Delegates to Congress, 1774—1789 (26 vols., Washington,
D.C., 1976-2000). The Library of Congress has the correspondence of
French, English, Spanish, and Dutch diplomats based in New York City.

Newspapers

From September 1787 through July 1788, twelve newspapers and a
monthly magazine were published in New York at one time or another.
Seven newspapers and the magazine were printed in New York City,
two newspapers in Albany, and one newspaper each in Hudson and
Poughkeepsie. The twelfth newspaper was printed first in Lansing-
burgh, then in Albany, finally returning to Lansingburgh.

The seven newspapers printed in New York City included three dai-
lies, three semiweeklies, and one weekly. The dailies were The Daily
Advertiser; The New-York Morning Post, and Daily Advertiser; and The New-
York Journal, and Daily Patriotic Reguster.

The oldest daily in New York City was William Morton’s New York
Morning Post. Originally established as a semiweekly by Morton and
Samuel Horner in April 1783, it became a daily on 23 February 1785.
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(Horner died in January 1786, making Morton the sole owner.) The
Morning Post, many issues of which are not extant, published both Fed-
eralist and Antifederalist pieces, many of them taken from out-of-state
newspapers. Few original items appeared in the extant issues of the
Morning Post. It seemed that this newspaper leaned slightly toward the
Antifederalists.

The Daily Advertiser, founded by Francis Childs on 1 March 1785 with
the assistance of Benjamin Franklin, was the first newspaper in the city
to be established originally as a daily. The Advertiser published numer-
ous Federalist essays, including the first fifty-one numbers of The Fed-
eralist. The Advertiser’s motto, which was dropped with the issue of 17
October 1787, was: “The Noblest Motive is the Public Good.” In Jan-
uary 1788 Childs, in response to “the very liberal and flattering En-
couragement” he had received from his subscribers since beginning
operation, went to Poughkeepsie, at “considerable Expence,” in order to
take shorthand notes of the legislature’s proceedings and debates so
that they could be printed in the Advertiser. Childs hoped that the con-
tinued encouragement of his subscribers would permit him to continue
such “Useful and Important Information” every year (Daily Advertiser,
14 January 1788. Childs had published extensive accounts of the de-
bates of the January—April 1787 session of the legislature. See, for ex-
ample his recording of the speeches of Alexander Hamilton in the New
York Assembly as printed in Syrett, IV, passim.).

Thomas Greenleaf’s daily New York Journal was a staunchly Antifed-
eralist newspaper. Greenleaf, manager of the Journal since September
1785, purchased the weekly newspaper in January 1787 from Eleazer
Oswald of the Philadelphia Independent Gazetteer. Oswald had taken over
the publication of the Journal in March 1785 from his mother-in-law
Elizabeth Holt, the widow of former patriot printer John Holt who had
established the paper. Since Oswald resided in Philadelphia, he hired
Greenleaf to manage the paper for him.

Greenleaf’s belief in the importance of newspapers was expressed
succinctly in his motto and in a statement he made in May 1788. Green-
leaf’s motto, taken from James Thomson’s Liberty (1734-35), reads:
“Here TRUTH Unlicens’d reigns; and dares accost—e’en KINGS them-
selves, or RULERS of the FREE!” On 29 May Greenleaf printed this
statement from a “a correspondent”: “NEWSPAPERS are the GUARD-
IANS OF FREEDOM; by NEWSPAPERS only are ye made acquainted
with the rise and fall of empires: and, of the FREEDOM or the SLAVERY
of your own species” (CC:Vol. 6, p. 375).

During the meeting of the Constitutional Convention, Greenleaf sup-
ported the establishment of a strong central government, but in early
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September 1787 he began to print Antifederalist items. The Journal,
published on Thursdays, became so biased, in the eyes of Federalists,
that on 4 October Greenleaf defended his publication policy (I below).
By 18 October the weekly Journal was so inundated with Antifederalist
material that Greenleaf had to print an extra issue. The next week he
noted that “want of room” caused him to postpone the publication of
a piece signed “Timoleon,” but he hoped that in a few weeks, as was
“generally desired by his friends and customers,” he would be able to
publish his newspaper more often. In his next three issues, Greenleaf
apologized that “want of room” prevented him from printing certain
essays, although he published another extra issue on 1 November. Fi-
nally, on 15 November he announced that the journal would become
a daily because of ‘“‘the solicitations of a respectable number of his
present subscribers—and by means of the generous patronage of a few
valued friends and the public. . . .”” He declared that in this time of
“crisis” people needed to be well informed about the new Constitu-
tion; he wanted to ensure that there would be “free discussion on that
momentous topic.”” By publishing only once a week, Greenleaf claimed
that he had “unavoidably neglected” half of the original essays that he
had received. Although four other New York City newspapers published
a total of sixteen separate issues a week during the fall of 1787, Green-
leaf intimated that a “FREE and IMPARTIAL discussion” of the Consti-
tution depended upon the daily publication of the Journal. Greenleaf
charged $6.00 per annum for his new daily, the same price charged by
the Daily Advertiser, which carried the largest number of advertisements
of any New York City newspaper. However, since *“the principal support
of a Daily newspaper is derived from Advertisements,” Greenleaf re-
quested that “Gentlemen in the mercantile line, and all others who
occasionally Advertise” place advertisements in the Journal (Mfm:N.Y.).
Despite the reasonable cost of the paper, at the beginning of the new
year Greenleaf, like other printers, had to call upon his subscribers to
pay their arrears. He had been to ‘“‘great expence” in printing the
newspaper (New York Journal, 3 January 1788, Mfm:NY.). Greenleaf con-
tinued to have financial problems because of the expense in publishing
a daily newspaper and on 19 May 1788—the six-month anniversary of
his daily newspaper—he requested that “those gentlemen who profess
to be liberal supporters of ‘THE FREEDOM OF THE PRESS,” will afford him
a proportion of their advertisements, for which they will be entitled to
his unfeigned thanks” (Mfm:N.Y.). Greenleaf was plainly calling upon
those who did not agree with him on political matters to help support
the publication of his newspaper. New York City was overwhelmingly
Federalist so that he needed the support of some Federalists.
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The first issue of the daily New-York Journal, and Daily Patriotic Register
appeared on 19 November 1787. Greenleaf noted that, contrary to
some insinuations, he was undertaking “the arduous task of a Daily
Paper” from none “other than laudable motives.” He informed the
other newspaper publishers that he would not use ‘“dishonorable
means”’ in competing with them, and he hoped that they would harbor
“no idea of unfriendliness” toward him (Mfm:N.Y.).

Despite Greenleaf’s conciliatory attitude, his relations with his fellow
printers were sometimes tense. For example, Greenleaf and the printers
of the New York Morning Post and New York Packet exchanged scurrilous
satirical articles after the Morning Post printed a spurious advertisement
on 7 January 1788, satirizing Greenleaf as “a Gay, volatile ANTI-FEDERAL
PRINTER.” (See “Antifederalism of Thomas Greenleaf Satirized in the
New York Morning Post and New York Packet,” 7-11 January 1788,
Mfm:N.Y.) In March 1788 Greenleaf was criticized as an Antifederalist
partisan for printing an item stating that Virginian Arthur Lee, 2 mem-
ber of the Confederation Board of Treasury and an Antifederalist, had
asserted that fourfifths of the people of Virginia opposed the Consti-
tution. (See “Arthur Lee’s Report of Virginia Antifederalism,” 7 March
1788, CC:602.) And in early May 1788, Greenleaf and Francis Childs of
the Daily Advertiser were involved in a bitter exchange over a New York
Journal item of 29 April that incorrectly referred to the appointment
of Thomas Wooldridge as the new British vice consul for the New En-
gland states. According to Greenleaf, he had been given the item by a
gentleman just as he was completing the printing of the issue for the
day. Therefore, Greenleaf printed only 20 or 30 newspapers containing
that item that he “left solely at the disposal” of Wooldridge. When
Greenleaf’s action was discovered, Greenleaf was forced to defend him-
self, but Childs dismissed his explanation as fraudulent. In turn, Green-
leaf charged that Childs was trying to destroy his reputation and credit.
Childs rejoindered that Greenleaf’s had not adequately explained his
behavior, and he reminded his readers of Greenleaf’s role in printing
the item regarding Arthur Lee and Virginia Antifederalism. (See
“Thomas Greenleaf Erroneously Reports the Appointment of a New
British Vice Consul for the New England States,” 29 April-6 May 1788,
Mfm:N.Y. For a fuller summary of the incident, see CC:Vol. 4, p. 593,
note 9.)

Greenleaf’s daily newspaper, however, did not entirely supplant his
regular weekly issue. Greenleaf had announced on 15 November that
his regular Thursday issue would continue with the title The New-York
Journal, and Weekly Register, and that it would contain “the choicest
pieces, and the fewest advertisements.” The price for the Thursday
issue was $2.00, the same that it had been before 15 November
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(Mfm:N.Y.). The Thursday issue, which would have ‘“a more general
Circulation in the Country, than that of any other day in the Week,” did
indeed have “the choicest pieces.” (See Charles Tillinghast to Hugh
Hughes, 27-28 January 1788, I below.)

After becoming a daily, the New York Journal probably equaled Eleazer
Oswald’s Philadelphia Independent Gazetteer in the quantity and quality
of Antifederalist material that it published. The Journal printed several
important serialized essays, such as “Cato” (7 nos.), “Brutus” (16 nos.),
“Cincinnatus” (6 nos.), “A Countryman” (Hugh Hughes, 6 nos.), and
“A Countryman” (De Witt Clinton, 5 nos.). The jJournal also reprinted
many out-of-state Antifederalist articles, e.g., seventeen of eighteen es-
says of “Centinel,” seven of eight numbers of “An Old Whig,” and all
twelve installments of Luther Martin’s Genuine Information. (“Centinel”
and “An Old Whig” first appeared in Philadelphia, and Genuine Infor-
mation in Baltimore.)

However, to demonstrate that his newspaper was open to all parties,
Greenleaf also published some original Federalist essays. Perhaps, the
best examples of such an intent were his publication of numbers 23 to
39 of The Federalist, the most influential, voluminous, and prestigious
Federalist publication, and the five scurrilous essays of “Examiner.”
When he printed The Federalist 23, he inserted this prefatory statement:
“Yesterday the manuscript copy of the subsequent was communicated
to the Editor, with an assurance, that his press should be preferred, in
future, for the first ushering into public view, the succeeding numbers.
If the public are pleased to stigmatize the Editor as a partial printer,
in the face of his reiterated assertions of ‘BEING INFLUENCED BY NONE,’
what more can be said! This stigma he prefers, to that of slavish copiest;
consequently, unless manuscripts are communicated, he will be con-
strained (however injudicious) still to crouch under the weighty charge
of partiality.” For publishing some numbers of The Federalist and all of
the “Examiner,” Greenleaf was criticized by some of his subscribers. “A
Friend,” however, praised Greenleaf for having “a just idea of the free-
dom of the press” and condemned those who censured him. (See the
headnote to The Federalist 1, Independent Journal, 27 October; “Exam-
iner” I-V, 11 December 1787—-4 January 1788; and “Twenty-seven Sub-
scribers,” New York Journal, 1 January, all in I below; and “A Feederalist”
and “A Friend,” New York Journal, 6 December, both in Mfm:N.Y.) An-
other good example of Greenleaf’s impartiality was the reprinting of
four of the five numbers of Connecticut Federalist Roger Sherman’s
“Countryman” essays that had first been printed in New Haven.

At the beginning of the new year in 1788, Greenleaf expressed pride
in his publication record, when he called upon his subscribers to pay
their arrears. The rubbing off of ‘““all oLD SCORES,” he wrote, would
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“give him new spirit, and enable him with greater perseverance to pur-
sue the great objects of his vocation—to soar among the spirits of BRU-
TUS, CATO, PUBLIUS, LANDHOLDER, &c. to detect the evil one from amid
(if there he be) and to place him upon the steep of a precipice, that
he might tumble thence down headlong. Thus circumstanced, and be-
ing ever anxious to perform impossibilities, viz. to please every one,
soliciting the continuation of public favors, &c. is the Editor ever de-
voted, &c. &c.” (New York Journal, 3 January 1788, Mfm:N.Y. The widely
circulated “Landholder” essays, written by Oliver Ellsworth of Con-
necticut and first published in Hartford, were not reprinted by Green-
leaf.).

Even though Greenleaf published daily, he still had problems print-
ing all that he wanted. On 7 January 1788, he printed this statement:
“The Editor’s Daily Receptacles for Communications, from his numer-
ous and very attentive Correspondents, for the six ensuing Days, are so
crowded, that he shall not have it in his Power to gratify them, all nor
any one of them in particular, on either side of the GREAT LAKE NEW-
CONSTITUTION. He shall, however, STRIVE; some Bread and some
Cheese, says the Epicure, relish best, and should a little Mustard and
Vinegar, be intermixed, our Readers in general would not disapprove.”

Federalists bitterly attacked Greenleaf. Confederation Postmaster
General Ebenezer Hazard—whom Greenleaf had accused of prevent-
ing Antifederalist newspapers from going through the mails—de-
scribed Greenleaf as “brainless,” an “Echo” of Eleazer Oswald, and “a
poor thick-sculled Creature” (Hazard to Jeremy Belknap, 5 March, 12
April, and 10 May 1788, CC:Vol. 4, pp. 554, 583, 592). “Anarchy”
charged Greenleaf with having “talents of misrepresentation” ( Country
Journal, 18 March, IV below, Dutchess County Election), while “Fed.”
asserted that Greenleaf had “a little mind” and ‘““a sterile brain” (New
York Packet, 25 July, Mfm:N.Y.). In disgust, some people cancelled their
subscriptions to the Journal. Finally, after the news of the New York
Convention’s ratification of the Constitution arrived late on the night
of 26 July 1788, a mob broke into Greenleaf’s shop and destroyed much
of his type. Because of these losses, the last daily issue of the jJournal
appeared on 26 July. Publication resumed five days later as a weekly.

New York City’s three semiweeklies were The New-York Packet; The In-
dependent Journal: or, the General Advertiser; and The New-York Museum.
The New York Packet and the New York Museum appeared on Tuesdays
and Fridays, while the Independent Journal was published on Wednesdays
and Saturdays. The New York Packet and the Independent Journal were
both Federalist newspapers, with each of them printing all eighty-five
numbers of The Federalist. The New York Packet was owned by Samuel
and John Loudon, who were also printers to the state of New York. The
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motto of the Packet was “Tros Tyriusque Nobis Nullo Discrimine Agetur.
Virg.” (I shall act impartially toward all, Virgil, The Aeneid, Book 1.). For
more on Samuel Loudon, a strong supporter of American indepen-
dence, who, despite hardships, kept his newspaper going during the
Revolution, see A. J. Wall, “Samuel Loudon (1727-1813): Merchant,
Printer and Patriot, With Some of His Letters,” Quarterly Bulletin of the
New-York Historical Society, VI (1922-1923), 75-92.

The Independent Journal was owned by J. M’Lean & Co. With the issue
of 2 July 1788, Archibald M’Lean was admitted to the firm. In late
September 1787 John M’Lean printed the four-page broadside of the
Constitution that the Confederation Congress sent to the states for
their ratification. In March and May 1788 J. and A. M’Lean also printed
the two volumes of The Federalist. (At the same time that he was pub-
lishing the Independent Journal, John M’Lean also owned a Virginia
newspaper, the Norfolk and Porismouth Journal.) There are few extant
issues of John Russell’s New York Museum, the first issue of which ap-
peared on 23 May 1788. Published on Tuesday and Friday, its motto
was: “Multum in Parvo” (Much in little; a great deal in a small com-
pass).

The only weekly printed in New York City in 1788 (before 26 July)
was The Impartial Gazetleer, and Saturday Evening’s Post which was estab-
lished in May 1788 by John Harrisson and Stephen Purdy, Jr. It ap-
peared on Saturday evenings at 5:00 p.M. In September 1788 it became
The New-York Weekly Museum.

The state’s only magazine—the monthly The American Magazine. Con-
taining a Miscellaneous Collection of Original and Other Valuable Essays, in
Prose and Verse, and Calculated Both for Instruction and Amusement—was
published in New York City by Samuel Loudon, under the editorship
of Connecticut native Noah Webster. Its motto was: “Science the guide,
and truth the eternal goal.” The first issue, that of December 1787,
was advertised for sale on 1 January 1788; thereafter issues of the mag-
azine would be advertised early in the month following the month that
appeared on the title pages. Each issue was seventy-two pages and sold
for a quarter dollar. Annual subscriptions cost $2.50. Webster, one of
the most prolific Federalist propagandists, had been in Philadelphia
before he left for New York City in the Fall of 1787 to edit the magazine.
Webster included some of his own writings in the magazine. (See, for
example, “Giles Hickory,” American Magazine, 1 January 1788, and the
headnote thereto, I below.)

Albany had two newspapers— The Albany Gazette and The Albany Jour-
nal: o, the Montgomery, Washington and Columbia Intelligencer. The weekly
Gazette, which was established in 1784 and appeared on Thursdays, was
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published by Charles R. Webster. By December 1788, more than 800
copies of Albany Gazette were printed each week; it circulated in the
New York counties of Albany, Clinton, Columbia, Montgomery, and
Washington and in Bennington, Vermont, and Berkshire County, Mas-
sachusetts. It was also sent regularly to the principal towns from New
Hampshire to Virginia (Albany Gazette, 26 December, Mfm:N.Y.). The
Albany Journal was published by Charles R.Webster and his twin brother
George. The Journal was established as a semiweekly on 26 January
1788, although it became a weekly with the issue of 31 March 1788. As
a semiweekly the journal appeared on Mondays and Saturdays, and as
a weekly it appeared on Mondays. The newspapers were Federalist, and
they often shared articles. Albany Antifederalists sharply criticized the
Websters, especially Charles. A few days after the Websters established
the Journal, Abraham G. Lansing wrote Abraham Yates, Jr., that “it is
the sincere wish of our Friends that some Person would set himself
down here and disconcert these White Livers by publishing an impartial
paper.” Lansing hoped that Melancton Smith would prevail “on
[Thomas] Greenleaf [of the New York Journal] to send one of his Jour-
neymen to set up a printing office” in Albany (31 January, I below).
Aware of this strong opposition to them, the Websters reluctantly pub-
lished a few Antifederalist items. Dissatisfied with the half-hearted ac-
tions of the Websters, Albany Antifederalists pressed harder to establish
an impartial newspaper to be called the Albany Register, but with no
assistance from Greenleaf and Antifederalist leaders in New York City,
they abandoned their search by the end of March (John Lansing, Jr.,
et al. to Melancton Smith, 1 March; and Abraham G. Lansing to Abra-
ham Yates, Jr., 2 March [both III below]; and John Lansing, Jr., and
Abraham G. Lansing to John Lamb, 23 March [IV below, Albany County
Election]. The Albany Register was finally established in October 1788;
it appeared on Mondays.).

Printed in neighboring Lansingburgh, the weekly Northern Centinel,
and Lansingburgh Advertiser, published by Thomas Claxton and John
Babcock on Tuesdays, was a Federalist newspaper. Its motto was: “The
PrEss is the CRADLE of SCIENCE, the NURSE of GENIUS, and the SHIELD
of LiBERTY.” “Dissatisfied with their situation” in Lansingburgh, Clax-
ton and Babcock moved their newspaper to Albany in January 1788,
and from 11 February to 14 April, they published on Mondays as the
Federal Herald (Abraham G. Lansing to Abraham Yates, Jr., 31 January
1788, I below. Lansing described the newspaper as insignificant.). The
paper was eventually returned to Lansingburgh, and, beginning with
the issue of 28 April, it appeared on Mondays under the same name.
Ezra Hickok, however, had replaced Claxton as Babcock’s partner.
When Antifederalists criticized the Northern Centinel for not printing
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articles against the Constitution, the editors replied on 8 January 1788
that “in defence of their characters as printers . . . that not an original obser-
vation in opposition to federal measures hath yet been handed them for publi-
cation. — Their Press 1S and EVER HATH BEEN FREE” (Mfm:N.Y.).

Ashbel Stoddard’s Federalist The Hudson Weekly Gazette printed both
Federalist and Antifederalist material. The newspaper was established
by Stoddard and Charles R. Webster in 1785 only two years after the
town of Hudson was founded. (The rapidly growing town was incor-
porated as the state’s third city in 1787.) Stoddard and Webster, both
natives of Connecticut, had been apprentices together on the Hartford
Connecticut Courant. In 1786 Webster, who was also publishing the Albany
Gazelte, left the firm. The Hudson Weekly Gazette was printed on Thurs-
days until 15 April 1788 when it began to appear on Tuesdays. In April
1788 Stoddard, proud of his impartiality, informed his readers that “All
pieces written with decency, whether federal or antifederal, will be in-
serted without distinction.” He refused to print an item signed “An
Antifederalist” because “it contains nothing but private invectives.” His
newspaper would not be devoted ““to scurrility from pecuniary motives”
(Hudson Weekly Gazette, 22 April 1788, MIm:N.Y.).

The Country Journal, and the Poughkeepsie Advertiser, another Federalist
weekly, was owned by Nicholas Power. The Country Journal was printed
on Wednesdays. On 11 March 1788 Power informed his customers that
he would soon get new printing equipment and that he would probably
“enlarge his paper to the size of the largest printed in the State”
(Mfm:N.Y.) The Country Journal published both Federalist and Antifed-
eralist material. Its motto was: “In my Free Page let different Works
reside,/Tho’ Party’s hostile Lines whose Works divide;/Party! Whose
murdering Spirit I abhor More subtly cruel, and less brave than war.”
(With the issue of 30 September 1788, Power changed the name to The
Country Journal, and Dutchess and Ulster County Farmer’s Register and
added the motto, “Venerate the Plough.”) The Country Journal was the
only newspaper in America to print, in its entirety, the Letters from the
Federal Farmer to the Republican, a major Antifederalist pamphlet.

Even though Power abhorred party spirit, he was accused by a cor-
respondent of favoring “one particular party” over another. The cor-
respondent threatened that “a considerable number of us” would can-
cel their subscriptions if Power did not print “what comes to hand from
either party.” Power denied that he favored one party over another
(Country Journal, 17 June 1788, Mfm:N.Y.). Power was defended by an
“Unprejudiced Person,” who stated that the printer had indeed been
impartial because he published articles filled with invectives from both
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parties (ibid., 8 July 1788). (For Power’s difficulties with a post rider
who carried his newspaper, a not uncommon situation for printers, and
for his resolution of the problem, see Country Journal, 22 January 1788,
Mfm:N.Y.).

The Albany Gazette, Northern Centinel, and Hudson Weekly Gazetle each
demonstrated their Federalist bias by reprinting in consecutive weeks
at least the first ten numbers of The Federalist. Beginning on 9 January
1788, the Country Journal reprinted, at the instigation of Federalist
James Kent, The Federalist 14—21 in consecutive weeks, almost entirely
in supplementary issues.

For general treatments of newspapers during the debate over the
ratification of the Constitution in New York, see Linda Grant De Pauw,
The Eleventh Pillar: New York State and the Federal Constitution (Ithaca, N.Y.,
1966), 91-105; John P. Kaminski, “The Role of Newspapers in New
York’s Debate Over the Federal Constitution,” in Stephen L. Schechter
and Richard B. Bernstein, eds., New York and the Union: Contributions to
the American Constitutional Experience (Albany, 1990), 280-92; Gaspare J.
Saladino, “Newspapers and Magazines of New York State (1787-
1788),” in ibid., 293-97; and Saladino, “Pseudonyms Used in the News-
paper Debate over the Ratification of the United States Constitution in
the State of New York, September 1787—July 1788,” in ibid., 298—325.

Pamphlets and Broadsides

New York printers published nine pamphlets and a two-volume edi-
tion of The Federalist, the principal Federalist commentary on the Con-
stitution (see below). Three pamphlets were treatises on the Constitu-
tion by New Yorkers. One pamphlet was written by a South Carolina
delegate to the Constitutional Convention, one by a resident of New
Jersey, one was a reprint of a work written by an inhabitant of Massa-
chusetts, and the last was a collection of out-of-state Antifederalist essays
and letters. The authorship of the ninth pamphlet, Letters from the Federal
Farmer to the Republican, is uncertain. The Federalist was written by two
New Yorkers and a Virginian.

Some bibliographers believe that Thomas Greenleaf of the New York
Journal published five Antifederalist pamphlets between November
1787 and May 1788. These were, in the order that they were published:

® Observations Leading to a Fair Examination of the System of Government
Proposed by the Late Convention; and to Several Essential and Necessary Alter-
ations in It. In a Number of Letters from the Federal Farmer to the Republican
(1787) (Evans 20454-56; two of these three editions listed by Evans
were probably printed by Greenleaf);
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¢ “A Columbian Patriot” (Mercy Otis Warren), Observations on the New
Constitution, and on the Feederal and State Conventions (1788) (Evans
21112, reprint of a Boston pamphlet);

® Observations on the Proposed Constitution for the United States of America,
Clearly Shewing It to be a Complete System of Aristocracy and Tyranny, and
Destructive of the Rights and Liberties of the People (1788) (Evans 21344, a
reprinting of out-of-state Antifederalist material);

® “A Plebeian” (Melancton Smith?), An Address to the People of the State
of New-York: Shewing the Necessity of Making Amendments to the Constitution,
Proposed for the United States, Previous to Its Adoption (1788) (Evans 21465);
and

® An Additional Number of Letlers from the Federal Farmer to the Republican;
Leading to a Fair Examination of the System of Government Proposed by the
Late Convention; and to Several Essential and Necessary Alterations in It; and
Calculated to Illustrate and Support the Principles and Positions Laid Down
in the Preceding Letters (1788) (Evans 21197).

In 1788 Samuel and John Loudon of the New York Packet published
“A Citizen of New-York” (John Jay), An Address to the People of the State
of New-York, on the Subject of the Constitution, Agreed upon at Philadelphia,
the 17th of September 1787 (Evans 21175). Charles R. Webster of the Al-
bany Gazette and the Albany Journal also printed in 1788 “The Federal
Committee, of the City of Albany,” An Impartial Address, to the Citizens
of the City and County of Albany: or, the 35 Anti-Iederal Objections Refuted
(Evans 21167). John and Archibald M’Lean of the Independent Journal
struck off in two volumes entitled The Federalist: A Collection of Essays,
Written in Favour of the New Constitution, as Agreed upon by the Federal
Convention, September 17, 1787 that contained the eighty-five essays writ-
ten by Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison, under the
pseudonym ‘‘Publius” (Evans 21127, the first volume appeared in
March 1788, the second in May of that year). The first seventy-seven of
the eighty-five essays had first appeared in New York City newspapers,
while the last eight appeared for the first time in the second volume
before being reprinted in the city’s newspapers. (For later editions of
The Federalist, see the next section immediately below.)

In 1787 Francis Childs of the Daily Advertiser struck off Observations
on the Plan of Government Submitted to the Federal Convention, in Philadel-
phia, on the 28th of May, 1787. By Mr. Charles Pinckney, Delegate from the
State of South-Carolina. Delivered at Different Times in the Course of Their
Discussion (Evans 20649-50). In the same year, New York City printer
William Ross published “A Farmer, of New-Jersey” ( John Stevens, Jr.),
Observations on Government, Including Some Animaduversions on Mr. Adams’s
Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the United States of America: and
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on Mr. De Lolme’s Constitution of England (Evans 20465). (For the publi-
cation of the text of the Constitution in pamphlets and almanacs, see
“The Publication of the Constitution in New York,” 21 September
1787-June 1788, I below.)

New York printers published more than twenty-five Constitution-re-
lated broadsides (in addition to the text of the Constitution). For ex-
ample, Thomas Greenleaf reprinted “Centinel” I-II (CC:133, 190,
from Philadelphia) and Timoleon” (an original New York item) as a
two-page broadside (Evans 45045), and Ashbel Stoddard of the Hudson
Weekly Gazette reprinted “The Dissent of the Minority of the Pennsyl-
vania Convention” (CC:353) as a four-page broadside (Evans 20620).
During March and April 1788, at least a dozen handbills appeared in
New York City and Albany as Antifederalists and Federalists campaigned
for the elections of delegates to the state ratifying convention. In early
July 1788, while the state ratifying convention was meeting in Pough-
keepsie, two broadsides (one in New York City and the other in Pough-
keepsie) were struck announcing Virginia’s ratification of the Consti-
tution (Evans 21559, 45393). (For the broadside printings of the
Constitution, see ‘“The Publication of the Constitution in New York,”
21 September 1787—June 1788, I below.)

Although not directly related to the private and public debate over
the ratification of the Constitution in New York, three additional New
York imprints are useful for studying the debate in that they help to
identify some of the debate’s participants. These are the directories for
New York City for the years 1786 and 1787 (both by city merchant David
Franks) and for 1789 (Evans 19655, 20369 22021). The 1786 directory,
the first of its kind for New York City, was reprinted several times in
the nineteenth century. In 1905 the 1786 directory was reprinted by
H. J. Sachs & Company, of New York City, prefixed with a description
of the city by Noah Webster. In 1997 the Sachs edition was reprinted
by Heritage Books, Inc., of Bowie, Maryland.

The Federalist

The Federalist has gone through scores of editions since it was first
published in two volumes in 1788. The standard edition is Jacob E.
Cooke, ed., The Federalist (Middletown, Conn., 1961). Thomas S. En-
geman, Edward J. Erler, and Thomas B. Hofeller have keyed The Fed-
eralist Concordance (Middletown, Conn., 1980) to this edition. (In 1988
this 622-page concordance was reprinted by the University of Chicago
Press.) The Documentary History of the Ratification of the Constitution has
printed all eighty-five essays in its series Commentaries on the Constitution:
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Public and Private, Vols. 1-6 (1981-1995). In these volumes, The Feder-
alist essays appear in their original context, surrounded by other Fed-
eralist and Antifederalist essays. The editors have provided editorial
notes discussing the authorship and circulation of the essays and the
commentaries upon them. Some editions of The Federalist have fine
scholarly commentaries on the essays and on the authorship of some
of the disputed numbers, or, for various other reasons, are worthwhile.
Among the best are those edited by Charles A. Beard, Max Beloff,
George W. Carey and James McClellan, Henry B. Dawson, Roy P. Fair-
field, Isaac Kramnick, Clinton Rossiter, Robert Scigliano, Quentin P.
Taylor, and Benjamin Fletcher Wright. (Some of these scholars have
edited selected editions.) Scigliano’s introduction has the most recent
discussion on the disputed authorship of certain numbers of The Fed-
eralist. In 1996 the Wright edition was reprinted with a foreword by R.
B. Bernstein, and three years later the Rossiter volume was reissued
with a new introduction and notes by Charles R. Kesler. (For scholarly
commentaries on The Federalist, see the section on “Secondary Ac-
counts” below.)

The Sources for the New York Convention

The sources for the New York Convention are extensive. Elections
returns for the delegates are in the Daily Advertiser, 29 May-14 June
1788, and the New York Journal, 31 May—12 June. The Journal listed all
of the elected delegates and their party affiliations, concluding that
forty-six of the sixty-five delegates were Antifederalists. Together the two
newspapers printed the vote totals for nine of the thirteen counties.
On 7 June the Aduvertiser carried the vote totals for Queens County by
towns. The papers of Convention secretary, John McKesson, at the New-
York Historical Society, have all the election certificates except those
for Columbia County and the City and County of New York. The latter’s
certificate is in the Historical Society’s James Duane Papers.

The sources for the Convention consist of the Journal (manuscript
and printed); notes of debates taken by delegates and private reporters
or observers; drafts of manuscripts, such as resolutions and committee
reports; newspaper summaries of proceedings and debates; private let-
ters written by members of the Convention or by observers; and a brief
journal by De Witt Clinton.

The manuscript Journal of the Convention is in the records of the
Department of State located in the New York State Archives. Lengthy
fragments of smooth and rough Journals, from which this Journal was
apparently constructed, are in the McKesson Papers at the New-York
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Historical Society. The McKesson Papers also include roll calls for in-
sertion in the Journal. The manuscript Journal in the New York State
Archives contains a twenty-page pamphlet of the Constitution printed
for the use of the Convention delegates by Convention printer Nicholas
Power of the Country Journal. At the end of the Journal is a copy of the
circular letter, signed by the delegates, to be transmitted to the exec-
utives of the other states in which the Convention strongly recom-
mended the calling of a second constitutional convention to consider
amendments to the Constitution proposed by the various state ratifying
conventions. The names of the delegates do not appear in the official
printed version of the Journal. The manuscript Journals, with the ex-
ception of the copy of the circular letter, formed the basis for the Jour-
nal printed by Nicholas Power. By order of the Convention, each del-
egate was to receive a copy of the Journal and a copy was to be sent
“to each city, town, district, and precinct” in the state.

The McKesson Papers also include drafts of resolutions in the hand-
writing of such delegates as John Jay, Robert R. Livingston, Melancton
Smith, and John Lansing, Jr. The McKesson papers contain drafts of
committee reports, recommended amendments to the Constitution, a
declaration of rights, forms of ratification, and the circular letter. More
drafts of recommended amendments to the Constitution, forms of rat-
ification, and the circular letter are in the Melancton Smith Papers at
the New York State Library. These papers also include drafts of Smith’s
speeches. Drafts for speeches by other delegates are in the Robert R.
Livingston Papers, New-York Historical Society; the George Clinton Pa-
pers, New York Public Library; and the Alexander Hamilton Papers,
Library of Congress.

The debates of the Convention can be reconstructed from a variety
of sources. For the most part, the fullest sets of notes cover the debates
for the month of June; most accounts fall off badly in July. The most
complete account of the debates was printed by Francis Childs of the
Daily Advertiser, who took shorthand notes and who published a pam-
phlet entitled The Debates and Proceedings of the Convention of the State of
New-York, Assembled at Poughkeepsie, on the 17th June, 1788. To Deliberate
and Decide on the Form of Federal Government Recommended by the General
Convention at Philadelphia, on the 17th September, 1787. Taken in Short Hand
(Evans 21310. Childs first advertised the sale of this pamphlet in his
Daily Advertiser on 16 December 1788.). Childs’s version of the debates
is the fullest through 2 July, but it then becomes a summary of the
proceedings and must be supplemented by the Journal because Childs
did not always give a full account of the proceedings. Despite Childs’s
denials, he was described by one Antifederalist as a “partyman” whose
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records of debates favored Federalist speakers (De Witt Clinton Jour-
nal, 19 July 1788, Columbia University Libraries, Rare Book and Manu-
script Library).

In addition to Childs’s Daily Advertiser, printed original accounts of
the Convention’s debates and proceedings appeared in Greenleaf’s New
York Journal and Power’s Country Journal. The Country Journal carried
the fullest reports for the first two days of the Convention and it was
the first newspaper to carry the Form of Ratification and the circular
letter. (Power also printed the circular letter as a broadside [Evans
21312].) The Daily Advertiser, perhaps with the intention of printing all
of Childs’s notes, published complete debates for 19 and 20 June but
stopped such treatment in favor of summaries of debates and proceed-
ings. The New York Journal published the fullest summaries of debates
and proceedings for July.

Convention secretary John McKesson and several delegates took
notes of debates. The most extensive notes for June were kept by
McKesson and Melancton Smith. Gilbert Livingston’s notes, in the New
York Public Library, surpass any set of notes for the period 14 to 26
July. Other note takers, whose notes are meager and difficult to use,
are Alexander Hamilton, Richard Harison, Robert R. Livingston, and
Robert Yates. The Hamilton and Harison notes are in the Hamilton
Papers and the Yates notes are in the Edmund C. Genét Papers—all
in the Library of Congress. Robert R. Livingston’s notes are in his pa-
pers at the New-York Historical Society. De Witt Clinton’s journal (15—
19 July, in his papers at Columbia University, contains a brief account
of speeches and Convention gossip. The Morris-Popham Papers at the
Library of Congress has a notebook that includes delegate Richard
Morris’ general comments on the Constitution and Morris’ replies to
most of them. It is not clear if these notes were taken during the Con-
vention. The copy of the Form of Ratification sent to the Confederation
Congress is in the National Archives, Washington, D.C., and the copy
retained by the state of New York is in the New York State Archives
(Department of State records).

A last invaluable source for the study of the Convention is the many
dozens of letters written by Convention delegates and spectators. More
than a dozen delegates wrote letters commenting on the Convention,
with at least two of them (Alexander Hamilton and John Jay) writing
as many as ten letters. Abraham B. Bancker, one of the Convention’s
secretaries, also wrote at least ten letters.

Secondary Accounts
The secondary literature on colonial and revolutionary New York
state is vast. An excellent synthesis of the entire colonial period, with



NOTE ON SOURCES Ixxi

a splendid bibliography, is Michael Kammen, Colonial New York: A His-
tory (New York, 1975). Still useful for much of the colonial period is
Loyalist William Smith, Jr.’s, The History of the Province of New York . . .,
ed. Michael Kammen (2 vols., Cambridge, Mass., 1972). Sound treat-
ments of the history of the “revolutionary generation” (1763—89) are:
Alexander C. Flick, ed., History of the State of New York (10 vols., New
York, 1933-1937; see vols. 3 to 5); Edward Countryman, A People in
Revolution: The American Revolution and Political Society in New York, 1760—
1790 (Baltimore, 1981); Paul A. Gilje and William Pencak, eds., New
York in the Age of the Constitution, 1775—1800 (Rutherford, N.J., 1992);
Milton M. Klein, ed., The Empire State: A History of New York (Ithaca, N.Y.,
2001; see parts 2 and 3); and Alfred F. Young, The Democratic Republicans
of New York: The Origins, 1763—1797 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1967). The se-
lected readings in Klein, ed., The Empire State, contain a host of scholarly
journal articles that are too numerous to be listed here, although a few
major articles are included in this “Note on Sources.”

Some of the major published accounts on the government, politics,
law, and economy for the period just prior to and during the Revolu-
tion are: Carl Lotus Becker, The History of Political Parties in the Province
of New York, 1760—1776 (Madison, Wis., 1909; numerous reprint edi-
tions); Patricia U. Bonomi, A Factious People: Politics and Society in Colonial
New York (New York, 1971); Roger James Champagne, “The Sons of
Liberty and the Aristocracy in New York Politics, 1765-1790 (Ph.D.
diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1960); Roger J. Champagne, Al
exander McDougall and the American Revolution in New York (Schenectady,
1975); Robert A. East, Business Enterprise in the American Revolutionary
Era (1938; reprint ed., Gloucester, Mass., 1964); Marc Egnal, A Mighty
Empire: The Origins of the American Revolution (Ithaca, N.Y., 1988); Alex-
ander C. Flick, The American Revolution in New York: Its Political, Social
and Economic Significance (1926; reprint ed., Port Washington, N.Y,,
1967); Julius Goebel, Jr., and T. Raymond Naughton, Law Enforcement
in Colonial New York: A Study in Criminal Procedure (1664—1776) (1944;
reprint ed., Montclair, N.J., 1970); Douglas Greenberg, Crime and Law
Enforcement in the Colony of New York, 1691—-1776 (Ithaca, N.Y., 1976);
Virginia D. Harrington, The New York Merchant on the Eve of the Revolution
(1935; reprint ed., Gloucester, Mass., 1964); Leo Hershkowitz and Mil-
ton M. Klein, eds., Courts and Law in Early New York: Selected Essays (Port
Washington, N.Y., 1978); Merrill Jensen, The Founding of a Nation: A
History of the American Revolution, 1763—1776 (New York, 1968); Jacob
Judd and Irwin H. Polishook, eds., Aspects of Early New York Society and
Politics (Tarrytown, N.Y., 1974); Stanley Nider Katz, Newcastle’s New York:
Anglo-American Politics, 1732—1753 (Cambridge, Mass., 1968); Sung Bok
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Kim, Landlord and Tenant in Colonial New York: Manorial Society, 1664—
1775 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1978); Milton M. Klein, “Liberty as Nature’s
Gift: The Colonial Origins of the Bill of Rights in New York,” in Patrick
T. Conley and John P. Kaminski, eds., The Bill of Rights and the States:
The Colonial and Revolutionary Origins of American Liberties (Madison,
Wis., 1992), 215-45; Klein, The Politics of Diversity: [Nine] Essays in the
History of Colonial New York (Port Washington, N.Y., 1974); Leopold S.
Launitz-Schiirer, Jr., Loyal Whigs and Revolutionaries: The Making of the
Revolution in New York, 1765-1776 (New York, 1980); Jesse Lemisch, Jack
Tar vs. John Bull: The Role of New York’s Seamen in Precipitating the Revo-
lution (New York, 1997); Mary Lou Lustig, Privilege and Prerogative: New
York’s Provincial Elite, 1710-1776 (Madison, N.J., 1995); Pauline Maier,
From Resistance to Revolution: Colonial Radicals and the Development of Amer-
ican Opposition to Britain, 1765—-1776 (New York, 1972); Irving Mark,
Agrarian Conflicts in Colonial New York, 1711-1775 (1940; reprint ed.,
Port Washington, N.Y,, 1965); Bernard Mason, The Road to Independence:
The Revolutionary Movement in New York, 1773-1777 (Lexington, Ky.,
1966); Cathy Matson, Merchants & Empire: Trading in Colonial New York
(Baltimore, 1998); Edmund S. Morgan and Helen M. Morgan, The
Stamp Crisis: Prologue to Revolution (1953; 3rd ed., Chapel Hill, N.C,,
1995); Benjamin H. Newcomb, Political Partisanship in the American Mid-
dle Colonies, 1700-1776 (Baton Rouge, La., 1995); Thomas Elliot Nor-
ton, The Fur Trade in Colonial New York, 1686—1776 (Madison, Wis.,
1974); Deborah A. Rosen, Courts and Commerce: Gender, Law, and the
Market Economy in Colonial New York (Columbus, Ohio, 1997); William
S. Sachs, “Interurban Correspondents and the Development of a Na-
tional Economy before the Revolution: New York as a Case Study,” New
York History, 36 (1955), 320—-35; Philip J. Schwarz, The Jarring Interests:
New York’s Boundary Makers, 1664—1776 (Albany, 1979); Joseph S. Tie-
demann, Reluctant Revolutionaries: New York City and the Road to Indepen-
dence, 1763—1776 (Ithaca, N.Y., 1997); Alan Tully, Forming American Poli-
tics: Ideals, Interests, and Institutions in Colonial New York and Pennsylvania
(Baltimore, 1994); and Philip L. White, The Beekmans of New York in
Politics and Commerce, 1647—1877 (New York, 1956).

Specialized monographs for studying the “revolutionary generation”
are also useful. On the state constitution of 1777, see Willi Paul Adams,
The First American Constitutions: Republican Ideology and the Making of the
State Constitutions in the Revolutionary Era (1980; expanded ed., Lanham,
Md., 2001); New York State Bicentennial Commission, Essays on the Gen-
esis of the Empire State (Albany, 1979), reprinted in Stephen L. Schechter
and Richard B. Bernstein, eds., New York and the Union: Coniributions to
the American Constitutional Experience (Albany, 1990), 148-82; Peter J.
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Galie, Ordered Liberty: A Constitutional History of New York (New York,
1996); Donald S. Lutz, Popular Consent and Popular Control: Whig Political
Theory in the Early State Constitutions (Baton Rouge, La., 1980); and Wil-
liam A. Polf, 1777: The Political Revolution and New York’s First Constitution
(Albany, 1977).

On Loyalists, see Robert McCluer Calhoon, The Loyalists in Revolu-
tionary America, 1760—1781 (New York, 1965); Robert A. East and Jacob
Judd, eds., The Loyalist Americans: A Focus on Greater New York (Tarrytown,
N.Y, 1975); Alexander Clarence Flick, Loyalism in New York During the
American Revolution (1901; reprint ed., New York, 1969); Michael Kam-
men, “The American Revolution as a Crise de Conscience: The Case of
New York,” in Richard M. Jellison, ed., Society, Freedom, and Conscience:
The American Revolution in Virginia, Massachusetts, and New York (New
York, 1976), 125—-89; Janice Potter, The Liberty We Seek: Loyalist Ideology
in Colonial New York and Massachusetts (Cambridge, Mass., 1983); Philip
Ranlet, The New York Loyalists (Knoxville, Tenn., 1986); and Harry B.
Yoshpe, The Disposition of Loyalist Estates in the Southern District of the State
of New York (1939; reprint ed., New York, 1967).

On the role of religion, an important determinant in New York poli-
tics, see Sydney E. Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the American People
(New Haven, 1972); Randall Balmer, A Perfect Babel of Confusion: Dutch
Religion and English Culture in the Middle Colonies (New York, 1989); Pa-
tricia U. Bonomi, Under the Cope of Heaven: Religion, Society, and Politics
in Colonial America (New York, 1986); Carl Bridenbaugh, Mitre and Scep-
tre: Transatlantic Faiths, Ideas, Personalities, and Politics, 1689—1775 (New
York, 1962); Arthur Lyon Cross, The Anglican Episcopate and the American
Colonies (1902; reprint ed., Hamden, Conn., 1964); Paul Finkelman,
“The Soul and the State: Religious Freedom in New York and the Or-
igin of the First Amendment,” in Stephen L. Schechter and Richard
B. Bernstein, eds., New York and the Union: Contributions to the American
Constitutional Experience (Albany, 1990), 78-105; David G. Hackett, The
Rude Hand of Innovation: Religion and Social Order in Albany, New York,
1652—-1836 (New York, 1991); Richard W. Pointer, Protestant Pluralism
and the New York Experience: A Study of Eighteenth-Century Religious Diversity
(Bloomington, Ind., 1988); John Webb Pratt, Religion, Politics, and Di-
versity: The Church-State Theme in New York History (Ithaca, N.Y., 1967);
and A. G. Roeber, Palatines, Liberty, and Property: German Lutherans in
Colonial British America (Baltimore, 1993).

For Vermont, which declared its independence from New York in
1777, see Michael A. Bellesiles, Revolutionary Outlaws: Ethan Allen and
the Struggle for Independence on the Early American Frontier (Charlottesville,
Va., 1993); Dixon Ryan Fox, Yankees and Yorkers (New York, 1940); Matt
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Bushnell Jones, Vermont in the Making, 1750—1777 (1939; reprint ed.,
Hamden, Conn., 1968); Peter S. Onuf, The Origins of the Federal Republic:
Jurisdictional Controversies in the United States, 1775—1787 (Philadelphia,
1983); and Chilton Williamson, Vermont in Quandary: 1763—1825 (Mont-
pelier, Vt., 1949).

On the city of New York in the second half of the eighteenth century,
see Wilbur C. Abbott, New York in the American Revolution (New York,
1929); Oscar Theodore Barck, Jr., New York City During the War for In-
dependence: With Special Reference to the Period of British Occupation (1931;
reprint ed., Port Washington, N.Y., 1966); Carl Bridenbaugh, Cities in
Revolt: Urban Life in America, 1743—1776 (New York, 1955); Edwin G.
Burrows and Mike Wallace, Gotham: A History of New York City to 1898
(New York, 1999; see parts 2 and 3); Robert E. Cray, Jr., Paupers and
Poor Relief in New York City and Its Rural Environs, 1700—1830 (Philadel-
phia, 1988); George William Edwards, New York as an Eighteenth Century
Municipality, 1731-1776 (New York, 1917); Paul A. Gilje and William
Pencak, eds., New York in the Age of the Constitution, 1775—1800 (Ruth-
erford, N.J., 1992); Paul A. Gilje, The Road to Mobocracy: Popular Disorder
in New York City, 1763—1834 (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1987); J. T. Headley,
The Great Riots of New York, 1712—1873 . . . (1873; reprint ed., Indianap-
olis, Ind., 1970); Graham Russell Hodges, New York City Cartmen, 1667—
1850 (New York, 1986); Gary B. Nash, The Urban Crucible: Social Change,
Political Consciousness, and the Origins of the American Revolution (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1979); Sidney Irving Pomerantz, New York, An American
City, 1783—-1803: A Study of Urban Life (1938; 2nd ed., Port Washington,
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Democratic: New York City & the Rise of the American Working Class, 1788—
1850 (New York, 1984); and Bruce Martin Wilkenfeld, The Social and
Economic Structure of the City of New York, 1695—-1796 (New York, 1978).
(Burrows and Wallace, Gotham, has an extensive bibliography and a
comprehensive index. Smith’s highly detailed study, however, lacks an
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City (New Haven, 1995). For New York City and several other New York
communities after the Revolution, see Stephen L. Schechter and Wen-
dell Tripp, eds., World of the Founders: New York Communities in the Federal
Period (Albany, 1990).
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and Mary Quarterly, 3rd ser., 24 (1967), 339-58; William Jeffrey, ed.,
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geois Radicalism of Abraham Yates, Melancton Smith, and the New
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Grant Libby (1894), Charles A. Beard (1913), Robert E. Brown (1956),
Forrest McDonald (1958), Jackson Turner Main (1961), Cecilia M. Ken-
yon (1966), Robert Allen Rutland (1966), Gordon S. Wood (1969),
Stephen R. Boyd (1979), Herbert J. Storing (1981), Jack N. Rakove
(1996), William H. Riker (1996), and Saul Cornell (1999). See also the
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Bernard Bailyn, The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution (1967;
enlarged ed., Cambridge, Mass., 1992), 321-79.
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tution—see the following: W. B. Allen with Kevin A. Cloonan, The Fed-
eralist Papers: A Commentary, “The Baton Rouge Lectures” (New York,
2000); George W. Carey, The Federalist: Design for a Constitutional Republic
(Urbana, Ill., 1989); Gottfried Dietze, The Federalist: A Classic on Feder-
alism and Free Government (Baltimore, 1960); David F. Epstein, The Po-
litical Theory of “The Federalist” (Chicago, 1984); Albert Furtwangler, The
Authority of Publius: A Reading of the Federalist Papers (Ithaca, N.Y., 1984);
Charles R. Kesler, ed., Saving the Revolution: “The Federalist Papers” and
The American Founding (New York, 1987); Edward Millican, One United
People: The Federalist Papers and the National Idea (Lexington, Ky., 1990);
Richard B. Morris, Witnesses at the Creation: Hamilton, Madison, Jay, and
the Constitution (New York, 1985); Morton White, Philosophy, “The Fed-
eralist,” and the Constitution (New York, 1987); and Garry Wills, Explain-
ing America: The Federalist (London, 1981). (The Allen-Cloonan volume
has an appendix listing the Supreme Court cases that have referred to
The Federalist arranged by the numbers of the essays.) A last worthwhile
book on The Federalist is Frederick Mosteller and David L. Wallace, In-
ference and Disputed Authorship: The Federalist (Reading, Mass., 1964),
which employs a statistical method to determine the authorship of the
disputed essays. For a listing of many of the scholarly articles on The
Federalist, especially those by Douglass Adair, Martin Diamond, Daniel
W. Howe, and Alpheus T. Mason, published before 1988, see Patrick T.
Conley’s comprehensive bibliographic essay in Conley and John P. Ka-
minski, eds., The Constitution and the States: The Role of the Original Thir-
teen in the Framing and Adoption of the Federal Constitution (Madison, Wis.,
1988), 320-22.

Many biographies exist for the major political figures of New York.
Among the better ones are:

¢ Egbert Benson: by Wythe Holt and David A. Nourse (co-authors).
See also Robert Ernst,“Egbert Benson, Forgotten Statesman of Revo-
lutionary New York,” New York History, 78 (1997), 5-32, and John D.
Gordan III, “Egbert Benson: A Nationalist in Congress, 1789-1793,”
in Kenneth R. Bowling and Donald R. Kennon, eds., Neither Separate nor
Equal: Congress in the 1790s (Athens, Ohio, 2000), 61-90.

® George Clinton: by John P. Kaminski and E. Wilder Spaulding. See
also Harold Hastings and J. A. Holden, eds., Public Papers of George Clin-
ton . .. (10 vols., New York and Albany, 1899-1914).

¢ James Duane: by Edward P. Alexander.
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¢ William Duer: by Robert F. Jones. See also “William Duer, Entre-
preneur, 1747-99,” in Joseph Stancliffe Davis, Essays in the Earlier History
of American Corporations (2 vols., Cambridge, Mass., 1917), I, 109-345;
Robert F. Jones, “Economic Opportunism and the Constitution in New
York State: The Example of William Duer,” New York History, 68 (1987),
357-72; and Cathy Matson, “Public Vices, Private Benefit: William Duer
and His Circle, 1776-1792,” in William Pencak and Conrad Edick
Wright, eds., New York and the Rise of American Capitalism: Economic De-
velopment and the Social and Political History of an American State, 1780—
1870 (New York, 1989), 72-123.

® Gansevoort Family: by Alice P. Kenney

¢ Alexander Hamilton: by Jacob Ernest Cooke, Forrest McDonald,
John C. Miller, Broadus Mitchell, Clinton Rossiter, and Gerald Stourzh.
See also James Willard Hurst, “Alexander Hamilton, Law Maker,” Co-
lumbia Law Review, 78 (1978), 483-547; Julius Goebel, Jr., and Joseph
H. Smith, eds., The Law Practice of Alexander Hamilton: Documents and
Commentary (5 vols., New York, 1964—1981); and Harold C. Syrett, ed.,
The Papers of Alexander Hamilton (27 vols., New York, 1961-1987).

¢ John Sloss Hobart: by Mary Voyse

¢ Hugh Hughes: Bernard Friedman, “Hugh Hughes, A Study in Rev-
olutionary Idealism,” New York History, 64 (1983), 228-59.

¢ John Jay: by William Jay, Herbert A. Johnson, Richard B. Morris,
and Frank Monaghan. See also the January 2000 issue (Vol. 81, no. 1)
of New York History; Henry P. Johnston, ed., The Correspondence and Public
Papers of John Jay . . . (4 vols., New York, 1890-1893); and Richard B.
Morris, ed., John Jay: The Making of A Revolutionary, Unpublished Papers,
1745-1780 (New York, 1975), and John Jay: The Winning of the Peace,
Unpublished Papers, 1780—1784 (New York, 1980).

¢ James Kent: by John Theodore Horton and William Kent.

¢ John Lamb: by Isaac Q. Leake.

® Robert R. Livingston: by George Dangerfield.

¢ Livingston Family: by Cynthia A. Kierner, Edwin Brockholst Living-
ston, and Richard T. Wiles (ed.)

¢ Gouverneur Morris: by Mary-Jo Kline and Max M. Mintz.

¢ Philip Schuyler: by Martin H. Bush, Don R. Gerlach, and Benson
J- Lossing.

® Melancton Smith: by Robin Brooks (Ph.D. diss.).

® Marinus Willett: by Larry Lowenthal and Howard Thomas.

® Abraham Yates, Jr.: by Stefan Bielinski.

Research and Bibliographic Aids
Lastly, several research and bibliographic aids have facilitated our
work. See Wayne Bodle, “Themes and Directions in Middle Colonies



NOTE ON SOURCES Ixxix

Historiography, 1980-1994,” William and Mary Quarterly, 3rd ser., 51
(1994), 355-88; Patricia U. Bonomi, “The Middle Colonies: Embryo
of the New Political Order,” in Alden T. Vaughan and George Athan
Billias, eds., Perspectives on Early American History: Essays in Honor of Rich-
ard B. Morris (New York, 1973), 63-92; David Maldwyn Ellis, “Recent
Historical Writings on New York Topics,” New York History, 63 (1982),
74-96; Robert J. Gough, “The Myth of the ‘Middle Colonies’: An Anal-
ysis of Regionalization in Early America,” Pennsylvania Magazine of His-
tory and Biography, 107 (1983), 393-419; Douglas Greenberg, “The Mid-
dle Colonies in Recent American Historiography,” William and Mary
Quarterly, 3rd ser., 36 (1979), 396-427; Jack P. Greene and J. R. Pole,
eds., Colonial British America: Essays in the New History of the Early Modern
Era (Baltimore, 1984); Milton M. Klein, comp., New York in the American
Revolution: A Bibliography (Albany, 1974); John J. McCusker and Russell
R. Menard, The Economy of British America, 1607—1789. With Supplemen-
tary Bibliography (Chapel Hill, N.C., 1991); Gaspare ]. Saladino, ‘A
Guide to Sources for Studying the Ratification of the Constitution by
New York State,” in Stephen L. Schechter, ed., The Reluctant Pillar: New
York and the Adoption of the Federal Constitution (Troy, N.Y., 1985), 118—
47; Saladino, “A Supplement to ‘A Guide to Sources for Studying the
Ratification of the Constitution by New York State,” ”” in Schechter and
Richard B. Bernstein, eds., New York and the Union: Coniributions to the
American Constitutional Experience (Albany, 1990), 351-73; and, Saladino,
“The Bill of Rights: A Bibliographic Essay,” in Patrick T. Conley and
John P. Kaminski, eds., The Bill of Rights and the States: The Colonial and
Revolutionary Origins of American Liberties (Madison, Wis., 1992), 461-
514.; Milton Halsey Thomas, comp., Columbia University Officers and
Alumni, 1754—1857 (New York, 1936); and Edgar A. Werner, comp.,
Civil List and Constitutional History of the Colony and State of New York . . .
(Albany, 1889). The volumes of Milton M. Klein and Jack P. Greene
and J. R. Pole, in particular, contain references to a host of scholarly
journal articles and unpublished doctoral dissertations that are too nu-
merous to be included in this note. Saladino’s articles include sum-
maries of the writings on the adoption and ratification of the Consti-
tution and the origins, proposal, adoption, and ratification of the Bill
of Rights.
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September 7

September 26
October 10

November 8—22

March 19

July 21

November 30

March 15
April 18
November 25

March 22
March 31
May 4
June 3
August 27

November 18

April 4

New York Chronology, 1777-1790

1777

State constitution adopted
George Clinton elected first governor

1778
Legislature adopts Articles of Confederation

1780

Alexander Hamilton calls for national convention

Governor Clinton addresses legislature asking for more
power for Congress

Legislature appoints commissioners to Hartford Convention

Legislature instructs delegates to Congress and Hartford
Convention commissioners to give more power to
Congress

Hartford Convention

1781
Legislature adopts Impost of 1781

1782

Legislature calls for national convention and increased
powers for Congress
Preliminary Peace Treaty signed

1783

Legislature repeals its adoption of Impost of 1781
Congress proposes Impost of 1783
British evacuate New York City

1784

State impost enacted

Legislature refuses to compensate Loyalists for confiscated
estates

Legislature invites Congress’ request to counteract British
commercial policy respecting America

Massachusetts petitions Congress claiming ownership of
western New York

Rutgers v. Waddington

Legislature approves state impost

1785

Legislature approves 30 April 1784 grant of temporary
power to Congress to regulate commerce

Ixxxiii
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April 9

April 14

February 15
March 14
March 17

April 18
April 20
May 4
May 5
August 11
August 23

September 11-14
December 16

January 13
January 26
February 15
February 20

February 21

February 23
February 28

March 6

April 18

May 25

June 2
June 16
June 18
July 10
July 21

NEW YORK CHRONOLOGY, 1777-1790

Legislature adopts amendment to Articles of Confederation
changing method of apportioning expenses of
government

Senate defeats Impost of 1783

1786

Congress asks New York to reconsider Impost of 1783

Legislature receives Virginia’s call of Annapolis Convention

Legislature approves appointment of commissioners to
Annapolis Convention

Paper money act becomes law

Assembly appoints commissioners to Annapolis Convention

Legislature conditionally adopts Impost of 1783

Senate agrees with appointment of commissioners to
Annapolis Convention

Congress requests New York to reconsider its approval of
Impost of 1783

Congress again requests New York to reconsider its approval
of Impost of 1783

Annapolis Convention

Hartford agreement between New York and Massachusetts
over land in western New York

1787

Legislature receives Annapolis Convention report

Legislature adopts state bill of rights

Assembly refuses to alter its approval of Impost of 1783

Legislature instructs delegates to Congress to move for
appointment of a constitutional convention

Congress rejects New York’s call for a convention and
accepts amended motion by Massachusetts for a
convention

Legislature receives congressional resolution of 21 February
calling Constitutional Convention

Legislature authorizes election of delegates to Constitutional
Convention

Legislature elects three delegates (Alexander Hamilton,
John Lansing, Jr., and Robert Yates) to Constitutional
Convention

Senate rejects Alexander Hamilton’s motion for
appointment of two additional delegates to Constitutional
Convention

Robert Yates and Alexander Hamilton first attend
Constitutional Convention

John Lansing, Jr., first attends Constitutional Convention

Lansing’s speech in Constitutional Convention

Hamilton’s “plan” submitted to Constitutional Convention

Yates and Lansing leave Constitutional Convention

Hamilton publicly attacks Governor Clinton for his
opposition to Constitutional Convention
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September 3
September 17
September 21

September 27
October 18
October 27
November 1
November 2
November c. 8
November 19
November 21
December 6
December 11
December 21

January 11

January 14
January 31
February 1

February 7
March 22
April 13-14
April 15
April 17
April 29-May 3
May c. 18
May 27
May 28
June 17
June 17
June 18

June 19
June 24

July 2

July 7

July 10

July 11

Hamilton, who had left in late June, returns to
Constitutional Convention

Constitutional Convention signs Constitution with Hamilton
signing for New York

Constitution first printed in New York (Daily Advertiser and
New York Packet)

Cato series first printed

Brutus series first printed

Publius, The Federalist, first printed

Cincinnatus series first printed

Americanus series first printed

Federal Farmer pamphlet first printed

New York Journal becomes a daily

A Countryman (Hugh Hughes) series first printed

A Countryman (De Witt Clinton) series first printed

Examiner series first printed

Yates and Lansing write letter to Governor Clinton
explaining why they left Constitutional Convention early

1788

Governor Clinton transmits Constitution and Yates-Lansing
letter to legislature

Yates-Lansing letter first printed

Assembly adopts resolution calling state convention

Senates concurs with Assembly’s resolution calling state
convention

Constitution burned at Montgomery, Ulster County

Volume I of Publius, The Federalist, printed (36 essays)

Doctors’ riots in New York City

John Jay’s A Citizen of New-York pamphlet printed

A Plebeian pamphlet printed

Elections for state convention

Federal Republican Committee formed in New York City

Ballot boxes opened and votes counted for election to state
convention

Volume II of Publius, The Federalist, printed (49 essays)

State Convention convenes in Poughkeepsie

George Clinton elected president of Convention

Convention reads Constitution

Henry Outhoudt elected chairman committee of the whole

News of New Hampshire’s ratification of Constitution arrives
in Poughkeepsie

News of Virginia’s ratification of Constitution arrives in
Poughkeepsie

Convention finishes discussion of Constitution, and John
Lansing, Jr., presents a bill of rights to be prefixed to
Constitution

Lansing presents plan of ratification with conditional
amendments

John Jay proposes unconditional ratification
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July 15
July 16
July 19
July 23
July 23
July 23

July 24
July 25

July 26
July 26

July 27
October 30

February 7

January 13

February 26
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Melancton Smith proposes limited ratification of
Constitution

John Sloss Hobart’s motion to adjourn defeated

Lansing proposes conditional ratification with amendments

New York City Federal Procession

Samuel Jones’s amendment to ratify “in full confidence”
that amendments would be adopted

Convention’s committee of the whole votes to ratify
Constitution without conditional amendments 31 to 29

Lansing proposes limited-term ratification

Convention rejects Lansing’s motion for limited-term
ratification

Convention adopts Constitution 30 to 27 with proposed
amendments

Circular Letter to states approved

Sacking of Thomas Greenleaf’s print shop

Federal Republican Committee reorganizes in New York City
to work for a second constitutional convention

1789

Legislature resolves to ask Congress to call a convention to
draft amendments to the Constitution

1790

Legislature receives proposed twelve amendments to
Constitution

Legislature adopts eleven of twelve proposed amendments
to Constitution
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L
THE DEBATE OVER THE
CONSTITUTION IN NEW YORK
21 July 1787-31 January 1788

Introduction

Public Commentaries on the Constitution

Between 17 September 1787 and 31 January 1788, ten newspapers
and a monthly magazine were printed in New York. Two newspapers
were dailies; three were semiweeklies; and four were weeklies. The tenth
newspaper, the New York Journal, was a weekly until 15 November, after
which it became a daily. Nine newspapers printed the new Constitution
between 21 September and 4 October. (The tenth newspaper, the Albany
Journal, did not begin publication until 26 January 1788.) By the end of
1787, the Constitution had also appeared in several pamphlet and broad-
side editions and in almanacs. (See “The Publication of the Constitution
in New York,” 21 September 1787—June 1788, below.)

Newspapers reported on discontent, turmoil, and violence in Dela-
ware, Georgia, New Hampshire, New York, Pennsylvania, South Caro-
lina, and Virginia. Articles and squibs criticized the Rhode Island leg-
islature for its radical financial policies and its refusal to send delegates
to the Constitutional Convention. Items appeared regarding the navi-
gation of the Mississippi River and the dangers of Shays’s Rebellion,
including the fate of Shaysite leaders. Newspapers printed reports of
or the proceedings of public meetings in other states recommending
the Constitution’s ratification; the text of Congress’ resolution of 28
September transmitting the Constitution to the states for their ratifi-
cation; the texts or reports of speeches by state executives forwarding
the Constitution to their state legislatures; squibs speculating about the
prospects of ratification in New York and other states; reports of or the
proceedings of the legislatures of every state on the calling of state
conventions to consider the Constitution; reports of the refusal of the
Rhode Island legislature to call a state convention; reports of the elec-
tions of delegates to state conventions; reports of instructions to state
convention delegates; reports of or the proceedings of state conven-
tions; reports of ratification by state conventions; and reports of cele-
brations of ratification. Numerous brief items appeared praising both
George Washington, the president of the Constitutional Convention,
and Benjamin Franklin, its elder statesman; while other items criticized

3
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Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts and George Mason of Virginia for re-
fusing to sign the Constitution.

Most importantly, New York newspapers abounded with major essays,
both original and reprinted, defending or criticizing the Constitution,
as New York joined Philadelphia as primary centers for the national
debate over the ratification of the Constitution. Newspapers also
printed many essays filled with personal invective, with Alexander Ham-
ilton being the favorite Antifederalist target and Abraham Yates, Jr.,
being the preferred Federalist target. Both sides of the question were
well represented, although the Federalist viewpoint received wider cov-
erage since the majority of New York’s newspapers were Federalist. The
number of original major essays produced by New York’s newspapers
was exceeded probably only by that in Pennsylvania. Although New
York newspapers printed far fewer original squibs than those found in
Philadelphia newspapers, New York printers reprinted many of the
squibs originating in Philadelphia newspapers.

The major Federalist articles that originated in New York include:
“Curtius” I-1I1, Daily Advertiser, 29 September, 18 October, and 3 No-
vember (supplement); “Caesar” I-II (Alexander Hamilton?), Daily Ad-
vertiser, 1, 17 October; “Publius,” The Federalist 1-47 (Alexander Ham-
ilton, John Jay, and James Madison), Independent Journal, New York Packet,
Daily Advertiser, and New York Jowrnal, 27 October—30 January 1788;
“Americanus’” I-VII (John Stevens, Jr.), Daily Advertiser, 2, 23, 30 No-
vember, 5—6, 12 December 1787, and 12, 21 January 1788; “A Farmer,
of New-Jersey” (John Stevens, Jr.), Observations on Government, 3 Novem-
ber; “P. Valerius Agricola,” Albany Gazette, 8 November and 6 Decem-
ber; “Roderick Razor,” Daily Advertiser, 11 December; “Examiner” I-V
(Charles McKnight), New York Journal, 11, 14, 19, 24 December 1787,
and 4 January 1788; “Country Federalist” ( James Kent), Country Jour
nal, 19 December 1787 (supplement); “A Lunarian,” Daily Advertiser,
20 December; “America” (Noah Webster), Daily Advertiser, 31 Decem-
ber; “Giles Hickory” (Noah Webster), American Magazine, 1 January
1788; and “Curtiopolis,” Daily Advertiser, 18 January.

The Federalist position on the Constitution was buttressed by nu-
merous major writings reprinted from out-of-state newspapers, particu-
larly those in Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, and Connecticut. These writ-
ings include: “An American Citizen” I-IV (Tench Coxe), Philadelphia
Independent Gazetteer, 26, 28, 29 September, and broadside, 21 October
(CC:100-A, 109, 112, 183-A); “Foreign Spectator” (Nicholas Collin)
Philadelphia Independent Gazetteer, 2 October (CC:124); “Social Com-
pact,” New Haven Gazette, 4 October (CC:130); “Foederal Constitution,”
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Pennsylvania Gazette, 10 October (CC:150); “One of the People,” Mas-
sachusetts Centinel, 17 October (CC:168); “A Political Dialogue,” Massa-
chusetts Centinel, 24 October (CC:189); “Landholder” I, VI, VIII (Oliver
Ellsworth), Connecticut Courant, 5 November, and 10, 24 December
(CC:230, 335, 371); “The Prayer of an American Citizen” (Mathew Ca-
rey), Philadelphia American Musewm, 7 November (CC:235); “A Citizen
of Philadelphia” (Pelatiah Webster), The Weaknesses of Brutus Exposed, 8
November (CC:244); “Plain Truth,” Philadelphia Independent Gazetieer,
10 November (RCS:Pa., 216-23); “A Countryman” I-V (Roger Sher-
man), New Haven Gazette, 15, 22, 29 November, and 6, 20 December
(CC:261, 284, 305, 322, 361); “Anti-Cincinnatus,” Northampton, Mass.,
Hampshire Gazette, 19 December (CC:354); “New England,” Connecticut
Courant, 24 December (CC:372); “One of the People,” Maryland Journal,
25 December (CC:377); “New Roof” (Francis Hopkinson), Pennsylvania
Packet, 29 December (CC:395); “Philanthropos” (Tench Coxe), Phila-
delphia Independent Gazetteer, 16 January 1788 (CC:454); “A Citizen of
Philadelphia” (Pelatiah Webster?), Pennsylvania Gazette, 23 January
(RCS:Pa., 658—-60); and a Spurious Centinel Letter (Francis Hopkinson),
Pennsylvania Gazette, 23 January (CC:471). (See also “New York Reprint-
ing of the Essays of An American Citizen,” 6 October—29 November
1787; and “New York Reprinting of New England’s Response to the Fed-
eral Farmer’s Letters to the Republican,” 4 January 1788, both below.)

New York newspapers also reprinted the most influential Federalist
statement on the meaning of the Constitution—a speech by James Wil-
son, a Pennsylvania signer of the Constitution, which he delivered to a
Philadelphia public meeting on 6 October. (See “New York Reprinting
of James Wilson’s 6 October Speech Before a Philadelphia Public Meet-
ing,” 13-25 October, below.) Lastly, New York newspapers reprinted
Benjamin Franklin’s last speech delivered to the Constitutional Con-
vention on 17 September. This speech first appeared in the Boston Ga-
zette on 3 December. (See CC:77; and RCS:Mass., 369—-80.)

The major Antifederalist essays originating in New York were printed
almost entirely in Thomas Greenleaf’s New York Journal. The Journal’s
articles include: “Cato” I-VII (George Clinton?), 27 September, 11, 25
October, 8, 22 November, 13 December 1787, and 3 January 1788; “Bru-
tus” I-XI (Melancton Smith?), 18 October, 1, 15, 29 November, 13, 27
December 1787, and 3, 10, 17, 24, 31 January 1788; “Sidney” (Abraham
Yates, Jr.), 18 October (extraordinary); “A Republican” I, 25 October;
“Cincinnatus” I-VI (Arthur Lee), 1, 8, 15, 22, 29 November, 6 Decem-
ber; “Timoleon,” 1 November (extraordinary), and as a broadside, post-
1 November (Thomas Greenleaf, Evans 45045); “Brutus, Junior,” 8 No-
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vember; “A Countryman” I-V (Hugh Hughes), 21, 23 November, 3, 15
December 1787, and 22 January 1788; “A Baptist,” 30 November; “A
Countryman” I-V (DeWitt Clinton), 6, 13, 20 December, 1787, and 10,
17 January 1788; “Democritus,” 14, 21, 28 December; “A Republican,”
27 December; and “Expositor” I (Hugh Hughes), 24, 31 January, 7 Feb-
ruary. A last major Antifederalist pseudonymous piece, signed “Sidney”
(Abraham Yates, Jr.), appeared in the Albany Gazetle on 24 January 1788.

The most important Antifederalist item originating in New York, and
perhaps in all of the United States, was the pamphlet, Letters from the
Federal Farmer to the Republican, which went on sale in New York City on
8 November 1787 and which went through three, possibly four, edi-
tions. For months, the pamphlet circulated throughout the state and
between 14 November and 2 January 1788 the Country Journal reprinted
it in weekly installments. It was the only Antifederalist pamphlet to be
printed in New York before 1 February 1788 when the state legislature
called a convention to consider the Constitution.

New York newspapers, especially Thomas Greenleaf’s New York Journal,
also reprinted numerous major Antifederalist essays from out-of-state
newspapers, most particularly from two Philadelphia Antifederalist news-
papers—the Independent Gazetteer and the Freeman’s Journal. These essays
include “Strictures on the Proposed Constitution” (George Turner?),
Freeman’s Journal, 26 September (CC:97); “Centinel” I, III-V, VII-XI
(Samuel Bryan), Independent Gazetteer, 5 October, 8, 30 November, 4, 29
December 1787, and 2, 8, 12, 16 January 1788 (CC:133, 243, 311, 318,
394, 410, 427, 443, 453); “Centinel” II (Samuel Bryan), Freeman’s Jour-
nal, 24 October (CC:190); “Centinel” VI (Samuel Bryan), Pennsylva-
nia Packet, 25 December (CC:379); “A Democratic Federalist,” Penn-
sylvania Herald, 17 October (CC:167); “Cato Uticensis” (George
Mason?), Virginia Independent Chronicle, 17 October (RCS:Va., 70-76);
“An Old Whig” I-VII, Independent Gazetteer, 12, 17, 20, 27 October,
and 1, 24, 28 November (CC:157, 170, 181, 202, 224, 292, 301); ‘An
Officer of the Late Continental Army” (William Findley?), Independent
Gazetteer, 6 November (RCS:Pa., 210-16); “Agrippa” I, VII (James
Winthrop), Massachusells Gazette, 23 November, and 18 December
(RCS:Mass., 303—-6, 483—86); “Many Customers,” Independent Gazetteer,
1 December (RCS:Pa., 306-9); “One of the Common People,” Boston
Gazette, 3 December (RCS:Mass., 367-69); “Z,” Boston Independent
Chronicle, 6 December (RCS:Mass., 373—75); “Columbus,” Pennsylvania
Herald, 8 December (RCS:Pa., 313—-15); “Poplicola,” Boston Gazette, 24
December (CC:369); “Philadelphiensis” VI, VIII (Benjamin Workman),
Freeman’s Journal, 26 December 1787, and 23 January 1788 (CC:382, 473);
“Helvidius Priscus” I-1I ( James Warren?), Boston Independent Chronicle,
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27 December 1787, and 10 January 1788 (RCS:Mass., 534-39, 684-87);
Genuine Information I-11 (Luther Martin), Baltimore Maryland Gazette,
28 December 1787, and 1 January 1788 (CC:389, 401); and “The Re-
publican Federalist” I ( James Warren?), Massachusetls Centinel, 29 De-
cember (RCS:Mass., 549-54). Shortly after 1 November, Thomas
Greenleaf reprinted “Centinel” I-II as a broadside, along with “Ti-
moleon,” an original New York item (Evans 45045). (See also ‘“New
York Reprinting of the Centinel Essays,” 17 October 1787-12 April
1788; and “New York Reprinting of Luther Martin’s Genuine Informa-
tion,” 15 January—7 April 1788, both below.)

Other major Antifederalist items reprinted in New York were the
address of the seceding members of the Pennsylvania Assembly, broad-
side, 2 October (RCS:Pa., 112-17, and CC:125-A); Virginian George
Mason’s objections to the Constitution, Massachusetts Centinel, 21 No-
vember (CC:276-A); Virginia congressman Richard Henry Lee’s pro-
posed amendments to the Constitution, Petersburg Virginia Gazelle, 6
December (CC:325); the dissent of the minority of the Pennsylvania
Convention, Pennsylvania Packet, 18 December (CC:353); and Virginia
Governor Edmund Randolph’s letter of 10 October explaining why he
did not sign the Constitution, pamphlet, c. 27 December (CC:385).
(See also “New York Reprinting of the Address of the Seceding Mem-
bers of the Pennsylvania Assembly,” 9-18 October; “New York Reprint-
ing of George Mason’s Objections to the Constitution,” 30 November—
13 December; “New York Reprinting of Richard Henry Lee’s Proposed
Amendments to the Constitution,” 22 December 1787-24 January
1788; “New York Reprinting of the Dissent of the Minority of the Penn-
sylvania Convention,” 27 December 1787—-April 1788; and “New York
Reprinting of Virginia Governor Edmund Randolph’s 10 October 1787
Letter to the Speaker of the Virginia House of Delegates,” 8 January—
April 1788, all below.)

Private Commentaries on the Constitution

Private letters are critical to understanding the ratification debate.
Letter writers analyzed, extolled, and attacked provisions of the Con-
stitution; explained why it should be adopted, rejected, or amended;
speculated on the chances for ratification in New York and other states;
described and analyzed the newspaper literature on the Constitution;
speculated about the authorship of newspaper essays; explained how
the essays got into the hands of the newspaper printers; described the
politics of New York state and the actions of the New York legislature
on calling a ratifying convention; and closely watched the progress of
ratifying conventions in other states, especially Massachusetts. John Jay,
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to quash a rumor that he opposed the Constitution, wrote a letter
(whose publication he encouraged) insisting that he supported the
Constitution. Letters of Alexander Hamilton and James Madison reveal
their roles in writing The Federalist. A letter by Melancton Smith suggests
that he might have been the author of the Antifederalist essays of “Bru-
tus.” A letter from Constitutional Convention delegates Robert Yates
and John Lansing, Jr., to Governor George Clinton explains why they
left the Convention early and why they opposed the Constitution. Hugh
Ledlie, an elderly Connecticut Son of Liberty, remembered his former
allies among the New York Sons of Liberty, some of whom now opposed
the Constitution, and decried the methods used by Federalists to ratify
the Constitution. And a lengthy and informative letter of Charles Til-
linghast, son-in-law of Antifederalist leader John Lamb, says much
about the writing and publication of Antifederalist essays.
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Alexander Hamilton Attacks Governor George Clinton
21 July-30 October 1787

In the spring and summer of 1787 the Constitutional Convention met in
Philadelphia to revise and amend the Articles of Confederation. Three or four
weeks after the Convention began its sessions on 25 May, it became known
that, instead of amending the Articles, the Convention would establish a new
government for the United States. Advocates of such a government in New
York and Pennsylvania believed that the principal opposition to it would come
from state officeholders who feared they would lose their power. The first-
known public attack on these state officeholders was made by a correspondent
in the Pennsylvania Gazette on 20 June, who warned officeholders to be quiet
or else they would suffer the same fate suffered by Loyalists early in the Amer-
ican Revolution (CC:40—-A). This brief item was reprinted in the New York Jour-
nal, 28 June, and Northern Centinel, 2 July.

The most important attack on any state officeholder was made against New
York Governor George Clinton in the Daily Advertiser on 21 July by Alexander
Hamilton, a New York delegate to the Constitutional Convention on leave from
that body. Writing anonymously, Hamilton claimed that Clinton had opposed
the appointment of delegates to the Constitutional Convention and had “pre-
dicted a mischievous issue of that measure.” According to Hamilton, Clinton
had stated publicly that the Convention was unnecessary and that the “evils”
it intended to remedy were imaginary. Hamilton rejected Clinton’s alleged
analysis of the Confederation’s political and economic condition and defended
the appointment of a convention that would create a strong central govern-
ment able to address the many “evils” that had befallen America. Hamilton
accused Clinton of having a “greater attachment to his own power than to the
public good.”” New Yorkers were told to watch Clinton “with a jealous eye, and
when he sounds the alarm of danger from another quarter, to examine
whether they have not more to apprehend from himself.”

Support for Hamilton’s position came swiftly. “An Admirer of Anti-Federal
Men,” Daily Advertiser, 26 July, decried “the conduct of several leading men”
who had “given the friends to liberty much uneasiness.” He praised the Con-
vention delegates and called upon Americans to have confidence in them. On
1 August the Pennsylvania Herald heard from a New York gentleman that “the
anti-foederal disposition of a great officer” in New York had seriously alarmed
the people with “anticipation of anarchy and division.” An anonymous verse
printed in the Massachusetts Centinel, 18 August, accused Clinton of seeking “to
wreck” the Union. Other newspapers outside New York—in brief and widely
circulated articles—did not identify Clinton by name but instead criticized self-
interested and scheming officeholders in general for their opposition to a
convention that promised to create a vigorous central government. (See New
Hampshire Spy and Salem Mercury, 7 August, and Pennsylvania Gazette, 8 August
[CC:62, 61, 40—D], all of which were reprinted in New York.) On 1 September,
David Humphreys of Connecticut, who like Hamilton served as an aide-de-
camp to George Washington during the Revolution, complimented Hamilton
for the “honest boldness” of his public attack on Clinton’s Antifederalist views.
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Humphreys was disturbed by “popular Demagogues who are determined to
keep themselves in office at the risque of every thing” (CC:51-F).

In early September the attack upon Clinton in New York was renewed, per-
haps in anticipation of the completion of the Constitutional Convention’s
work. Soon after, Clinton and his supporters came to his defense, and, in turn,
they were answered by Hamilton and his advocates. The debate lasted until
mid-October. “Rough Carver,” a parody of Antifederalist Abraham Yates, Jr.’s,
use of the pseudonym ‘““Rough Hewer,” criticized those persons whose refusal
to increase the powers of the Confederation Congress had endangered the
Union to the point of its impending dissolution. According to “Rough Carver,”
opponents of a strong Union had “coolly” opposed all things that did “not
bear the marks of Self”’; they had “nothing in view but their own aggrandize-
ment.” He wanted Clinton—their ““thick skulled and double-hearted Chief” —
replaced as governor (Daily Advertiser, 3, 4 September).

Clinton’s adherents responded slowly. On 6 September “A Republican”
(possibly Clinton himself), writing in the New York Journal, answered Hamilton’s
initial 21 July attack. “A Republican” defended Clinton’s right, as a “citizen of
a free state” and a public officer, to speak “freely and unreservedly to express
his sentiments on public measures, however serious the posture of our national
affairs may be.” Clinton’s attacker, declared “A Republican,” belonged to an
“opulent and ambitious” party, a “lordly faction,” that sought to undermine
the state government so ‘“‘that they may establish a system more favorable to
their aristocratic views.” “A Republican” concluded by quoting some verse
from English poet Charles Churchill to suggest that Hamilton had penned the
attack on Clinton. In the same issue of the New York Journal, “Adrastus” also
hinted that he knew the identity of Clinton’s attacker because the attacker’s
style was well known. He warned readers to guard against “so dangerous a
member of society, who, with a smooth tongue and double face, is capable of
concealing and executing the worst intentions beneath the mask of sincerity
and friendship” (Mfm:N.Y.). “An Old Soldier,”” Northern Centinel, 10 September,
and “Rusticus,” New York Journal, 13 September, also defended Clinton.

While answering “A Republican” in the Daily Advertiser on 10 September,
“Aristides” defended Hamilton, stating that no man was more “worthy of
credit.” When he attacked Clinton, Hamilton was “impelled, from pure prin-
ciples.” Hamilton, stated “Aristides,” had not misrepresented Clinton’s views
and neither Clinton nor his defenders denied the charges. Clinton had defi-
nitely been hostile to all measures seeking to strengthen the central govern-
ment. As governor, Clinton exercised too much power, while he and his “mot-
ley group” created a dangerous “system of connections and dependencies.” On 20
September “Anti-Defamationis,” writing in the New York Journal, denounced
“Aristides” and others for attacking Clinton, whose duty it was to criticize the
Convention if he thought “evil instead of good would result from their delib-
erations.”

Defending himself in a lengthy article for the Daily Advertiser on 15 Septem-
ber, Hamilton admitted writing the 21 July attack upon Clinton, stating that
he had left his name with the printer “to be disclosed to any person who
should apply for it, on the part of the Governor.” His denunciations of Clinton
were well founded because the governor’s wish to retain his power would come



COMMENTARIES, 21 JULY-30 OCTOBER 1787 11

at the expense of the nation’s peace and happiness. In a free country, declared
Hamilton, citizens had every right to question their rulers’ conduct. How could
one voice injure a man who possessed ““all the influence to be derived from
long continuance in office.” Finally, Hamilton insisted that his actions were
consistent “with the strictest rules of integrity and honor.”

After Hamilton publicly acknowledged his authorship of the 21 July attack
on Clinton, he was lambasted by “Inspector” in three satirical articles printed
in the New York Journal, 20 September, and 4 and 18 October (the latter two
on Mfm:N.Y.). According to “Inspector,” Hamilton (referred to as “Tom
S*#t””) was “overrated”’; he was of low and illegitimate West Indian birth; he
was an ‘‘upstart attorney” who advanced his military career by ingratiating
himself with General George Washington, only to be summarily dismissed by
Washington from his staff; he owed his position to his wealthy and influential
father-in-law, Philip Schuyler (referred to, among other names, as Hamilton’s
“immaculate daddy, Justice Midas”); his vanity led him to attack Clinton whom
he wanted to see replaced as governor by Schuyler; he expressed monarchical
views in the Constitutional Convention; he despised the common people; and
as a lawyer he grew rich defending Loyalists (“‘traitors”).

“Inspector’s” description of Hamilton’s relationship to Washington dis-
tressed Hamilton so much that he wrote Washington, requesting that their
relationship be put “in its true light.” In his response, Washington described
“Inspector’s” charges as unfounded and told Hamilton that he held him in
high esteem. However, Washington was dismayed that two such worthy char-
acters as Hamilton and Clinton were at odds with one another. (See Hamilton
to Washington, 8—10 October; Washington to Hamilton, 18 October; and Ham-
ilton to Washington, 30 October.)

On 6 and 9 October, two writers defended Hamilton in the Daily Advertiser.
“Aristides” criticized the printer of the New York Journal for his partiality in
printing “Inspector,” who should have signed himself “An Inquisitor” because
of his “gross” and libelous attack on Hamilton, a man who was “invulnerable
in his own personal conduct.” Moreover, the nation owed ‘“some weighty obli-
gations” to Hamilton, who had always acted judiciously, patriotically, and hon-
orably in his professional and public life (Mfm:N.Y.). “Philopolitis” noted that
such “impotent and scurrilous” attacks on Hamilton would increase the public
esteem for him since the charges against him were malignant and fabricated
(Mfm:N.Y.). “A Customer” in the New York Journal, 11 October, criticized “Ar-
istides” and “Philopolitis” for not “referring to particulars” and instead listed
Hamilton’s accomplishments (Mfm:N.Y.).

(Unless otherwise indicated, the documents cited in this editorial note are
printed below.)

New York Daily Advertiser, 21 July 1787

It is currently reported and believed, that his Excellency Governor
CLINTON has, in public company, without reserve, reprobated the ap-
pointment of the Convention, and predicted a mischievous issue of that
measure. His observations are said to be to this effect:—That the pres-
ent confederation is, in itself, equal to the purposes of the union:—
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That the appointment of a Convention is calculated to impress the
people with an idea of evils which do not exist:—That if either nothing
should be proposed by the Convention, or if what they should propose
should not be agreed to, the one or the other would tend to beget
despair in the public mind; and that, in all probability, the result of
their deliberations, whatever it might be, would only serve to throw the
community into confusion.

Upon this conduct of his Excellency, if he is not misrepresented, the
following reflections will naturally occur to every considerate and im-
partial man:

First. That from the almost universal concurrence of the states in the
measure of appointing a Convention, and from the powers given to
their Deputies, “to devise and propose such alterations in the Federal
Constitution as are necessary to render it adequate to the purposes of
government, and to the exigencies of the union,”? it appears clearly to
be the general sense of America, that the present confederation is not
“equal to the purposes of the union,” but requires material alterations.

Secondly. That the concurrence of the legislatures of twelve out of the
thirteen states,®> which compose the union (actuated as they are by a
diversity of prejudices and supposed interests) in a measure of so ex-
traordinary a complexion, the direct object of which is the abridgement
of their own power, in favor of a general government, is of itself a
strong presumptive proof that there exist real evils; and that these evils
are of so extensive and cogent a nature, as to have been capable of
giving an impulse from one extremity of the United States to the other.

Thirdly. That some of these evils are so obvious, that they do not
seem to admit of doubt or equivocation;—of this description are,

1. The defective and disproportionate contributions of the several states
to the common treasury, and, in consequence of this, the total want of
means in the United States to pay their debts, foreign or domestic, or
to support those establishments which are necessary to the public tran-
quillity.*

2. The general stagnation of commerce, occasioned no doubt, in a
great degree, by the exclusions, and restraints with which foreign na-
tions fetter our trade with them; while they enjoy in our ports unlimited
freedom, and while our government is incapable of making those de-
fensive regulations, which would be likely to produce a greater reci-
procity of privileges.

3d. The degradation of our national character and consequence, to
such an extreme of insignificance, that foreign powers in plain terms,
refuse to treat with us, alledging, and alledging truly, that we have no
government to ensure the performance of the stipulations on our part.
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Fourthly. That these and many other facts and circumstances, prove
to a demonstration, that the general government is fundamentally de-
fective; that the very existence of the union is in imminent danger, and
that there is great reason to dread, that without some speedy and rad-
ical alterations, these states may shortly become thirteen distinct and
unconnected communities, exposed, without a common head, to all
the hazard of foreign invasion, and intrigue, of hostility with each other,
and of internal faction and insurrection.

Fifthly. That at this very instant the union is so far nominal, that it is
not only destitute of the necessary powers to administer the common
concerns of the nation, but is scarcely able to keep up the appearances
of existence; sunk to so low an ebb that it can with difficulty engage
the attendance of a sufficient number of members in Congress, even
to deliberate upon any matter of importance.

Sixthly. That this state of our affairs called for the collective wisdom
of the union to provide an effectual remedy; that there were only two
ways of uniting its councils to that end, one through the medium of
Congress, and the other through the medium of a body specially ap-
pointed for the purpose; that several reasons conspired to render the
latter mode preferable. Congress, occupied in the ordinary administra-
tion of the government could not give so steady and undivided an
attention to the national reform as the crisis demanded: The parties,
which will always grow up in an established body, would render them
less likely to agree in a proper plan. Any plan they should agree upon,
would have greater prejudices to encounter in its progress through the
states; for the mind is naturally prone to suspect the aims of men who
propose the encrease of a power, of which they themselves have the
present possession; and, in several of the states, industrious and wicked
pains have been taken by the parties unfriendly to the measures of the
union, to discredit and debase the authority and influence of Congress.
In addition to these considerations, the states would have it in their
power, in a special Convention, to avail themselves of the weight and
abilities of men, who could not have been induced to accept an ap-
pointment to Congress; and whose aid, in a work of such magnitude,
was on many accounts desirable. The late illustrious Commander in
Chief stands foremost in this number.

Seventhly. That though it is too justly to be apprehended that local
views, state prejudices, and personal interests, will frustrate the hope of
any effectual plan from any body of men whatever, appointed by so
many separate states, yet the object was worthy of an experiment, and
that experiment could not be made with so much advantage in any way,
as in that which has been fallen upon for the purpose.
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Eighthly. That however justifiable it might be in the governor to op-
pose the appointment of a convention, if the measure were still under
deliberation; and if he sincerely believed it to be a pernicious one, yet
the general voice of America having decided in its favor, it is unwar
rantable and culpable in any man, in so serious a posture of our national
affairs, to endeavour to prepossess the public mind against the hitherto
undetermined and unknown measures of a body to whose councils
America has, in a great measure, entrusted its future fate, and to whom
the people in general look up, under the blessing of heaven, for their
political salvation.

Ninthly. That such conduct in a man high in office, argues greater
attachment to his own power than to the public good, and furnishes strong
reason to suspect a dangerous predetermination to oppose whatever
may tend to diminish the former, however it may promote the latter.

If there be any man among us, who acts so unworthy a part, it be-
comes a free and enlightened people to observe him with a jealous eye,
and when he sounds the alarm of danger from another quarter, to
examine whether they have not more to apprehend from himself.

1. This item was written by Alexander Hamilton. It was reprinted in the Hudson Weekly
Gazelte, 2 August; the first sentence only appeared in the Northern Centinel, 27 August,
which placed the words beginning with “reprobated” in large capital letters. The item
was also reprinted in whole or in part in sixteen out-of-state newspapers by 11 September:
Vt. (1), N.-H. (2), Mass. (7), RI. (1), Conn. (1), Pa. (2), Md. (1), S.C. (1). In reprinting
the article on 11 August, the Massachusetts Centinel signed it “A. B.” Two other newspapers
also used the pseudonym.

2. The text within quotation marks was drawn by Hamilton from several sources: the
congressional resolution of 21 February 1787, the New York motion of 21 February in
Congress, and the report of the Annapolis Convention. (For these sources, see CDR,
181-87.)

3. Rhode Island did not appoint delegates to the Constitutional Convention.

4. A report by the Confederation Board of Treasury indicates that by 31 March 1788
the states had paid the following percentages of their shares of the specie and indents
levied by congressional requisitions from October 1781 to October 1787: New York (67),
Pennsylvania (57), South Carolina (55), Virginia (44), Massachusetts (39), Delaware (39),
Maryland (29), Rhode Island (24), Connecticut (20), New Jersey (19), New Hampshire
(12), and North Carolina (3). Georgia had paid nothing. (See PCC, Item 141, Estimates
and Statements of Receipts and Expenditures, 1780-88, Vol. I, 75, DNA.)

An Admirer of Anti-Iederal Men
New York Daily Advertiser, 26 July 1787!

—STAND FIRM, AND HAVE A JEALOUS EYE.
The conduct of several leading men, among us, has, of late, given
the friends to liberty much uneasiness. They tremble under an appre-
hension of becoming dupes to exalted ambition; and they see, with
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deep concern, those men, who profess to be the fathers of their coun-
try, endeavouring by mean arts, to detach the affections of the people
from every thing which bears the name of federal.

They see, with silent detestation, the low bias towards popularity,
which evidently influences the conduct of those, from whom we have
a right to expect examples of strict virtue and rigid impartiality:—And
they see, with the most poignant sorrow, the evident ruin which the
political doctrines of those creatures to wealth and influence, are likely
to involve us in. But, while we deprecate such principles and conduct,
let us not, my countrymen, sink down in a state of supinity. It is in our
power to defeat the low cunning of the men we dread.—Let the rec-
ollection of past sufferings inspire our minds with a determined reso-
lution to adhere to the general interests of the confederation; for, from
this only, we must expect political welfare and happ<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>