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 Another Explanation for the Senate:
 The Anti-Federalists, John Adams,
 and the Natural Aristocracy

 Paul D. Ellenbogen
 Chicago, IL

 For both the Anti-Federalists and John Adams, the Senate was created
 not as a compromise between large and small states but as a mecha-
 nism for maintaining a balance between the two great orders of soci-
 ety, the "natural aristocracy" (the few) and the people (the many).
 Both regarded identifying and controlling the natural aristocracy as
 one of the principle tasks of republican constitutionalism, and believed
 this would be accomplished best by dividing the legislature into an
 aristocratic and a popular house so the latter could check the former.
 Their reasoning provides a counterpoint to the Madisonian emphasis
 on checks and balances among the three branches of government and
 reveals a deeper appreciation of how the Founders sought to preserve
 a republican form of government.

 Paul D. Ellenbogerr received his Ph.D. from Duke University and has
 taught at Duke, North Carolina State, Iowa State, and Colby College.
 This article draws on his dissertation, which contrasted Thomas
 Jefferson's and John Adams's views on the natural aristocracy.

 The most accepted explanation for the creation of the U.S. Senate'
 remains that offered by James Madison in Federalist 62: "equality of

 1. See, for example, Kenneth Janda, Jeffrey M. Berrey, and Jerry Goldman, The Chal-
 lenge of Democracy: Government in America, 4th ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Com-
 pany, 1995), p. 75; Stephen J. Wayne, G. Calvin Mackenzie, David M. O'Brien, and
 Richard L. Cole, The Politics of American Government: Foundations, Participation, and
 Institutions (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1995), pp. 38-42; Steven E. Frantzich and
 Stephen L. Percy, American Government: The Political Game (Madison: Brown and
 Benchmark Publishers, 1994), p. 34; Paul E. Johnson, Gary J. Miller, John H. Aldrich,
 David W. Rohde, and Charles W. Ostrom, Jr., American Government: People, Institu-
 tions, and Policies, 3d ed. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1994), p. 43; Robert L.
 Lineberry, George C. Edwards III, and Martin P. Wattenberg, Government in America:
 People, Politics, and Policy, 6th ed. (New York: HarperCollins College Publishers, 1994),
 p. 49; Thomas E. Patterson, The American Democracy, 2d ed. (New York: McGraw Hill,
 Inc., 1994), pp. 34-35.

 Volume XXIX, Number 2  Winter 1996 Polity

This content downloaded from 
��������������70.175.9.72 on Thu, 03 Mar 2022 14:39:18 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 248 Another Explanation for the Senate

 representation [of the States is] evidently the result of a compromise
 between the opposite pretensions of the large and small States." Though
 Madison indicates that representing the States qua States in the Senate,
 and the people in the House of Representatives is appropriate for a
 "compound republic"-a government both "national" and "federal"-
 he declines to offer any further theoretical justification for it.2 This
 "Great Compromise" rationale is consistent with the evidence of debates
 in the Constitutional Convention, but its prominence is based on the
 writings of Madison the polemicist and Madison the historian. Though
 Madison was as scrupulous and fair as anyone who was personally in-
 volved in the events he reports can be, uncritical reliance on his accounts
 obscures important aspects of the Constitution.

 There is a theoretical justification for the Senate that Madison chose
 not to present but which was the basis of both support for and opposi-
 tion to its creation. One important proponent of the Constitution, John
 Adams, and several Anti-Federalist opponents, viewed the Senate not as
 representing the states but as an upper house meant to contain the
 "natural aristocracy," the potentially dangerous few who threaten pop-
 ular liberty.3 This is not the justification of balanced government
 adopted in Federalist #51, which says that the balance will be among
 three coordinate branches, Executive, Legislative, and Judicial, rather
 than between the few and the many. Federalist 51 explicitly states that a
 balance between the few and the many, though appropriate in Britain
 where a hereditary aristocracy in the House of Lords is balanced against
 the people in the House of Commons, is inappropriate in the United
 States where there is no hereditary aristocracy and the Constitution
 explicitly forbids granting titles of nobility.4 This is, however, the justifi-
 cation adopted by John Adams in his defense of the Constitution.

 Adams viewed the United States as possessing a "natural aristocracy"
 of citizens nominally equal to their fellows but who actually enjoyed
 greater power owing to their greater wealth, eloquence, cleverness,

 2. James Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and John Jay, The Federalist Papers (New
 York: New American Library, 1961), #62:377. Rossiter says that #62 is probably written by
 Madison.

 3. Adams's argument appears in A Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the
 United States of America, Against the Attack of M. Turgot, in His Letter to Dr. Price,
 Dated the Twenty-Second Day of March, 1778, hereafter cited by volume and page number
 from John Adams, The Works of John Adams, ed. Charles Francis Adams, 10 vols.
 (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1850-56). The Defense appears in Works IV:282-
 VI:220. Volume I of the Defense appeared shortly before the beginning of the Constitu-
 tional Convention.

 4. Federalist #51:323-24.
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 Paul D. Ellenbogen 249

 prominence, erudition, or other morally ambiguous qualities. Adams
 thought that liberty could be maintained only if this natural aristocracy
 were confined to an upper house balanced on one side by a popular
 house of the legislature and on the other by a powerful executive lacking
 any legislative authority.

 The Anti-Federalists also believed there are orders in society, the
 "natural aristocracy" and the "natural democracy." They also agree
 that both should be embodied in political institutions. A number of Anti-
 Federalists even paralleled Adams in depicting the Executive, or the
 "one" as the crucial balance between the "few" in the Senate and the

 "many" in the House. The Anti-Federalists regard bicameralism as a
 recognition that two natural orders need to be balanced, not as a com-
 promise between larger and smaller states.

 The endorsement of an aristocratic Senate seems to violate the demo-

 cratic principles on which the Anti-Federalists based their opposition to
 the Constitution.5 Yet their arguments make sense when one views them
 in light of Adams' arguments for a mixed and balanced republic. Adams
 condemns "simple democracies," governmrents consisting of a uni-
 cameral legislature and a dependent executive, on the grounds that they
 permit the natural aristocrats to obtain more power than the strict rule of
 equality would allow. Adams favors the creation of a second house to
 which the natural aristocrats can aspire in the expectation that once
 there, the natural aristocrats would fight each other, freeing the lower
 house from their factional struggles and permitting the people as a whole
 to keep better watch on their endeavors.

 If the Senate is conceived in Adams's and the Anti-Federalists' terms,
 then the intellectual and political dividing line between the Constitution's
 proponents and its opponents would not be between those who accepted
 the Convention's balance of state and national interests and those who

 did not. Rather, the division would have to be between those who
 thought the plan safely balanced the interests of the few and the many
 and those who thought it favored the few at the expense of the many.
 What is evident from the Anti-Federalists' writings, which is not obvious
 from the "Madisonian" or Great Compromise explanation for the
 Senate, is that both sides in the ratification debate considered the divi-
 sion between the natural aristocracy and the natural democracy relevant
 to approving the Constitution.

 In the first section, I defend my claims that the Anti-Federalists, like

 5. Here I follow the formulation of Herbert J. Storing, What the Antifederalists Were
 For: The Political Thought of the Opponents of the Constitution (Chicago: University of
 Chicago Press, 1981), pp. 39-40.
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 250 Another Explanation for the Senate

 John Adams, saw the Senate as an aristocratic institution, and believed
 that identifying and controlling the natural aristocracy is one of the prin-
 cipal tasks of republican constitutionalism. In the second section, I show
 that despite some division over what to do about the natural aristocracy,
 the Anti-Federalists and Adams agree that the natural aristocrats threat-
 ened popular liberty and deny that good aristocrats can be separated
 from bad ones. In the third section, I demonstrate how Madison shares
 Jefferson's belief that an upper house can consist of a beneficent aristoi
 whom the people are able to distinguish from the pseudo-aristoi. How-
 ever Madison was more prudent than his fellow Virginian; he knew that
 any argument favoring aristocracy is likely to be misused by the likes of
 Adams, whom Madison takes to be the proponent of anti-republican
 principles. So, Madison the statesman understates his support for an
 aristocratic Senate, defines balanced government in terms of the three
 branches rather than social orders, and successfully prevents the per-
 petuation of Adams's and the Anti-Federalists' ideas about the natural
 aristocracy. The article concludes by arguing for a recovery of this alter-
 native explanation for the Senate.

 I. The Anti-Federalist Case for Balanced Government

 The Anti-Federalists are known for their fear of excessive federal power.
 Indeed, they believed that they were entitled to the name Federalists, and
 that those in favor of the Constitution ought to have been called
 "Nationalists."6 Madison's argument that the Senate represents the
 States ought to have appealed to the Anti-Federalits, since it insured that
 the States would remain influential in the new national government. But
 the Anti-Federalists were not only concerned with preserving the power
 of the States vis-a-vis the national government; they were also concerned
 about preserving the power of the people. Such concern seems inappro-
 priate in republican America. The Constitution begins "We the Peo-
 ple. .. ," acknowledging popular sovereignty.7 If all citizens made up
 "the people" then against whom or what could the people's claim to
 power be directed? It is tempting to say "the government." The Anti-
 Federalists are certainly concerned that the persons in government could
 form themselves into a class apart from and hostile to those not in gov-

 6. Storing, What the Antifederalists Were For, pp. 9-10.
 7. Some Anti-Federalists, notably Patrick Henry, objected to the Preamble's beginning

 "We the people. .. ," arguing that the States were the contracting parties to the Constitu-
 tion. Herbert J. Storing, ed., The Complete Anti-Federalist (Chicago: University of
 Chicago Press, 1981), 5.16.1 [4 June 1788].
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 Paul D. Ellenbogen 251

 ernment. But the concept of "the people" is not only used by the Anti-
 Federalists in opposition to the government. A number of Anti-Federal-
 ists distinguished between "the people" as the many, and the natural
 aristocrats as the few. The Anti-Federalists insisted that government
 should include both the few and the many. Indeed, one might say that
 for the Anti-Federalists, the only way to insure that the government does
 not become the enemy of the people is to insure that the people are inside
 the government, specifically, the House of Representatives, where they
 can control the few (in the Senate) who are most eager and best able to
 make the government an instrument of their own power.

 If the Anti-Federalists believed in simple democracy, they might have
 supported the Senate on "Madisonian" grounds, that is, as a body repre-
 senting the States qua States. But few Anti-Federalists see the Senate as
 this sort of institution. Rather, they expect that the Senate would include
 the natural aristocracy. They do not object to this, but rather to the Con-
 stitution's failure to include a sufficient element of popular control,
 specifically in the House. As the Federal Farmer put it:

 The people of this country, in one sense, may all be democratic; but
 if we make the proper distinction between the few men of wealth
 and abilities, and consider them, as we ought, the natural aristoc-
 racy of the country, and the great body of the people, the middle
 and lower classes, as the democracy, this federal representative
 branch will have but very little democracy in it, [and] even this
 small representation is not secured on proper princples.8

 The Federal Farmer agrees with John Adams: there is a distinction, even
 in democratic America, between the few and the many, and republican
 government should be designed not to exclude the few and include the
 many but to balance the powers of the few and the many. The Federal
 Farmer fully expects, and allows, that the natural aristocracy, the "few
 men of wealth and abilities," will control the Senate. But he insists that
 the House, as the "representative branch," must consist of the people.
 While the Federal Farmer does not believe that there is or will be a hered-
 itary or officially sanctioned class of aristocrats in America, he nonethe-
 less believes that those with wealth and abilities will command a dispro-
 portionate amount of political power. Even among the American people
 there will still be a natural aristocracy.

 Cato, another New York Anti-Federalist, agrees that in "every civi-
 lized community, even those of the most democratic kind, there are prin-

 8. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.25 [Federal Farmer III].
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 252 Another Explanation for the Senate

 ciples which lead to an aristocracy-these are superior talents, fortunes,
 and public employments." He allows that "in free governments, the
 influence of the former two is resisted by the equality of the laws, and the
 latter by the frequency of elections, and the chance that everyone has in
 sharing in public business." But he goes on to insist that "when this
 natural and artificial eminence is assisted by principles interwoven in the
 government," i.e., when the Senate is "so far removed from the people,
 as to have little or no connexions with them," then the upper house will
 overwhelm the people. He asks, rhetorically, "whenever the executive
 and senate can destroy the independence of the majority in the house of
 representatives then where is your security?"9

 Madison defines a republican government as that in which all power
 was derived ultimately, though not directly, from the people. 10 He argues
 that the Constitution meets the requirements of popular sovereignty
 because it mandates that Senators be elected by State Senates, which are
 themselves chosen by the people, and that members of the House be
 chosen directly by the people. The Anti-Federalists are not convinced by
 Madison's logic. They insist that if the House is not large enough, the
 winners will all be drawn from the same class, the natural aristocracy.
 Conversely, if the size of the House is increased, then the natural aristo-
 crats would find a place in the Senate, while natural democrats would
 stand a chance to become members of the House.

 Brutus, a New York Anti-Federalist, predicts that because of the
 paucity of seats available in the House, and the large size of the districts
 established under the new Constitution, "the natural aristocracy of the
 country will be elected." He explains:

 Wealth always creates influence, and this is generally much in-
 creased by family connections: this class in society will forever have
 a great number of dependents; besides, they will always favor each
 other-it is their interest to combine-they will therefore constant-
 ly unite their own efforts to procure men of their own rank to be
 elected-they will concenter all their force in every part of the state
 into one point, and by acting together, will most generally carry the
 election. 11

 Or, as the Federal Farmer puts it, "the people may be electors, [but] if
 the representation be so formed as to give one or more natural classes of

 9. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.6.43 [Cato VI].
 10. Federalist #39, passim.
 11. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.9.42 [Brutus III].
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 Paul D. Ellenbogen 253

 men in the society an undue ascendancy over the others, it is imperfect;
 the former will gradually become masters, and the latter slaves."12 Like
 Adams, the Anti-Federalists' goal is not to eliminate, or even over-
 whelm, the power of the natural aristocracy-it cannot be legislated out
 of existence but only balanced. This will be accomplished by counter-
 poising the two classes: "It is the first of all among the political balances,
 to preserve in its proper station each of these classes. We talk of balances
 in the legislature, and among the departments of government; we ought
 to carry them to the body of the people."13 The Anti-Federalists' argu-
 ments on behalf of greater popular representation are not democratic;
 they do not say that a more popular government will be a better govern-
 ment. Rather, the Anti-Federalists, like Adams, are republicans who put
 liberty ahead of democracy, and who therefore seek to accommodate the
 power of the few even as they seek to increase the power of the many.

 Although Adams was often derided for speaking of social orders, the
 one, the few, and the many, and the need for government to balance
 these orders, his views were neither unique nor anachronistic. As Jen-
 nifer Nedelsky rightly recognizes,

 both the Federalists and Anti-Federalists agreed that the structure
 of the institutions outlined in the Constitution would draw the elite

 into the government. The people would have the role of periodical-
 ly selecting among those elite and trying to evaluate their perfor-
 mance, but the ongoing control of public affairs would be left in
 the hands of the suitable (and propertied) few. The Anti-Federalists
 raised what we would today call democratic objections.14

 There were opponents of the Constitution such as the Federal Farmer
 who fully agreed that social orders existed and that they needed to be
 controlled even in a fundamentally democratic republic.

 In one sense, The Federal Farmer's definitions of the relevant social
 classes is broader than Adams's. The Federal Farmer includes in his list

 not only the "aristocratical" and the "democratical" classes but also the
 "merchantile [sic]" and the "mechanic[al]" classes. But political distinc-
 tions are more important for The Federal Farmer than occupational
 ones. He argues there are three sorts of political aristocracy. The first is

 12. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.97 [Federal Farmer VII].
 13. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.97 [Federal Farmer VII].
 14. Private Property and the Limits of American Constitutionalism: The Madisonian

 Framework and Its Legacy (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), pp. 6-7. I have
 tried to show that for both Adams and the Anti-Federalists, many aristocrats were not good
 or moral, or propertied, but rather politically adept and hence dangerous.
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 254 Another Explanation for the Senate

 "constitutional" and "does not exist in the United States in our common

 acceptance of the word." He admits that according to Montesquieu, any
 regime, such as the United States, which excludes some persons from
 politics on the basis of age or property, might be called an aristocracy
 according to a strict definition. But The Federal Farmer apparently takes
 a constitutional aristocracy to be one in which the political status of a
 designated few is guaranteed by the laws, which is not the case in the
 United States. The second sort of aristocracy described by the Federal
 Farmer is the "aristocratic faction" which he describes as "a junto of
 unprincipled men, often distinguished for their wealth and abilities, who
 combine together, and make their object their private interest and
 aggrandizement." Like Adams, Federal Farmer is concerned less with
 the aristocracy as a class than with what influential individuals might do
 to subvert popular liberty. The third sort of political aristocracy in The
 Federal Farmer's scheme is the natural aristocracy. The term, he ex-
 plains, is used "to designate a respectable order of men, the line between
 whom and the natural democracy is in some degree arbitrary." The
 natural aristocrats are governors, members of Congress; state senators;
 congressional officers; army and militia officers; superior judges; "the
 most eminent professional men" and "men of large property." The
 natural democracy consists of "the yeomanry, the subordinate officers,
 civil and military, the fisherman, mechanics and traders [and] many of
 the merchants and professional men." The natural aristocrats "associate
 more extensively, have a high sense of honor, possess abilities, ambition,
 and general knowledge"; the natural democrats are "not so much used
 to combining great objects; they possess less ambition and a larger share
 of honesty.""5 To this Anti-Federalist at least, even the United States,
 which has no hereditary or officially sanctioned social orders, neverthe-
 less has two contending social orders.

 While The Federal Farmer believes that economic interests ought to be
 considered in the design of government, the natural aristocracy and the
 natural democracy are the two "great parties," which need to be bal-
 anced. Most treatments of the "Great Compromise" discuss the con-
 tending or economic interests which figure in the conflict between the
 large and small States, but they fail to treat what The Federal Farmer and
 others regard as the most important balance in any government, that

 15. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.97 [Federal Farmer VII]. As Nedelsky notes, the Fed-
 eralists had a "class-based" understanding of the people's capacity to govern and they
 "wanted the elite to rule." But Adams and the Anti-Federalists expected that the elite
 would rule no matter how much the people's competence was developed. Private Property
 and the Limits of American Constitutionalism, p. 7.
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 Paul D. Ellenbogen 255

 between the natural aristocracy and the natural democracy. The Federal
 Farmer does not object to the presence of natural aristocrats in the gov-
 ernment.16 Rather, he disapproves of the lack of balance between the
 natural aristocratic few and the natural democratic many. Federal
 Farmer opposes the Constitution because it effectively insures the domi-
 nance of the few by structuring the government so that the House will be
 overwhelmed by the Senate:

 By giving the senate, directly or indirectly, an undue influence
 over the representatives, and the improper means of fettering, em-
 barrassing, or controuling the president or executive, we give the
 government, in the very out set, a fatal and pernicious tendency to
 that undesirable point-aristocracy. When we ... admit the Senate
 to a share of power in making treaties, and in managing foreign
 concern, we certainly progress full far enough towards this most
 undesirable point in government."

 Notice that The Federal Farmer believes,that the Senate will overwhelm

 the President as well as the House of Representatives. In his analysis, the
 natural aristocrats are the most dangerous part of the government, more
 dangerous, even, than the executive. The Federal Farmer's objections
 imply not only that the power of the people ought to be strengthened but
 also that the power of the executive ought to be greater as well.

 The Federal Farmer is specifically concerned with the power of ap-
 pointment, lodged in the Senate and the President [Article II.2.2], as well
 as the power of impeachment [1.3.6] which he proposes to correct by
 having an executive council, rather than the Senate, make appoint-
 ments.18 Other Anti-Federalists are not so generous. Cincinnatus argues
 that the Senate's powers to change money bills enacted by the House
 weaken the popular branch of the legislature. Worse still, the Senate's
 power of trying impeachments makes that body both "party and judge,"
 and thus bound to "condemn those who executed what they advised."
 Cincinnatus asks rhetorically whether such a "monstrous absurdity"
 could have escaped the authors of the Plan, and concludes: "Is it not

 16. Melancton Smith, speaking in the New York Ratifying Convention, against the Con-
 stitution, responded to Chancellor Livingston's accusation that he is an aristocrat by admit-
 ting that it is true, not, as Livingston thinks, because everyone in a republic is an aristocrat,
 but because being a natural aristocrat is perfectly respectable. Smith cites "the honorable
 John Adams" in support of this point, and goes on to argue that an aristocratic Senate is
 necessary to check the democratic House. 6.12.22; 30 and note 23.

 17. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.170 [Federal Farmer XIII].
 18. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.8.170 [Federal Farmer XIII].
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 256 Another Explanation for the Senate

 plain, that the Senate is to be exalted by the humiliation of the democ-
 racy? A democracy which, thus bereft of its powers, and shorn of its
 strength; will stand a melancholy monument of popular impotence."19

 In the usual dichotomy, the Federalists, particularly Hamilton, are
 said to be advocates of strong executive power and limits on popular
 power, while the Anti-Federalists are said to favor a weak executive and
 enhanced popular power. But this reading of the debates demonstrates
 that some Anti-Federalists favor both a strong executive and a strong
 representative branch. This apparent paradox can be explained only if we
 recognize that for them, as for Adams, both the executive and the legisla-
 ture are to act as restraints on the Senate. What distinguishes the Federal
 Farmer, Cincinnatus, and others from proponents of the Constitution is
 not that the former believe in a weak executive and the latter favor a

 strong one, but rather that the Anti-Federalists think that the proposed
 Constitution does not properly check the Senate; while the Constitution's
 supporters think that the plan strikes the right balance among the one,
 the few, and the many.

 II. The Dangers of the Natural Aristocracy

 The Anti-Federalists agree with Adams that the aristocratic Senate needs
 to be balanced to preserve popular liberty. They think that the proposed
 Constitution does not insure adequate representation for the natural
 democracy in the House. The Anti-Federalists fear the same pattern of
 tyranny as Adams: a conspiracy between the one and the few against the
 many. Some Anti-Federalists, however, insist that the power of the few is
 artificial rather than natural, and that liberty would be better secured by
 excluding these pretenders to greatness. These extreme Anti-Federalists
 share Adams's belief that there is never a good aristocracy. They do not
 all follow his proposed solution to the problem of the natural aristocracy,
 but they do share Adams's understanding of the need to control the dan-
 gerous few.

 These more radical Anti-Federalists found the Constitution flawed not

 simply because it misbalances the few and the many but because it sanc-
 tions a wrongful distinction between the natural aristocracy and the
 natural democracy. We may then divide the Anti-Federalists into two
 camps: those like The Federal Farmer, who accepted Adams's distinc-
 tions between the few and the many and opposed the Constitution

 19. Complete Anti-Federalist 6.1.29 [Cincinnatus IV].

This content downloaded from 
��������������70.175.9.72 on Thu, 03 Mar 2022 14:39:18 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Paul D. Ellenbogen 257

 because it did not properly balance the natural aristocrats and the natural
 democracy, and those like Montezuma [Pennsylvania], who did not
 accept Adams's distinctions and deny that the difference between the few
 and the many ought to be sanctioned by the design of government.
 Montezuma thinks that the Constitution as a whole is impermissibly
 biased in favor of the natural aristocracy and against the people. Monte-
 zuma explicitly parodies what he takes to be the anti-democratic ideas
 justifying the Senate. He begins one of his essays by mocking the Pre-
 amble: "We the Aristocratic [sic] party of the United States, lamenting
 the many inconveniences to which the late confederation subjected the
 well-born, the better kind of people bringing them down to the level of
 the rabble.... "20 To Montezuma, the House of Representatives is a sop
 to the people, which is not meant to have any real power:

 As a majority of all societies consist of men who (though totally in-
 capable of thinking or acting in governmental matters) are more
 readily led than driven, we have thought meet to indulge them in
 something like a democracy in the new constitution, which part we
 have designated by the popular name of the House of Representa-
 tives; but to guard against every possible danger from this lower
 house, we have subjected every bill they bring forward to the
 double negative of our upper house and president.21

 Like other Anti-Federalists, Montezuma is not at all convinced that
 the distinction between the House and the Senate is based on their respec-
 tive constituencies, i.e., the people, generally, and the States. Rather, he
 thinks the Senate is quite deliberately designed as an upper house, and
 moreover, one meant to overwhelm the lower house. To Montezuma, the
 House of Representatives is present in the Constitution merely to deceive
 the people into thinking that they will be have some say in government:

 In fine, this plebeian house will have little power, and that little will
 be rightly shaped by our house of gentlemen, who will have a very
 extensive influence, from their being chosen out of our genteeler
 class, and their appointment being almost a life.2

 To certain Anti-Federalists, then, the Constitution presented to the
 people for ratification is a sham. The Preamble suggests that it derives
 power from the people, but it amounts to an aristocratic coup. The Con-

 20. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.4.1 (emphasis in the original).
 21. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.4.2 (emphasis in the original).
 22. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.4.3 (emphasis in the original).
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 258 Another Explanation for the Senate

 stitution is a plan to insure government by the few for the few, cleverly
 made to look republican. This extreme Anti-Federalist view depicts the
 Constitution as an attempt to establish a new artificial aristocracy. This
 aristocracy is really no different than previous ones, but it is more insidi-
 ous because its partisans claim it is supposedly rooted in unchanging
 nature.

 Aristocrotis [Pennsylvania] challenges the natural status of the natural
 aristocracy in his work "The Government of Nature Dilineated or An
 Exact Picture of the New Federal Constitution." Aristocrotis comically
 praises the Constitution for ensuring that the people never really rule. To
 him, the House of Representatives is the only remotely democratic
 feature of the Constitution, and even this, he notes, is designed so as to
 be ineffective. The House of Representatives is no such thing; the people
 are excluded from government. The Constitution is meant to ensure that
 the Aristocratic Senate and the Executive rule, uncontrolled by the
 people.23 Similar sentiments are expressed by Centinel [Pennsylvania],
 who focuses on the six-year term, as well as the powers delegated to the
 Senate by the Constitution and who argues (against James Wilson) that

 the members [of the Senate] being appointed for the long term of
 six years, and there being no exclusion by rotation, they might be
 continued for life, which would follow of course from their exten-
 sive means of influence, and that possessing a considerable share of
 executive as well as legislative, it would become a permanent aris-
 tocracy and swallow up the other orders in the government.24

 And, according to South Carolinian Rawlins Lowndes, it was the intent
 of the Convention to follow Adams's Defense and have the aristocratic
 Senate make the President a king.25

 The belief that the Senate and the President would conspire to deprive
 the people of their rights goes beyond a fear that the executive branch
 and the legislative branch were misbalanced. The more radical Anti-
 Federalists thought that the whole Constitution rested on the flawed
 premise that the few were by nature fit to govern the many. Aristocrotis
 satirizes this idea in a mocking footnote addressed to those who pretend
 not to know who the natural aristocrats are:

 23. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.16.3-5.
 24. Complete Anti-Federalist 2.7.48 (emphasis in the original).
 24. Complete Anti-Federalist 5.12.4 [18 Jan. 1788]. Another Anti-Federalist, A Farmer,

 has a better understanding of Adams's plan, but it is clear that both authors conceive of the
 Senate in Adams's terms, as a repository of the natural aristocracy.
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 If any person is so stupidly dull as not to discern who these few are,
 I would refer such to nature herself for information.-Let them

 observe her ways and be wise. Let them mark those men whom she
 has endued [imbued] with the necessary qualifications of authority;
 such as the dictatorial air, the magisterial voice, the imperious tone,
 the haughty countenance, the lofty look, the majestic mien. Let
 them consider those who she hath taught to command with author-
 ity, but comply with disgust, to be fond of sway, but impatient with
 controul; to consider themselves as Gods and all the rest of man-
 kind as two legged brutes.26

 Aristocrotis goes on to praise (with irony) the Senate, which he regards as
 "very right, quite agreeable to nature," but to disparage the House of
 Representatives, which he depicts as merely "a palpable compliance to
 the humours and corrupt practices of the times." Fortunately for the
 friends of the few, the "most dangerous practice" of biennial elections is
 carefully "circumscribed and poised by proper checks and balances" so
 as to "deprive it of its baneful influence and prevent its usual incroach-
 ments." And, Aristocrotis notes with false pride, the authors of the Con-
 stitution have cleverly stationed "miners and sappers" (presumably the
 Senate and the President) to "intirely [sic] reduce and demolish this
 obnoxious practice of popular election."27 Aristocrotis assumes that the
 Congressional power to regulate the time, place, and manner of their
 elections [1.4] will be the tool with which the few destroy popular control
 of government.28

 Aristocrotis's essay is perhaps the most democratic of any attack on
 the plan of the Convention. It regards the idea of a natural aristocracy as
 an illusion, created by the Constitution's proponents, to deny the people
 their rights. Working backwards from the author's satire, we might con-
 clude that he believes that nature supports an egalitarian political order,
 not one which balances the one, the few, and the many. Aristocrotis con-
 ceives of the Senate in Adams's terms, not Madison's. His satire is
 intended to show that Adams is wrong-the natural aristocracy is natural
 only in the sense that a few who already have some power will always
 claim that they deserve more than those who have none. But Aristocrotis
 never argues for a radically egalitarian political order. His satire implies
 that everything possible ought to be done to ensure that the pre-existing
 aristocracy not be allowed to convert its temporary advantage into a per-

 26. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.16.3.
 27. Complete Anti-Federalist 3.16.4.
 28. Article I, ?4; Complete Anti-Federalist 3.16.4-5.
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 manent one. In this respect, Aristocrotis is not as far from Adams's
 thinking as he seems. Both are suspicious of the few. Adams would put
 the few where they can be watched; Aristocrotis would deprive them of
 every advantage through which they might increase their power.29

 If even Anti-Federalists with strongly egalitarian beliefs did not believe
 that the few could be excluded from the government, what do they think
 could control the natural aristocracy? As described above, the Anti-
 Federalists suggest that the natural aristocrats should not be permitted to
 convert their apparent superiority into official status. This would be to
 make the natural aristocracy an artificial aristocracy. But what could pre-
 vent the ascendancy of the natural aristocracy? Although the Bill of
 Rights is seen today as a limitation on majority rule, some Anti-Federali-
 ists wanted one added to the Constitution to restrain the likely usurpa-
 tions of the natural aristocracy. The people could be trusted, but the
 people would not predominate in a government as small and as un-
 responsive as the one proposed by the Convention. The Bill of Rights
 would give the natural democracy, which was for the most part excluded
 from government, standards by which to judge the natural aristocrats
 who would occupy most offices. An Anti-Federalist with a suggestive
 pseudonym, One of the Common People [Massachusetts] refers to the
 "increasing powers of the artificial aristocracy, whose seeds are every-
 where disseminated in the free states." He fears that unless some addi-

 tional guard, i.e., a Bill of Rights, is added to define the proposed Con-
 stitution's "necessary and proper" clause, that clause will become "a
 fine field for ambitious and designing men to extend the federal jurisdic-
 tion."30 It is important to note that this author does not believe that
 ordinary people like himself threaten civil liberties; rather, he fears the
 dangerous few. Like most Anti-Federalists, One of the Common People
 was not a leveller, or a radical democrat, who believed that every polit-
 ical distinction or every form of political hierarchy could be eliminated.
 On the contrary, he fears that even in an egalitarian political order, there
 will be "ambitious and designing men," the usual designation for
 natural aristocrats. He does not propose that one can somehow prevent
 the emergence of such men but rather that the Constitution must insure
 that they cannot harm the rights of the people. And, for One of the
 Common People, it is the Bill of Rights rather than the structure of gov-

 29. For example, Aristocrotis objects to the Senators' six-year terms as well as the two-
 year terms of the Representatives. To him, both terms are too long, and, combined with the
 ability of both Houses to fix the time, place, and manner of elections, will result in a denial
 of popular rights.

 30. Article I, ?8; Complete Anti-Federalist 4.8.1.

This content downloaded from 
��������������70.175.9.72 on Thu, 03 Mar 2022 14:39:18 UTC�������������� 

All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Paul D. Ellenbogen 261

 ernment which best preserves liberty. One of the Common People
 believes that the critical task of government is to protect against the dan-
 gerous few, even though he disagrees with Adams about how to do that.

 This concern about all aristocrats represents a significant shift from
 the original Aristotleian scheme, where "aristocrat" meant one of the
 good few, as opposed to the bad few, the "oligarchs."31 Federalist 61
 and 62 follow the Aristotleian lead in insisting that the Senate will be
 made up of a beneficent elite, not a harmful oligarchy. But this idea that
 there can be a good aristocracy is rejected both by Adams and most Anti-
 Federalists. Like Adams, the Anti-Federalists seem to collapse the tradi-
 tional Aristotleian categories; "aristocrats," i.e., the good few, are not
 distinguished from "oligarchs," the undeserving few. Madison seems to
 believe that an election can separate one from the other. Gouvereur
 Morris expects that Senators would have "ability and virtue" and he
 associates these traits with "men of great and established property." At
 the same time he insists that "the influence of the rich must be guarded."
 Nedelsky points out the contradiction: Morris expected the upper house
 "to promote the interests of the rich" but thought the rich would "rise
 above the conflict [with the poor] and, in the public interest, protect the
 balance of the system itself." Morris's fliost fundamental fear was of
 rich demagogues, but "wealth was apparently a criterion for, and indi-
 cator of, political capability. Property was certainly a prerequisite for
 selecting the governing elite." Adams and the Anti-Federalists do not
 contradict themselves-they consistently expect that the rich (and for
 them, the other elements of the natural aristocracy) will act in their own
 interest. They would agree with Morris that the aristocrats were "both
 the most likely statesmen and the most likely demagogues and tyrants,"
 but they always assumed the worst, and never relied on the aristocrats
 being good.32 Adams had argued that natural aristocrats are persons of
 great political power, but their talents are morally ambiguous. They
 might be wiser than the average citizen; but wisdom for Adams con-
 tained as much cleverness in it as prudence. The natural aristocrats might
 be persons with established reputations, but the manner in which they
 acquired that reputation was not always praiseworthy. They might be
 wealthy, but their wealth could as well have been inherited (in which case
 it was no sign of merit) as earned through thrift and diligence. In short,
 according to Adams, it was not possible to select out the "good" natural

 31. Politics 4.1-6.

 32. Farrand, 1.517, 518 [July 2] (emphasis in the original); Private Property and the
 Limits of American Constitutionalism, pp. 81; 86, 89; 92.
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 aristocrats from the "bad" ones, since in every soul good and bad were
 inextricably mixed. Natural aristocrats have more political power and
 influence than the average citizen; they are not necessarily more virtuous
 or morally superior.

 When Poplicola [Massachusetts] warns against rule by an aristocratic
 "junto" in response to Thomas McKean's arguments in the Pennsyl-
 vania ratifying convention that a well-administered despotism is the best
 form of government, he should not be understood to be rejecting the idea
 that there are more and less powerful citizens. Poplicola's objections to
 despotism never go so far as to say that aristocratic juntos can be pre-
 vented. Indeed, he implies that those who are given power will always
 abuse it. His response to such likely abuse is to suggest that those who
 govern ought never to be given more power than is necessary. Poplicola
 does not fault the Constitution for its failure to apportion representation
 on the basis of population. Rather, he rejects the view that a well-admin-
 istered despotism, the best possible government by a natural aristocracy,
 would ever benefit the people. For Poplicola, a despotism is never
 benevolent, because, much as Adams argues, natural aristocrats are
 defined by their power, not their goodness.33 And, it would be impossible
 to separate the good natural aristocrats from the bad ones.

 The Anti-Federalists and Adams agree that since it is not possible to
 exclude the natural aristocracy from power altogether, but only to limit
 the conventional authority granted to the natural aristocrats, the object
 of government is not to exclude the natural aristocrats but to control
 them. A Farmer's [Maryland] view of the natural aristocracy is strikingly
 similar to Adams's:

 In fine, in all governments, by representation or delegation of
 power, where property is secured by fixed and permanent laws,
 from the rage of the populace on one side, and the tyranny of a
 despot on the other, the aristocracy will and must rule; that is a
 number of the wealthiest individuals, and the heads of great fami-
 lies:-the perfection of all political wisdom is to temper this aris-
 tocracy as to prevent oppression.34

 And, again in terms quite similar to Adams, A Farmer makes the appar-
 ently paradoxical argument that the only way to preserve the power of

 33. Poplicola says that "absolute monarchies and hereditary aristocracies are much the
 same, so far as the people whom they govern, are affected. By gazing at the splendor of a
 monarch, or a nobility, and being well accustomed to military tyranny, they bow to their
 yoke and bear it as patiently as their brother-oxen." Complete Anti-Federalist 4.11.4.

 34. Complete Anti-Federalist 5.1.29 (emphasis in the original).
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 the people is to have a strong executive. Why would an Anti-Federalist,
 supposedly fearful of excessive powers in the national government
 endorse a powerful executive, one of the tenets of strong nationalism?
 The paradox is resolved when we consider A Farmer's (and Adams's)
 belief that such an executive will be the people's ally against the natural
 aristocracy. As A Farmer puts it:

 The only remedy the ingenuity of man has discovered for this evil
 [the inevitable dominance of the aristocracy] is-a properly con-
 stituted and independent executive,-a vindex injuriarum-an
 avenger of public wrongs; who with the assistance of the third
 estate [i.e., the House of Representatives] may enforce the rigor of
 equal law on those who are otherwise above the fear of punish-
 ment; and who may expose to public view and inquiry, those who
 screen their peculations under the sanction of office.35

 Adams uses the same argument to make the case for a strong executive
 who, in combination with the popular branch, might control the natural
 aristocracy. A Farmer goes beyond his peers who insist on a balance be-
 tween the few and the many in the federal government. As he sees it,
 these two parties are always at odds. Without a third, counterbalancing
 force, the conflict between the people and the aristocracy will destroy the
 government. A strong executive, though not favored by all Anti-Federal-
 ists, provides the appropriate counterweight for the people against the
 aristocrats. Thus while the opponents of the Constitution were generally
 fearful of giving any part of the government too much power, A Farmer's
 case for such an executive makes sense when one considers Adams's

 premises. Even if popular representation in the federal government is
 adequate, the Farmer believes that the many will be subject to the few
 unless they are able to call on a strong "one," i.e., an executive, to help
 control the natural aristocracy.

 III. The Madisonian Senate

 Although Madison emphasizes the Great Compromise rationale for the
 Senate, he does recognize that opponents of the Constitution were think-
 ing in Adamsian terms. There is much in the Federalist that makes sense
 only if it is seen in contrast to the Anti-Federalists' Adamsian principles.
 Federalist #57, for example, denies that those elected to the House will be

 35. Complete Anti-Federalist 5.1.31 (emphasis in the original); cf. Adams, Works IV:
 398.
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 "taken from the class of citizens which will have the least sympathy with
 the mass of the people, and be most likely to aim at an ambitious sacri-
 fice of the many to the aggrandizement of the few."36 This argument is
 clearly aimed at the Anti-Federalist claim that the House is too small to
 ensure that members of the natural democracy will stand a chance to be
 elected. It is Madison's attempt to say that the Representatives, at least,
 will be natural democrats who can be counted on to preserve the rights of
 the people. Madison answers the claim that the Senate will become a
 "tyrannical aristocracy" in Federalist #63. He responds by citing the
 theoretical impossibility of the Senate ever corrupting the whole govern-
 ment. He points to the experience of Maryland, where the Senate has not
 ruined liberty, as well as that of Great Britain, Sparta, and other ancient
 examples, before concluding that the House of Representatives will serve
 as a final bulwark against Senatorial usurpation.37

 Such arguments were not convincing to the Anti-Federalists. First,
 they did not think that it was logically impossible for the several parts of
 the federal government to collude; indeed, they expected it, since both
 the Senate and the House would consist of natural aristocrats. Second,
 the Anti-Federalists were not convinced by analogies to state govern-
 ment, because it was seen as close to the people while the federal govern-
 ment was literally and figuratively distant. Third, the Anti-Federalists
 saw Great Britain as an example to be avoided, rather than imitated, and
 their own classical examples showed the danger of centralized power.
 Last, and most importantly, the Anti-Federalists did not regard the
 House as truly democratic or representative. If the House did not
 embody the natural democracy, it could not serve as the bulwark of pop-
 ular liberty, and Madison's argument loses its force.

 Although Madison responded to critics of the Constitution in Adams-
 ian terms, he himself does not accept Adams's premises. His own under-
 standing of the natural aristocracy is closer to Adams's antagonist on the
 subject of the natural aristocracy, Thomas Jefferson. Adams and Jeffer-
 son disagreed strongly about whether a truly good natural aristocracy
 could be found in the United States. For Adams, it was not possible in
 practice to separate the good natural aristocrats from the bad ones. For
 Jefferson, such a division between the good natural aristocrats and the
 harmful "pseudo-aristoi" was indeed possible.38 Madison the polemicist

 36. Federalist #57:350.

 37. Federalist #63:387-389.

 38. Adams's and Jefferson's quarrel on this topic not only caused a personal rift
 between the two men; it also put them iit two opposed parties, the Republicans and the
 Federalists.
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 was obliged to discuss the Anti-Federalists' concern that the natural aris-
 tocrats would dominate the new government in the Anti-Federalists'
 own, Adamsian terms. But Madison the political theorist, the explicator
 of the Constitution, followed Jefferson in believing that the few who
 would be placed in the American Senate would not be the dangerous aris-
 tocracy feared by the Anti-Federalists but rather the beneficial aristoi
 promised by Jefferson.

 We are then left with the question of why Madison's argument for the
 beneficially aristocratic character of the Constitution is not more explicit
 In particular, he never states outright that the Senate will contain good
 aristocrats. Could it be that Madison knew full well that the Senate was

 meant to be an aristocratic body, but chose to downplay that for rhetor-
 ical reasons? We can never be sure. Our main source for explaining the
 Constitution, besides the Federalist, is the Notes of the Debates in the
 Federal Convention of 1787, the bulk of which come from Madison him-
 self. Did Madison conceal arguments made at the Convention drawn
 from Adams's Defense on behalf of the Senate as a repository of the
 natural aristocracy? This too is difficult to determine. As a prudent
 statesman, he understood that the Convention itself was already liable to
 the charge of being an aristocratic coup.39 Whatever his doubts about the
 merits of that charge, he certainly would not have wanted to highlight
 aspects of the Constitution which could be used as evidence of an anti-
 democratic bias.

 Moreover, it would be wrong to burden Madison alone with the task
 of producing an entirely accurate set of notes of the debates; he himself
 never claimed to have done so. If Madison's Notes have been taken at

 face value by later scholars, that is our flaw, not his. We can look at
 other evidence. Some of what I have presented here from the Anti-
 Federalists suggests that they highlighted the aristocratic character of the
 Senate, even if Madison and the other proponents of the plan shied away
 from that topic.

 We do have enough evidence from the Convention debates and else-
 where, however, to make us hesitate before accepting the Madisonian
 explanation as entirely sufficient. In Farrand's Records of the Federal
 Convention on June 7, Madison indicates that he regards a departure
 from proportional representation in the design of the Senate as unjust.
 This is fully consistent with the Federalist argument that equal repre-
 sentation in the Senate is the result of compromise, not principle. Madi-
 son also regards a large Senate as impractical: "The use of the Senate is to

 39. See Federalist #40, passim.
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 consist in its proceeding with more coolness, with more system, & with
 more wisdom, than the popular branch."40 This too fits with the later
 argument of Federalist #62 and following that the Senate will consist of a
 "good" aristocracy. We can say that Madison shared Jefferson's opti-
 mism about the possibility of government by a small and beneficent
 natural aristoi. But Madison could not express that optimism outright.
 He knew that such arguments would not be well received by his peers,
 and uttering them would hurt the cause of the Constitution. Thus, while
 Madison does discuss the talents of the Senate, he attributes these
 superior talents to their method of election and their long continuance in
 office, not to any inequality of ability.41

 What might have restrained Madison from openly stating the natural
 superiority of the Senators were statements such as the one made by the
 eventual Anti-Federalist George Mason, who, according to Madison on
 August 14 "ironically proposed to strike out the whole section [prohibit-
 ing members of the House from holding any other office], as a more
 natural expedient for encouraging that exotic corruption which might
 not otherwise thrive so well in the American Soil-for compleating that

 40. Farrand, Records of the Federal Convention, 1.151-2.
 41. Gouverneur Morris insisted that the Senate should be a "checking branch"; to

 accomplish this it "must have great personal property, it must have the aristocratic spirit; it
 must love to lord it thro' pride." He also thought that the Senate should be independent of
 democratic choice, and permanent, as well as unpaid. Morris went so far as to suggest that
 the "members [of the Senate] being independt. & for life, may be taken as well from one
 place as from another." The Senate should not represent the States; this would be "going
 back to mere treaty." Instead, the Senate should be designed so as to check the people and
 control the rich. Otherwise, the rich "will have the same effect here as elsewhere if we do
 not by such a Govt. keep them within their proper sphere. We should remember that the
 people never act from reason alone. The rich will take advantage of their passions and
 make these the instruments for oppressing them." Farrand, 1.511-512 [July 2]. Nedelsky
 says that "Madison's plans for representing property through suffrage or apportionment
 became irrelevant" when the Convention decided the Senate should represent the States.
 However, the "capacity of the Senate to protect property remained an objective, to be
 achieved by the small size of the body and the length of the term." Morris does not believe
 that the interests of the rich few and the poor many can be compromised but must be
 balanced: "Morris's plan for the legislature was to institutionalize class conflict in the two
 houses of Congress: the House was to be a democratic branch exclusively reserved for the
 people and the Senate an overly aristocratic body composed of the rich." For Morris, the
 appropriate solution to the likely attempts by the rich to oppress the poor "was to isolate
 the rich [in the Senate] to identify them as having interests separate from and threatening to
 the people." Private Property and the Limits of American Constitutionalism, pp. 57
 (emphasis in the original), 79, 80. I hope to have shown how Adams and the Anti-Federal-
 ists would agree, but would extend the definition of aristocracy to include not only wealth
 but also any characteristic which would distinguish the few from the many.
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 Aristocracy which was probably in the contemplation of some among
 us."42 Or, he might have been thinking of another statement he reported
 the same day by another eventual Anti-Federalist, Elbridge Gerry, who
 said that the plan "[a]s it now stands it is as compleat an aristocracy as
 ever was framed. If great powers should be given to the Senate we shall
 be governed in reality by a Junto as has been apprehended."43 Later
 Mason would explicitly attack the Senate. In the course of a discussion of
 the method of appointing the President, Mason states what would
 become a common Anti-Federalist refrain: "Considering the powers of
 the President & those of the Senate, if a coalition should be established
 between these two branches, they will be able to subvert the Constitu-
 tion."44 Shortly thereafter, while the election of the President by the
 Senate is under discussion, Madison asserts that having that body
 appoint officers will insure a conclusive first choice while leaving the
 choice to the House will allow large States to dominate. Randolph raises
 a similar objection: "We have in some revolutions of this plan made a
 bold stroke for Monarchy. We are now doing the same for an aristocracy
 . . . the tendency of such an influence in the Senate over the election of
 the President in addition to its other powers, [is] to convert that body
 into a real & dangerous Aristocracy."45 Finally, on September 6,
 Edmund Wilson, an eventual proponent of the Plan, objects to the pro-
 posal for Senatorial appointment of the President, which, he says, com-
 bined with other provisions, amounts to a "dangerous tendency towards
 aristocracy" and that given the power of appointing the President as well
 as other officers, "they [i.e., the Senate in combination with the Presi-
 dent] will depress the other branch of the Legislature, and aggrandize
 themselves in proportion."46 There is enough evidence from the Notes to
 indicate that Madison had good political reasons for downplaying the
 aristocratic features of the Constitution, even if he fully believed that the
 Senate would contain good aristocrats.

 IV. Beyond the Madisonian Explanation

 The Great Compromise theory fails to account for an important dimen-
 sion of the disagreement between the Federalists and the Anti-Federal-

 42. Farrand, 11:284.
 43. Farrand, 11:286.
 44. Farrand, II:512 [September 5].
 45. Farrand, II:513 [September 5]. See also II:515, where Mason further objects to

 giving the Senate the power to appoint the President.
 46. Farrand, 11:522-4.
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 ists. Proponents of the Constitution like Madison are convinced that the
 plan combines a popular House of Representatives and a beneficent aris-
 tocratic Senate. On the other hand, many of the Constitution's oppo-
 nents regard the House as insufficiently popular to control a dangerously
 aristocratic Senate.

 To describe our present form of bicameral government as the result of
 a compromise conforms with two deeply held tenets of American polit-
 ical thought: pragmatism and democracy. Pragmatism holds that Ameri-
 cans have opinions, but not absolute dogmas. What better way to dem-
 onstrate American pragmatism than to show that the Founding itself was
 the result of compromises between people who were all initially vehe-
 mently attached to certain theoretical principles but nevertheless man-
 aged to reach an untheoretical middle ground? The Madisonian "com-
 promise" view of American bicameralism also allows us to preserve our
 faith in democracy. The Senate is not, in this view, an upper house, but
 rather an institution which embodies another sort of equality. The House
 involves equality based on population, the Senate, equality based on
 statehood.

 This pragmatic, democratic explanation of the origins of American
 bicameralism is too easy. Even if we were entirely persuaded by the Fed-
 eralist's claims that the form of the Senate is the result of a compromise,
 and that ample justifications for the Senate's form could be found after
 the fact, we would still have to acknowledge that the Anti-Federalists
 were not convinced that this compromise addresses the real problem.
 They believed, like Adams, that government had to balance the two
 "great parties," the few and the many, and they had little doubt that the
 few would find a place in the Senate. If the Great Compromise argument
 had been as conclusive to them as it was to later scholars, we would not
 see so many contentious claims from them about the need to ensure that
 the people were represented in the House.

 What difference does it make to say that the Senate was originally
 meant to be an aristocratic body? I am not sure that it has any effect on
 contemporary American politics, except perhaps indirectly. By that I
 mean that we should not ignore the fact that parts of our government
 were deliberately designed to check a dangerous aristocracy. Are the
 Anti-Federalist arguments important? They lost, but their writings can
 serve to remind us of the issues important to those who wrote the Con-
 stitution. Even if we accept the view that the design of the Senate is the
 result of compromise, we should not forget the principles being compro-
 mised. I have suggested another principle, namely that a belief in the exis-
 tence of a natural aristocracy was important to the Founding generation.

 Is there any evidence that Adams's views influenced the delegates? Not
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 much. We do have a letter from Benjamin Rush to Richard Price [2 June
 1787] which says that "Mr. Adams's book [the Defense] has diffused
 such excellent principles among us, that there is little doubt of our adopt-
 ing a vigorous and compounded federal legislature. Our illustrious min-
 ister in his gift to this country has done us more serviced than if he had
 obtained alliances for us with all the nations of Europe."47 The editor of
 Adams's Works modestly claims that the Defense was "much circulated
 in the convention, and undoubtedly contributed somewhat to give a
 direction to the opinions of the members,"48 but the editor is Charles
 Francis Adams, John Adams's grandson. This does not demonstrate
 intellectual influence, if that can ever be done. I have shown that the
 Anti-Federalists were speaking in the same terms and had similar ideas as
 John Adams, even if they did not directly refer to him or the Defense.

 Madison himself does comment on Adams's Defense, which, he says,
 will

 probably be much read, particularly in the Eastern [Northern]
 States, and contribute with other circumstances to revive the pre-
 dilections of this Country for the British Constitution. Men of
 learning will find nothing new in it. Men of taste [,] many things to
 criticize. And men without either[,] not a few things, which they
 will not understand. It will nevertheless be read, and praised, and
 become a powerful engine in forming the public opinion. The name
 & character of the author, with the critical situation of our affairs,
 naturally account for such an effect. The book also has merit, and I
 wish many of the remarks in it, which are unfriendly to republican-
 ism, may not receive a fresh weight from the operations of our
 government.49

 Madison later wrote to Jefferson that Adams is unfit for the Vice-

 presidency, because he has "made himself obnoxious to many par-
 ticularly in the Southern states by the political principles avowed in his
 book."50 Most significant is Madison's direct attack on Adams's
 Defense and the political principles it espouses. In 1791, an edition of
 Paine's The Rights of Man was published to which a letter by Jefferson
 to Paine condemning Adams had been made the frontispiece (without

 47. Farrand, 111:33.
 48. Adams, Works IV:276.
 49. Madison to Thomas Jefferson, 6 June 1787. Papers of James Madison, Robert J.

 Rutland, et al., eds. (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1962-), X:29-30.
 50. James Madison to Thomas Jefferson, 17 Oct. 1788. Papers of James Madison,

 XI:296.
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 Jefferson's permission).5' This publication angered Adams, but Madison
 says that Adams

 can least of all complain. Under a mock defense of the Constitu-
 tions of this Country, he attacked them with all the force he
 possessed, and this in a book with his name to it whilst he was the
 representative of his Country at a foreign Court. Since he has been
 2d. Magistrate in the new Republic, his pen has constantly been at
 work in the same cause; and tho' his name has not been prefixed to
 his antirepublican discourses, the author has been as well known as
 if that formality had been observed. Surely if it be innocent &
 decent in one servant of the republic thus to write attacks agst its
 Government, it can not be very criminal or indecent in another to
 patronize a written defense of the principles on which that Govt. is
 founded. 52

 To Madison, Adams's ideas were not simply mistaken; they were anti-
 republican. It is no wonder that Madison was determined to see that
 Adams's understanding of the Constitution should not be perpetuated.
 If Madison's opposition to Adams's principles is this strong, it seems
 entirely plausible that Madison played down or even deleted Adamsian
 arguments from his Notes on the Convention, and that he did not allow
 any of Adams's arguments for the Senate to appear in the Federalist.53

 Finally, Madison, like many others, assumed that John Adams was the
 author of the Publicola essays attacking Thomas Paine. [These were
 actually written by John Quincy Adams.] Madison thought that these
 essays would draw attention to Adams's "obnoxious principles."54 In
 the footnote of a piece written in collaboration with James Monroe,
 responding to a work by "Catullus" [Alexander Hamilton] which had

 51. For an account of this incident, see Merrill D. Peterson's Adams and Jefferson: A
 Revolutionary Dialogue (Athens: The University of Georgia Press, 1976), pp. 56-59.

 52. James Madison to Thomas Jefferson, 12 May 1791. Papers of James Madison,
 XIV:22. Madison refers to Adams's Discourses on Davila, which appear in Works VI:
 221-403.

 53. Reverend James Madison, a cousin of the author of the Federalist, clearly conceived
 of the Defense as an anti-republican tract, designed to reintroduce European social orders
 into America. Reverend Madison believed that Congress, in writing the Northwest Ordi-
 nance, had "adopted the Adamic idea," presumably mixed and balanced government.
 Reverend James Madison to James Madison, 11 June 1787; 1 Aug. 1787. Papers of James
 Madison X:44-46, 121. See also Reverend James Madison to James Madison, 15 Aug.
 1789, XII:338.

 54. James Madison to Thomas Jefferson, 23 and 27 June 1791, Papers of James
 Madison, XIV:36, 38.
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 described Adams's attitude towards hereditary orders in the Discourses
 on Davilla as obscure and said that it was impossible to tell from them
 whether he favored such orders or not, Madison counters that he believes
 that Adams's endorsement of hereditary orders in the Defense is obvious
 and that Adams' friends praised him for the candor with which he
 asserted such an unpopular view. To Madison, Adams clearly belongs
 among the "idolators of monarchy, [and] friends of the imperial
 cause."55

 Jefferson also mistook Adams for an advocate of aristocracy on the
 British model, and the two men spent the rest of their lives clarifying
 their disagreements. In the end, Jefferson did not agree with Adams, but
 no longer regarded Adams as anti-republican. It would seem that when
 Madison wrote his Federalist essays, and thereafter, he was convinced
 that Adams was anti-republican, and that Adams's understanding of the
 Senate, presented in the Defense, should not be perpetuated. It is clear
 why Madison did not present Adams's arguments, but the Anti-Federal-
 ists remind us that we are not bound to do the same.

 55. James Madison (and James Monroe), "For Dunlap's American Daily Advertiser,"
 20 Oct. 1792, Papers of James Madison, XIV:388.
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