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Federalist Interpretation


Some things in politics the Twenty-First Century takes for granted. As one party loses the White House to the other, a changing of the guard takes place without much notice by the general populace. The losing side, regardless of bitterness, generally accepts the defeat graciously and resumes work as part of the opposition. In 2008, such an exchange occurred. The substantive win by Barack Obama placed the Democrats back in control after eight years. The peaceful changeover from Republican to Democrat happened in routine fashion, just as the American people expected. As millions watched President Obama’s Inauguration, they viewed the pomp and circumstance as simply routine.


However, the first shift from one party to another took place under anything but smooth circumstances. In 1800, the Federalist Party, then in power of the national government, suffered a crushing defeat at the hands of the Jeffersonian Republic Party led by Thomas Jefferson. The Jeffersonians’ rise to power made precedent as they became the first political party other than the Federalists to hold office. The changeover occurred with no bloodshed or collapse of government, although the Federalists remained bitter in defeat. Despite Jefferson’s eventual victory, the election was contested throughout. Because a tie ensued in the Electoral College, the House of Representatives, then in Federalist control, chose between the two Jeffersonian candidates as required by the Constitution.
 Intervening on Jefferson’s behalf, Federalist leader Alexander Hamilton rallied enough votes to break the deadlock and elect Jefferson. As the Federalists departed government, on the very eve of Jefferson’s inauguration, they packed the courts and other governmental posts with Federalist appointees. Regardless of their best efforts, the Federalist could only watch as the Jeffersonians assumed control of the federal government.


The Federalist Party stood to lose the most from the “Revolution of 1800.” Only recently the dominant political force on the American landscape, the loss in the election of 1800 stung the proud Federalists badly. They reacted by entrenching from within their stronghold of New England. For years afterward, the Federalists yearned to return the party of Hamilon and Adams to the high point it achieved before the Jeffersonian administrations. However, the Federalist Party never again returned to majority power.


My own fascination with the Federalists comes from some of the events listed above. I became fascinated by the willingness shown by a party in power to give up the reigns of government to their rivals, after a bitter campaign nonetheless. The act stands, in my mind, as one of the greater acts of patriotism in American history. There was no reason for the Federalists to surrender power so easily, or so peaceably, to the Jeffersonians. Similar instances in Europe, particularly the ongoing French Revolution, provided a multitude of examples for the extreme violence that transfers of power brought on other countries during the latter stages of the Eighteenth Century. Conversely, the Federalists willingly gave up their power and, in the act, showcased their deep attachment to the experiment that was the United States. The experiment also contained many unique parts.


The most interesting of these parts, in my mind, are the political parties. I have a keen interest in the political process, as well as its institutions, and I find the formation and operation of parties in the infancy of the Jeffersonians and Federalists a unique opportunity to glimpse the beginning of the American political process. The Constitution holds no language endorsing or explicitly allowing for political parties. As a matter of fact, one of the documents defending the establishment of the Constitution, James Madison’s famed “Federalist No. 10,” actually established a belief that the American government would suppress the “mischief of faction” that political parties stemmed from.
 Ultimately, my interest in this period boils down to one last overarching historical curiosity.


My curiosity concerns the men involved in the formation and initial operation of the American government. The roster of political minds, egos, and personalities that emerged during the period reads like a roll call of the most influential Americans in history. The heavy hitters: the likes of George Washington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and Alexander Hamilton, only scratch the surface of the talent available to the young republic. Some of the lesser known figures provided teeming insights and played increasingly larger roles in the political process. Some of them will receive a more critical look in the coming pages, including Rufus King, Harrison Gray Otis, John Jay, Fisher Ames, Timothy Pickering, James Monroe, and John Quincy Adams. The individual players, particularly Hamilton, provided the initial point of interest for my research on the Federalist Party. I find it amazing that the fledging United States drew on the skills of so many talented men. I am always astonished by the amount of influence these men individually commanded in directing the initial stages of government. At a time of great need, they rose to the challenge and shaped the course of the nation. Because of my admiration for Hamilton, the Federalists excited my interest more than the Jeffersonians.


This thesis examines the Federalist Party in a way akin to traditional political history rather than political culture or social history. Long out of vogue among historians, a detailed look at some of the most influential men of their time naturally leads away from looking at the common man of the age. This approach to history does not provide the kind of indepth, grass roots look at the relationship between the government, parties, and the people. Instead, it focuses attention on the relationships between the party elites and the political events, such as elections and party conventions. A reanalysis of the internal dynamics of the Federalist Party and its leaders, as well as some of the characteristics inherent in its structure, should provide a fresh perspective following recent scholarly emphasis on the socio-political nature of politics. Such a perspective may also be useful in our own time. As the Republican Party of today seeks to reclaim power and consolidate its operations after losses to the Democrats, the plight and history of the Federalist Party offers a historical perspective on the fall from grace of a political party and the methods it used to try to regain power and influence. In the Federalists’ case, the attempt was never successful. 


Their failure provides the central question of this thesis: What ultimately destroyed the Federalist Party? After 1800, the Federalists never regained majority control of the American government and ceased to exist as a political entity by the time of Andrew Jackson’s rise to power in the 1820s. The most common explanation for this demise centers around a Federalist meeting in Hartford, Connecticut, in the winter of 1814, while the United States was deeply entrenched in the War of 1812. At the meeting, termed the Hartford Convention, Federalists aired their grievances against the Jeffersonian government in a list of proposed Constitutional Amendments intended to limit the scope of federal power. With the stunning victory of Andrew Jackson at New Orleans, and the cessation of hostilities with the Treaty of Ghent (1814), the Hartford Convention’s grievances arrived in Washington at a time of patriotic jubilee. The backlash against the supposedly treasonous actions of the Federalists, according to historians, doomed the party.
 I do not accept the Hartford Convention as the definitive answer to the demise of the Federalist Party. Their fall from grace has been dealt with by a number of scholars who have looked at both the Federalist Party as a whole and, more specifically, the Federalist Party after its losses in 1800. I started this project by reading much of their scholarship, to which I remain deeply indebted. However, in dealing with the question of the demise of the Federalists, no existing scholarship has provided me with a complete and definitive answer which I wholly accept.


Most influential among these works is David Hackett Fischer’s The Revolution of American Conservatism: The Federalist Party in the Era of Jeffersonian Democracy.
 Certainly the most striking piece of Fischer’s work is his separation of the two groups of Federalist leaders into those of the “Old School” (men like Jay and John Adams) and the “Young Federalists” (men like Otis and John Quincy Adams).
 His particular view establishes a useful dichotomy within the Federalist Party. Furthermore, Fischer’s analysis of Federalist press, convention, and electioneering techniques gave ample background for further consideration in my work. Most notably, his study of the electioneering techniques of the Federalists showed them learning from their mistakes during the 1800 election and attempting to operate in a more Jeffersonian fashion. These aspects of Fischer’s rich and exhaustive work have proven invaluable to me in moving forward with this project.


That is not to say that I agree with every facet of Fischer’s research. The division of the Federalist Party into the distinct “Old School” and young groups fails to support shades of grey between the two. Although Fischer provided for a “transitional” group of Federalist leaders, the group remained largely marginalized in his work. The marginalization excluded Hamilton’s contributions to Federalist thought from further consideration and instead focused more on the younger generation. He influenced both old and young alike (seen most notably in his support of Jefferson for president in the House). Pickering, likewise, influenced the Federalists on a national scale, not his secessionist sect in New England.
 I believe a look at the Federalist Party cannot be completed without an analysis of the lasting impacts of these two important figures, most notably the impacts of the giant Hamilton. Fischer’s split of the Federalists into two distinct groups also marginalizes the “Old School’s” influence on the younger generation.


Fischer claims that most of the gentlemen of the “Old School” of Federalist thought retired from politics entirely following 1800, leaving the next generation holding an empty bag.
 Although evidence supports Fischer’s claims, members of the “Old School” continued to exert enormous influence during the period. The most obvious example is John Adams’s influence, through letters and advice, over his own son John Quincy Adams. Certainly most members of the younger generation looked upon their elders with reverence and a desire to learn from the revolutionary generation. Many of the suggestions of the “Old School” gentlemen carried enormous weight. Most influential among them was Noah Webster’s suggestion that the leaders of New England Federalism meet in conference to discuss their grievances against the sitting federal government.
 The importance of the “Old School’s” beliefs and reputations cast an image the younger generation continually railed against. Even without direct contacts between members of the older and younger Federalist generations, men of the “Old School” casted tall shadows over the Federalists’ deeply held beliefs about government and politics, particularly those subscribed to Washington. Although not wholly a party man himself, Washington’s “Old School” tendencies regarding government by the elites drove some of the younger Federalists’ conceptions about executive leadership, especially Hamilton.

Ultimately, Fischer is correct in his argument that the Federalists’ collapse due to the “Old School’s” rejection and hatred of the new party politics during the Jeffersonian era.
 His assertion stems from the undeniable fact that members of the “Old School” believed in politics by the elites of society, and a belief that campaigning tarred their social and personal fabric. It did not, of course, keep many gentlemen of the “Old School” out of this new party life, many continued to hold office and stand for election. Furthermore, the young Federalists’ rapid establishment of electioneering mechanisms, including party conventions, shows an inherent contradiction in Fischer’s work, and the major reason why I ultimately find the argument non-compelling in its entirety.
 If the young Federalists organized and electioneered in a more Jeffersonian manner, despite their reverence to the members of the “Old School,” why were the unsuccessful?

Publishing after Fischer’s work, James Banner took a critical look into the inner workings of Federalist Massachusetts during the same time period, in his To the Hartford Convention: The Federalists and the Origins of Party Politics in Massachusetts.
 Banner looks closely into the lives of the leading Federalists of the time. His more personal arguments on how the Federalists ultimately viewed their Jeffersonian rivals provides a terrific psychological profile which I found personally interesting, but which I will not give justice in this project, mainly for time’s sake.
 His own adherence to the view that the Federalist members of the “Old School” maintained an active role in political life, including Webster’s involvement with the eventual Hartford Convention, shows the dichotomy between the “Old School” and young Federalists in a light different from Fischer’s, and one which I prefer.


However, Banner does not, in my opinion, take into account the national characteristic of the Federalist Party. He is concerned with the Federalist apparatus and leanings in Massachusetts, and ignores Federalist activities in the rest of New England, New York, South Carolina, and even the Republican stronghold of Virginia.
 Yet, without such a national reach, the Federalist Party would not have become such a leading political force in the new republic. That party members participated in politics across the nation, even without electoral success, shows that the tenets of Federalism reached other places beside the willing ears of Massachusetts men embroiled in a mercantile conflict. 


Also, Banner deals more closely with the personal make-up and beliefs of the individual Federalists in Massachusetts, and not with the party structure as a whole.
 Although his approach helps explain why the Federalists felt the need to so strongly oppose the Jeffersonians in power, it does not allow for an explanation of the party forces at work. Regardless of how adamantly held the beliefs of the Federalists were, simply wishing for victory helped little in furthering their cause. The lack of electoral success and ultimate demise of the Federalist Party came not from a lack of will, but from the obvious inability of the Federalists to win the requisite number of votes in order to retain or win power in government. The party operations, organizations, and efforts help to explain why they failed. Wishing for victory did little to affect the outcome, no matter how badly the Federalists wanted it to.


Ultimately it is Banner’s opinion on the Hartford Convention which causes me the most trouble. Banner claims that the Convention represented a moderate attempt by the Federalists of Massachusetts to appease their secessionist constituents back home.
 He further claims that the Convention remained a Massachusetts’ centered affair that had little impact on the national Federalist Party, given Federalism’s lack of national organization after 1815. Nonetheless, he does not make the link between the timing of Hartford (1815) and the lack of a national political organization for the Federalist Party (also 1815, in his view). The fact that Federalism no longer existed on the national stage after Hartford would seem, in my mind, to dismiss Banner’s considerations as to the mitigating impact of the Hartford Convention on the history of the Federalist Party.
 The convergence of the reaction against the Hartford Convention and the timing of the last Federalist candidate for president implies more than the causal relationship Banner attributes between the two. If the Party really ceased to exist nationally before the Convention, why then did such a rapid decline in the number of Federalists nationally occur immediately afterwards?


The last, and least influential to me, work on the Federalist Party as a whole is Linda K. Kerber’s Federalists in Dissent: Imagery and Ideology in Jeffersonian America.
 The most useful section of her book, for my work, comes from her analysis of the Federalists’ responses to the repeal of the Judiciary Act of 1801.
 The Judiciary Act of 1801 greatly increased the size of the judiciary and filled their ranks with Federalists in an attempt to entrench Federal interests in government. The Federalists acted to avert the repeal because they favored the strong, able, and numerous justices which the act and Adams’s appointments entrenched. Given the number of Federalist appointees who served in judicial posts under the act, their opposition to the Jeffersonians’s move against the judiciary was a foregone conclusion. 
 Kerber argues that the Federalists acted as a unified organization in an attempt to halt the repeal, which thereby the shows that they existed as a unified opposition in dissent after their most crushing defeats after the election in 1800.


Due to the nature of my project, Kerber’s work plays no further part in my analysis. Although her insights into the social programs of the Federalists show valuable psychological profiles of its members (in much the same way as Banner’s) those biographies nevertheless contributed little to the electoral losses taking place on the political battlefield.
 In my continuing effort to understand the failures of the Federalist Party as a whole political organization, I tried to shy away from individual’s psychological tendencies and instead focus more on their actions within the party. Also, Kerber never deals directly with the demise of the Federalist Party, further limiting my usage of her work.


With no definitive answer found in the major works on the Federalist Party as a whole, what do I believe killed the Federalist Party? I think the answer to the question comes from an amalgam of the explanations furthered by the preceding authors, to whom I remain thankful. Following a brief discussion about the origins of party politics in America and the ideologies each party espoused, I attempt to analyze the Federalist Party’s demise. I believe that both the internal fractures and divisions, alluded to by Fischer, played a significant part. Like Banner, I believe the Federalists were severely weakened by the time of the Hartford Convention. Their paltry Electoral College returns and lack of any real gains in Congressional seats in the federal elections of 1808 and 1812, even during tremendous blunders by the Jeffersonians, show their weakness. Unlike Banner, I fail to see the Hartford Convention as merely a local affair for Massachusetts. Federalist attempts at reorganization, particularly a nominating convention which resulted in their highest electoral total since 1800, proved their limited national reach in the period. The Federalists also proved that they continued to survive through the Madison administration and were not in the precipitous decline Banner believes. Yet, I still think the schisms, and loss of Hamilton, played a critical role in keeping the Federalists in their weakened state. Only through the combination of the two competing theories: the schisms surrounding the election of 1800 and the Hartford Convention, can the death of the Federalist Party be fully explained.


First, internal disunion among the Federalists immediately prior to the election of 1800 plagued the party for its remaining years. Of several schisms and fractures, the most obvious occurred between Adams and Hamilton. Having never truly seen eye-to-eye, their relationship took a detrimental turn in the late 1790s over foreign policy with France. Hamilton viewed Adams mind-changing and conduct towards his Cabinet as dangerous to the country and bitterly denounced him in a letter to other Federalists which was eventually published. Their personal split fractured party unity during the fateful election of 1800 and contributed mightily to Jefferson’s victory.
 The split eventually forced a large number of mainly southern and middle-state moderate Federalists to leave the party, or not support all of its endeavors as strongly as they might otherwise have done. Notable among the dissenters was Adams’s son, John Quincy Adams, who joined the Republican side himself.
 A second internal division played itself out in the fracture between the “Old School” and the young Federalists examined by Fischer. The Federalists possessed a marked split between their older members and their younger members over electioneering; such a split did not exist among the Jeffersonians during the time period because Jefferson himself led the party.


The Federalists’ reactions to and accommodations of their competing factions seemed to stymie the party cohesion necessary to defeat the Jeffesonians. Even so, as Fischer noted and other works confirm, the Federalist Party still existed as a national force after 1800. Therefore, although a large part of their decline and fall, the internal disunion between the various Federalists camps did not, in and of itself, destroy the party.


Still, schisms greatly weakened the party, even robbing it of central leadership after Hamilton’s death. Unlike the structured Jeffersonian operation, with Jefferson in command followed by Madison, the Federalists never possessed a central leader in the Hamilton mold. Hamilton’s untimely death in the duel with Aaron Burr obviously caused a succession crisis in the party’s leadership. The leader of the moderate faction, John Adams, effectively retired from politics after his defeat in 1800, and thereafter only took part indirectly through his son. Other members of the “Old School” showed little enthusiasm or will to take up the reigns of the party. Hence, the young Federalists found themselves serving a ship without a captain. Of course, they continued in organizing electioneering mechanisms and pushing forward their ideology, even though, in many respects their beliefs differed markedly from the earlier thought of Hamilton. 


Despite these contributing factors, the explanation that most historians subscribe to is the Federalists’ death at the Hartford Convention.
 The Federalists, as Banner points out, were ailing long before the meeting there. The weakness showed most notably in the guest list, as only Massachusetts and Connecticut sent full delegations.
 Absent from Hartford were any other states, from New York southward. A healthy party would not have had to resort to this last-ditch effort of Hartford, and would have instead focused on the upcoming national elections. Federalist power dwindled mightily by the time of Hartford. Already on their last legs, the Federalists merely made one final stand.


Yet the Federalist ideology of Hamilton lived on well after his death. As the Federalists’ great leader, Hamilton’s conceptions of broad-based federal and executive power, most notably  a high degree of federal oversight over the economy, had formed the base of Federalist ideology during the Washington administration. The Federalists at Hartford moved away from Hamilton’s beliefs. Later generations also adopted many of Hamilton’s most deeply held principles. For example, from his position on the Supreme Court, John Marshall led the charge to protect this Federalist ideology.
 Henry Clay incorporated much of it into his “American System” of the early nineteenth century.
 Many leading Federalists, most notably John Quincy Adams and Daniel Webster, continued to have long careers in politics after the end of the Federalist Party. Federalists’ use of a nominating convention as early as 1808 placed them as forerunners of the process which is now a fixture of the Presidential election process. The Jeffersonian experiments with conventions at the state level finally emerged on the national scene with the Federalists.
 


Hamilton’s influence greatly outshines the influence of his party, especially since many of his party’s ideas came from the Jeffersonians. Many subsequent political leaders and presidents adopted many of his beliefs into their own platforms and administrations. His efforts to centralize political and economic power in the federal government resulted in great debate between him and Jefferson. The debate continues today. Yet, every president from Thomas Jefferson to Barack Obama looked to expand (or at the very least maintain) federal influence within the federal system established in the Constitution. Furthermore, Hamilton’s prediction of the industrial age in America ultimately proved prophetic, and further cemented his legacy.


Current political parties take much from the experiences of their predecessors. The epic fall of the first modern political party provides a stirring example of the rise and fall, the good fortunes and lean times, of parties in America. In more closely analyzing the way in which the Federalist Party met its demise, I hope to show the contributing factors associated with their downfall. In analyzing explanations for the Federalist demise, I hope to further our understanding of the past so as to learn from it. On a simpler note, I hope to show what mistakes the Federalists made which ultimately left them eliminated from the American political landscape. Although the Federalists eventually transferred many of their ideals to the later Whigs and Republicans, the images of a once proud party grasping at anything in an effort to survive show how far the mighty can fall.

Federalist Rise

Beginnings

Signed in 1787, the Constitution of the United States created the first modern republic. The former colonies now participated in a process to elect representatives to form national laws and policies. Since their founding, colonial politics centered around regional difference and alliances. Above all, the Founders feared these “factions,” described in James Madison’s “Federalist No. 10” as a “number of citizens… united and actuated by some common impulse or passion.” Madison thought that the Constitution, in binding together all corners of the nation into one, would negate these largely regionalized passions. By pitting every region against each other in a representative Congress, Madison believed that the size of the country, and the numerous and competing interests that went along with it, would block any coherent faction from achieving a majority through which to rule tyrannically. 
 What Madison had not foreseen, and undoubtedly could not foresee, was the role the Constitution itself played in creating the two-party system that remains intrinsic to the United States even today.


The ratifying debate over the Constitution focused the country’s attention on national issues, largely for the first time since the end of the War for Independence. From north to south, Americans debated the merits of conforming to the new governmental system. In order to secure ratification, Madison, Alexander Hamilton, and other proponents of the Constitution, stumped for support through a variety of mediums (the Federalist Papers in New York most famously). Ironically, the effort used to effect ratification of a document meant to discourage factional politics created two large camps on either side of the issue. By forcing the country to debate national issues, the ratification debate unwittingly created the majority coalitions that Madison and the other Founders so feared by pitting those who favored ratification against those opposed. Due to its structure and operation, the Constitution gave birth to the party system in the United States.
 As parties developed across the last decade of the eighteenth century, the electoral framework of the United States government played a prominent role in producing only two, rather than multiple, parties.


The United States system of government is a single-member plurality system, meaning that whichever candidate wins a plurality, or largest percentage, of the vote in a given Congressional district or state wins the election. In this type of electoral system, two parties generally emerge because, in a single member plurality system, they stand the best chance of winning elections. Because the candidates vie for one single seat, larger coalitions provide the best chance for winning pluralities.  Furthermore, the two parties become more centrist in an effort to appeal to the greatest mass of voters possible while representing opposing sides of the issues.
 As such, the American political parties of the late eighteenth century emerged as “a compound, a hodgepodge, of various and conflicting interests; and the imperatives of party struggle, the quest for victory and for offices,… forced the parties themselves to undertake the business of conciliation and compromise among such interests.”
 


Outside of winning elections, the political parties of the United States also developed to overcome the problem of legislating within the government itself. Starting with the debates over Hamilton’s financial plan circa 1793, the business of legislating in Congress became the principle battleground for partisan politics. In the American republican system, the people themselves elect representatives to vote for them on issues concerning the nation. The parties, or more particularly their representatives, compete against each other regularly in front of the public. Regular competition against one another, even in the early period, created disciplined organizations that attempted to connect the people with the government. Needing to legislate frequently on a variety of issues, the parties developed within the legislature to provide the electorate with permanent political organizations through which to voice opinion (usually through elections). Active political contests, such as those over Hamilton’s financial plan, ,pved the United States toward the establishment of two recognizable parties by about 1794: the Jeffersonian Republicans and the Federalists.
 These two parties, formed in tandem with each other, established the American party system.


Rather than considering which party established itself first, a more sound approach takes the view that one party could not have developed without the other. Even during the Constitution ratification debate, a disciplined two party system failed to develop. Although the focus of politics shifted from largely regional issues to national issues, the political contests of the first term of George Washington remained largely non-partisan. Elected unanimously in 1789, George Washington served as the nation’s first president. Always viewing himself as above the partisan fray, Washington sought to establish the strongest possible nation he could.
 Washington appointed two political giants of the age, Thomas Jefferson and Alexander Hamilton, to his cabinet. Together, the future party leaders aided Washington through his first term, until Jefferson’s departure.
 The nation’s finances loomed as the biggest challenge facing the new administration, the realm of Treasury Secretary Hamilton.


Waging a war on the scale of the American Revolution produced a negative effect on the credit and finances of the United States. Every state in the union accrued some debt that most failed to pay off by the time of the Constitution. In addition, a large number of government bonds, used to help finance the war effort, became the target of major speculation by investors at home. Originally held largely by small farmers and other members of the lower class, the bonds started to be sold by their original holders (and, oftentimes, second and third holders) at ever depreciating value to a small number of upper class speculators. Debate raged within the government as to whether or not to fund these bonds, usually bought by the investors at a fraction of their original worth, at full value. Facing a massive challenge of paying off these war-time debts, Hamilton devised a comprehensive financial plan to help establish the American economy on firm footing.


Hamilton believed that the debt of the United States constituted the “price of liberty” that the Americans paid for their freedom and, consequently, that the country must do “justice to the creditors of the nation” in order to extend trade, promote agriculture, and lower interest rates at home.
 Most American history classes teach the principles of Hamilton’s financial plan by using the acronym BEFAT for: Bank, Excise Taxes, Funding at par, Assumption of state debts, and Tariffs. The establishment of excise taxes and tariffs (taxes on domestic and foreign goods respectively) created a revenue stream through which the new government could fund its new goals and pay off its debts. As previously mentioned, many states still owned individual war debts which Hamilton now desired assumed by the federal government. The most contentious issues of Hamilton’s plan, the establishment of a national bank and the funding of the war bonds at par (or original value) produced varied opinions among the early members of government.
 These aspects of the financial plan helped cause the emergence of the two-party system that would dominate the latter half of the 1790s. 


The beginnings of the ultimate divide between Hamilton and Jefferson emerged during their debate over the constitutionality of the national bank. Hamilton asserted that the Constitution included “implied (sic), as well as express (sic) powers, and that the former are as effectually delegated as the latter.” He contended that the “power of erecting a corporation,” like that of a national bank, fell under the jurisdiction of these “implied” powers of the federal government.
 Jefferson, meanwhile, read the Constitution differently. He advocated that the government may only do that which is “’necessary,’ not… merely ‘convenient’ for effecting the enumerated powers” of the Constitution. The enumerated powers which Jefferson spoke of did not include the ability to establish a corporation such as the national bank.
 Despite his objections, the financial plan as a whole ultimately passed through Congress unchanged, including the national bank.
 


However, the split between Hamilton and Jefferson occurred not over domestic politics, but foreign policy. During the two terms of the Washington administration, a number of foreign policy events took place across the globe with direct and indirect effects on American interests. The French Revolution, starting in 1789, set many of these events in motion. Particularly during the Reign of Terror and civil war, the French Revolution remained a hotly contested issue among the American public. Starting with the new French republic’s declaration of war against Great Britain in 1793, the British and French remained in almost constant conflict through Waterloo in 1815.
 The United States, as a principal trading partner of both as well as an avowed ally of France, stood little realistic chance of playing no part in the proceedings of the conflict. From the time of the American Revolution, France and the United States continued a perpetual alliance. Negotiated in 1778, the Treaty of Alliance between the two countries provided for, among other things, a guarantee of each others’ possessions. It was this provision which the French wished to see enforced following the outbreak of hostilities with the British.
 Great Britain, meanwhile, sought to cripple France through a harassment of American shipping and impressment of sailors. Because of France’s dependence on trade and commerce with the United States, the acts of the British constituted a grave threat to French national security.
 Yet, America’s main source of economic success, particularly for manufactured goods, kept her tied more closely with the British than the French. Although the United States exported to both, it relied more heavily on Britain for its commercial success.
 As such, it became necessary for the Washington administration to seek a solution to the gathering storm with Great Britain.


Attempting to negotiate a renewed peace with Britain, Washington sent Chief Justice John Jay to negotiate a settlement treaty to resolve British harassment of American interests. Largely shaped by Hamilton, Washington gave Jay a set of instructions as a starting point for negotiations. These instructions revolved around final fulfillment of the 1783 Treaty of Paris ending the Revolutionary War, including British evacuation of northwest military posts on American soil and reparations for British damages. Additionally, Jay was to secure concessions for damages to American commerce during British harassment on the high seas and secure American freedom of shipping. Hamilton, Washington, and Jay realized that it would be impossible to force the British to take no action with regards to American shipping with France, and thus wished to simply mitigate and regulate further inconveniences. In return for these British concessions, the United States offered to assume responsibilities for American prewar debts still owed to British firms and assume responsibility for French pirate vessels illegally outfitted in American ports.
 Without question, the overarching aim of Jay’s mission remained avoidance of war with Great Britain in order to protect American economic assets. 


Arriving in London on June 8th, 1794, Jay negotiated, probably, the best treaty he could. He was unable to persuade the British to limit their naval power, and thus received no solution to the problem of impressment and neutral shipping rights. Additionally, Great Britain now required the United States to pay the outstanding prewar debts and offered no reparations in return. However, Jay acquired concessions for British seizures of American ships and favorable trade arrangements, particularly in the British West Indies.
 And, above all, he managed to avoid a war between the United States and Great Britain. 


After passage of the Jay Treaty, American commerce flourished as never before. However, the commercial success became ever more tied to Great Britain. Views of the Jay Treaty largely became colored by views of the American relationship with its former colonial master. Many felt that acceptance of the Jay Treaty constituted a sacrifice of national honor and an acceptance of an economic system, dominated by Great Britain, in which the United States played a subservient role. Others believed that economic prosperity for the new nation, whatever the cost, constituted the greater good.
 Coupled with debates over portions of Hamilton’s financial plan, the Jay Treaty finally produced a rift which ultimately divided the politics of the United States into two parties: the Jeffersonian Republicans and the Federalists.

The Jeffersonian Republicans


As the name suggests, the Jeffersonian Republicans (or “Jeffersonians”) aligned with Thomas Jefferson and his political ideas and agenda. Jefferson himself served as the leader of the newfound party and steered it from its inception through the end of his presidency in 1808. His domestic and foreign policy ideals provided the foundational ideology for the Jeffersonians. These ideas ultimately bound together various political clubs throughout the nation into a coherent national party under the leadership of Jefferson and James Madison.


As a singular individual, Thomas Jefferson stands almost unparalleled. Born in 1743, he spent the majority of his life as a Virginia planter at his beloved Monticello near Charlottesville. Educated at William and Mary, he practiced law and entered Virginia’s high society by the end of 1767. He served in various political capacities on behalf of his home state, including as a member of the House of Burgesses, member of the Virginia delegation to the Second Continental Congress, and governor of Virginia from 1779 to 1781. During his term in the Continental Congress, Jefferson largely authored the Declaration of Independence. Further serving his country as Minister to France from 1785 to1790, he witnessed the early events of the French Revolution and took an integral part in their proceedings, even to the extent of advising many of the patriot leaders on a constitution. Reluctantly returning to the United States in 1790, he served, as Washington’s Secretary of State until his departure from the cabinet in 1794. Throughout his life, Jefferson not only maintained an interest in politics and law but also science, architecture, and philosophy to name a few.


Because of Jefferson’s own background, some of his political beliefs appear out of place. His general favor toward the small “yeoman farmer” seems out of character with his upper-class planter status.  His place atop the social hierarchy of the day clashes with his beliefs trending away from executive power and toward democracy by the mass. However, many of Jefferson’s political beliefs fall in line with his experiences. His firsthand view of the French Revolution naturally gave him a deeper understanding of the French cause than many of his contemporaries. His experiences as Virginia’s governor, and therefore a state official, coincide with his firmly held belief in the sovereignty of states’ rights. These domestic and foreign policy views require a deeper analysis in order to place them as the prevailing ideology of the Jeffersonians.  


Jefferson’s ultimate vision for the future of the United States framed his political beliefs throughout his life. He believed that in order to protect the liberty, democracy, and republicanism of the new nation, a large class of middle-class, middle-educated farmers must always exist. These farmers owned their own land and, therefore, could spend the required time keeping track of politics and remain ever educated on the events of the day. Instead of working beholden to someone else as a laborer, the farmer experienced absolute freedom to live as he wished thanks to his own land. This “yeoman farmer” constituted the educated citizenry necessary to watch over the liberty and freedom of America. Jefferson further believed that the “yeoman farmer” represented the “substantial and genuine virtue” of society, and would watch over it for all time. He felt that only through a large class of these men could liberty survive against a return to monarchy in America.
 Jefferson focused much of his domestic policy towards achieving the “yeoman farmer” ideal.


A great example of Jefferson’s zealous crusade on behalf of his farmers came out of the funding at par aspect of Hamilton’s financial plan. Many of Jefferson’s ideal citizens originally held the war bonds, but sold them to speculators at a fraction of original value due to economic need. He noted that Hamilton “made no difference between the original holders, and the fraudulent purchasers of this paper.” By the end of funding, he felt “immense sums were thus filched from the poor and ignorant, and fortunes accumulated by those who had themselves been poor enough before.” Clearly Jefferson believed the “yeoman farmer” suffered a great loss at the hands of the merciless and tricky speculators who convinced the minds of the farmers to sell “by the most fraudulent practices and persuasions that they would never be paid” by the government.
 He felt his chosen people cheated by the federal government out of money rightfully owed them. His further contentions against the establishment of a national bank deepened his opinion that the Washington government overreached its delegated authority.


During the debate over the national bank, President Washington solicited written opinions as to its constitutionality from both Hamilton and Jefferson. Jefferson’s opinion came down against establishment of the bank. He believed that “the incorporations of a bank, and the powers assumed… have not, in my opinion, been delegated to the United States, by the Constitution.” He further feared that establishment would “deliver [the country] up bound to the national bank”, and place “the public not free… to employ any other bank.”
 More than simply a disagreement as to a measure of government, Jefferson viewed the national bank more as a threat to the liberty of the people because it represented an abuse of federal power. 


Jefferson reacted most strongly to the phrase in Article II of the Constitution which states that the executive is “to make all laws necessary and proper for carrying into execution the enumerated powers” of the United States.
 Although he agreed the national bank might accomplish the enumerated powers conveniently, he argued that “the Constitution allows only the means which are ‘necessary,’ not those which are merely ‘convenient’.” What he foresaw as a consequence of giving “such a latitude of construction” to the reading of the necessary and proper clause was to “reduce the whole” power of government to one and “swallow up all the delegated powers” in order to merely defer to the wisdom (wise or not) of government. Rather than viewing the powers of the federal government as limitless, his limited and textual interpretation of the “necessary and proper clause” drastically reduced federal oversight and action to only the realm of powers delegated it specifically by the Constitution. His limited reading seems allied with the weight he placed on the Ninth Amendment in his national bank opinion: that “all powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States or to the people.”
 Jefferson’s firm conviction on the importance of separate spheres of influence for the federal government and the states, respectively, flows from his inherent reading of the Constitution.


Culminating in the Kentucky Resolve of 1798, Jefferson fought ardently against the incursion on states’ rights by the federal government. He thought that the Constitution reserved “to each State… the residuary mass of right to their own self-government,” in order to protect against unlawful action by federal government overreaching.
 He believed that should the distinction between federal and state government break down, the general practice would “reduce us to a single consolidated government [and] it would become the most corrupt government on the earth.” Instead, the federal government “may be reduced to a very simple organization” concentrating on “foreign concerns only” so as to make the federal government responsible for “a few plain duties to be performed by a few servants” of the people.
 A conception of government like Jefferson’s afforded little power to the federal government, and thus limited its ability to cause harm to the general populous. 


Regardless of his reasoning, Jefferson’s ideology placed severe restrictions on the federal government. In a nation recently freed from the oftentimes oppressive centralized power of the British monarchy, his views of decentralized power in the hands of each state fell in line with many of his contemporaries. Although he remained willing to accept some incursion for the betterment of the country as a whole, his overarching dream rested on as limited a federal government as possible.
 Although he eventually reversed his opinion during his time in office, at the close of the Washington administration and the beginnings of party politics, Jefferson himself remained an ardent supporter of states’ rights vis-à-vis the federal government. However, Jefferson’s one grant of federal power, foreign affairs (also, coincidentally, the aspect of federal power which he himself oversaw as Secretary of State), concerned Jefferson mightily over the course of the French Revolution. His own opinions against the English, in favor of the French, and in absolute disgust with the Jay Treaty provided the necessary kindling for the birth of his Jeffersonian party. 


More than anything else, Jefferson hated England. His hatred of England ran deep, so deep, in fact, that it certainly colored his relationship with Hamilton. He was “consumed with hatred for England; moreover, neither Washington nor anyone else could drive from his head the obsession that monarchy was just around the corner, that Hamilton and his ‘ficalist,’ ‘anglocrat’ followers were plotting to make an end to republican government in America.”
 He claimed  England existed as a model for “monarchy… warped in practice into all the principles and pollutions” it could possibly possess. The English model, to him, created a “conviction that corruption was essential to the government of a nation.”
 Although Jefferson’s misgivings on the English system probably placed him in a large group of individuals during his day, his outright hatred on the British was striking. Jefferson’s view of England stood in marked contrast to his opinion of France. Granted, Jefferson’s time in Paris naturally provided him with a better vision of the events of the French Revolution than many of his contemporaries. However, his Francophilia, especially when considered next to his Anglophobia, still warrants considerable consideration when viewed as a central attack upon his party by the Federalists. 


Jefferson’s chief reasoning for continuation of the close relationship between the United States and France concerned the necessity of trading between the two countries.
 Jefferson viewed trade with France in a remarkably positive light in 1793. He ranked trade between the United States and France behind only the United States and Great Britain. With such a positive view of economics, his opinion on France in general found proper financial backing. Regardless of whether Great Britain possessed a large gap, France, in his assessment, remained a highly viable partner.
 Additionally, Jefferson’s view of France skewed over the years by the relationships he formed with leaders of the French Revolution, both during his time as Minister to France and from the Revolutionary days (particularly with French Revolutionary figure and American Revolutionary General the Marquis de Lafayette).
 Due to his personal connections, and his experience with the French Republic, many of Jefferson’s positive overtures about the French Revolution seem perfectly ordinary.


Unlike many Americans watching in horror as the Reign of Terror set in, Jefferson himself exclaimed, in private letters, his support for the French Revolutionary process. In a 1790 letter to Madam d’Enville, he exclaimed that, because of its smooth transition of governments, France may be the “best” nation “on earth.” Despite the fact that the Republic experienced “some horrors since I left,” Jefferson still felt the future of France, like “the way to heaven,” had always “been strewed with thorns.”
 More striking, however, than his positive view of the proceedings of the French Revolution, is Jefferson’s own opinion of the Terror. Writing in a letter to William Short in 1793, he wrote the following on the terror:

In the struggle which was necessary, many guilty persons fell without the forms of trial, and with them some innocent. These I deplore as much as any body, and shall deplore some of them to the day of my death. But I deplore them as I should have done had they fallen in battle… But time and truth will rescue and embalm their memories, while their posterity will be enjoying that very liberty for which they would never have hesitated to offer up their lives. The liberty of the whole earth was depending on the issue of the contest, and was ever such prize won with so little innocent blood? My own affections have been deeply wounded by some of the martyrs to this cause, but rather than it should have failed, I would have seen half the earth desolated.

Rather flippant in nature about so violent an event, Jefferson’s positive inclinations toward the worst aspects of the French Revolution definitively showed his predilection toward supporting the French. Even his second in command, James Madison, never fully agreed with him. Madison reflected, in 1799, that the French Revolution “produced such a ferment and agitation in the world, and has divided it… into such violent parties, that nothing depending on opinion, nor much even on facts, is received without a strong tincture from the channel through which it passes.”
 Although Madison never directly criticized the French in the passage, his cautious nature regarding such minute details as information flowing from the country differed markedly from Jefferson’s zeal. 


Viewing the French Revolution through Jefferson’s particular lens, it seems only natural how he reacted to the Jay Treaty. A treaty slanted towards the British, and decidedly away from the French, failed to correlate with his own affiliations. Contrary to the half-hearted opposition which he gave Hamilton’s financial plan, the Jay Treaty received Jefferson’s full wrath. More than any other single issue, opposition to the Jay Treaty produced the necessary political struggle to create the Jeffersonians as a party force, and the necessary spur for Jefferson’s return to political life from his beloved Monticello.


Calling it the “British treaty,” Jefferson himself “disapproved of that treaty” and felt it “nourished with falsehoods” by Hamilton. However, Madison himself echoed, most poignantly, that which Jefferson merely hinted at. Madison, in a letter to James Monroe, exclaimed that the treaty caught the United States “bartering its honour and our trade to British pride and British monopoly.”
 Opposition to the treaty remained heavily mired in anti-British sentiment, as Madison so eloquently illustrated. Also, many men, including Madison, were shocked by the continued relationship the United States enjoyed with France, in spite of the Jay Treaty. 
 Both Madison and Jefferson saw the treaty as producing limited American benefit at the expense of the French, whom they regarded as allies.
 Popular sentiment, especially as the treaty became widely known to the general populous, turned into stark opposition to the treaty, mainly among the middle to lower class “yeomen” Jefferson sought to fight for.


Jay, at the height of opposition to the Treaty, joked that he “could travel from Boston to Philadelphia solely by the light of his burning effigies.” Although decidedly less hostile than Jay’s imagery suggests, opposition to the treaty flourished. Private clubs, called “Democratic-Republican Societies” cropped up throughout the nation as a means of protesting against the treaty’s provisions. Seen largely as a Federalist measure aimed at securing their own partisan mercantile interests with Great Britain, society members swung their allegiance to Jefferson and the fledgling Jeffersonians. The informal network of societies from coast to coast started to operate as an organization of political expression, and massed their members toward carrying out the society’s ideals. During the 1790s, these societies gained leadership from the top (namely Jefferson and Madison) and marshaled an effective political organization aimed at winning elections and furthering their agenda. In short, the societies eventually formed into the Jeffersonian political party.


Jefferson himself was keenly aware of the impact the Jay Treaty had on the formation of the Democratic-Republican Societies. He claimed the treaty “produced a schism that went on widening and rankling.” He felt the treaty awakened the people “from the phrenzy into which they had been thrown, [and they] began to return to their sober and ancient principles” and elected a Jeffersonian administration. He believed the people, upon learning of the aspects of the treaty, felt such anger at the Federalists for leading them down the path of British dependence.
 Although the “schism” between the two parties might have occurred regardless of the Jay Treaty, the “phrenzy” against the Jay Treaty hastened the rise of the Jeffersonians. Jefferson believed the return of the people to his party acted as a return to their roots. It resulted in a political movement which created his party by coalescing formerly disconnected groups across the nation into a recognizable entity. As the societies evolved away from simply acting as a singular opposition force to the Jay Treaty, they began to adapt some of the leanings of Jefferson himself.

The Societies themselves displayed the characteristic pro-French leanings of their patriarch. The Democratic Society of Pennsylvania celebrated the successes of “their Republican French Brethren” and applauded the “Rights of Man” instituted by France. Coincidently, the believed that the “legitimate principles of Government have been clearly developed by the successive Revolutions of America and France.”
 Because of the close association with France, and because of the social nature of the societies, they received the moniker of “Jacobin” after the Revolutionary societies in France. The Federalists, later, adopted the term as a reference to the Jeffersonians. Jefferson himself abhorred the reference, angered by the fact that the Federalists dared “to identify us with the murderous Jacobins of France.”
 The Jacobin reference directly tied the Jeffersonians to the political club which existed in Paris during the Reign of Terror, and played the most pivotal part in the overthrow of the French limited monarchy government.
  Even with the negative connotations associated with the Jeffersonians, the party operated as a unified, recognizable, and national force by the end of the Washington administration.


The Jeffersonians attached themselves around Jefferson’s own political affiliations, both domestic and foreign, and flung the weight of their support behind him. His ideology and opposition to Federalist governing formed the bedrock upon which his party established itself. Following opposition to the Jay Treaty, the party turned its attention toward securing Jefferson’s election to the Presidency in 1796. However, the Jeffersonians themselves formed, not on their own volition, but in response to the work of Hamilton and his Federalist Party.

The Federalists


The Federalist Party formed largely around the ideas of a centralized federal government espoused by Hamilton. Based in the industrialized and mercantile centers of the eastern seaboard, many of the most prominent individuals from the Revolutionary generation (Hamilton, Adams, Jay, and, to some extent, Washington himself) were among the Federalist number. No single individual exerted as much influence as Hamilton, and his ideas, like those of Jefferson’s for the Jeffersonians, provided the foundation of Federalist ideology. Often portrayed, even by his contemporaries, as an English subservient monarchist, Hamilton’s domestic and foreign opinions did not correlate to such a narrow view.
 His particularly complicated relationship with Washington continues to cloud many conceptions of Hamiltonian foreign policy and contributes to the common depiction of Hamilton. Ultimately, the Federalist Party only emerged as a unified party force in decided opposition to the Jeffersonians.


Alexander Hamilton, like Thomas Jefferson, exerted an enormous amount of influence over the early government of the United States. Born in 1755 on the colonial island of Nevis, Hamilton, unlike Jefferson, grew up without many trappings of privilege.
 Hamilton experienced the tragedy of coming of age without parents, with his father leaving the family in 1765 and his mother passing away three years later. He received only limited formal schooling, although he attended King’s College (now Columbia University) thanks to the charity of his mother’s family. He never finished. 


The academic pursuits of Hamilton stalled with the outbreak of Revolution. He joined the Continental Army out of New York, originally in command of an artillery company, in 1776. However, his talents, both on and off the battlefield, quickly brought him to the attention of General Washington. From 1777 until the end of hostilities four years later, Hamilton served as a Lieutenant Colonel and aide-de-camp to Washington himself. After the war, Hamilton took up residence in New York, studying and practicing law until his death. He served New York as a delegate to the Constitutional Convention, playing an integral part in the creation and ratification of the document (he, along with Madison and Jay, wrote The Federalist Papers urging for the Constitution’s ratification in New York). Following the election of Washington to the presidency, Hamilton joined Jefferson in the cabinet as Secretary of the Treasury.


From his position as Secretary of the Treasury, Hamilton launched his financial plan. Already mentioned in some detail, his plan included the establishment of a national bank, establishment of excise taxes, funding the bonds at par, assumption of state debts, and establishment of protective tariffs against imported goods. He also believed strongly in centralized regulation of the economy, going so far as to suggest rather extreme measures in times of crisis. During a crisis situation, he advocated the president to “lay a general embargo with authority to the president to grant licenses to sail… either of our own or of any foreign nation.” Believing this type of embargo would not restrict the trade of the United States, he felt it necessary toward the management of foreign affairs.
 Hamilton felt his financial plan was necessary to rescue the nation’s credit and place it on firm financial footing. Because of Jefferson’s own admonishment of the plan, the national bank received the most direct attention from Hamilton. He claimed that the national bank, “is an institution of primary importance to the prosperous administration of finances, and would be of greatest utility in the operations connected with the support of the public credit” because it would allow the government the ability to invest its capital into other enterprises and serve as a supplier of pecuniary aid in sudden emergencies.
 


However, Hamilton’s response to Jefferson’s challenges on the constitutionality of the national bank served as a means for him to explicitly state his reading of the Constitution and the conception of implied powers. Hamilton’s basic argument on the nature of government differed mightily from that of Jefferson. He read the Constitution to include “implied (sic), as well as express (sic) powers, and that the former are as effectually delegated as the latter.” He contended that the “power of erecting a corporation,” like that of a national bank, fell under the jurisdiction of these “implied” powers of the federal government. He continued to say that the Ninth Amendment, which Jefferson pointed to as delegating all non-enumerated powers to the states or the people, was “nothing more than a consequence of this republican maxim, that all government is a delegation of power” but “how much is delegated in each case is a question of fact to be made out by fair reasoning and construction upon the particular provisions.”
 Hamilton’s interpretation gave broad latitude to the federal government in the exercise of its Constitutional authority. Due to the unilateral nature of presidential power, the executive branch played a pivotal role in Hamilton’s system. Also, rather than basing the constitutionality of the assumed power on a firm set of guidelines, Hamilton entrusted the determination of constitutionality on the individual event. Unlike Jefferson’s very narrow construction, his interpretation provided a great deal of power, as well as consideration, to the federal government. Hamilton further drove home his belief about strong executive power in an earlier contribution to the Federalist Papers.

In “Federalist No. 70,” Hamilton laid out his ideal for presidential leadership. He believed “energy in the executive is a leading character in the definition of good government.” Although he felt a difference of opinions, and therefore open debate, must exist in the legislature, he saw debate “unnecessary, and therefore unwise, to introduce…into the constitution of the executive.” He believed a unilateral executive was necessary in order to attain the chief benefits of “vigor and expedition.”
 Although never clearly said by Hamilton himself, his personal relationship with Washington undoubtedly influenced his conception of executive power. Washington provided him with a model on which to base any conceptions of executive leadership. Instead of fearing the abuse of power, as by the King of England, Washington provided Hamilton with a trusted person through which to imagine the exercise of the sweeping power doctrines he desired. Hamilton’s personal relationship with Washington has been cause for much debate amongst historians, and remains important to understanding Hamilton himself. 


Many historians believe that Hamilton manipulated Washington into pursuing his interests, as a puppet through which to affect change. Evidence exists which confirms this belif, including a private letter from 1800 in which Hamilton himself referred to Washington as “an aegis most useful to me.”
 Along with the fact that Washington (himself supposedly above party politics) supported Hamilton’s major political objectives, the “aegis” allusion provides weight to the accusation. However, it does not comply with Hamilton’s life experiences, Washington’s own personality, or the opinions of each. Hamilton reached the influential positions he held in government largely based on Washington’s influence. Not coming from an aristocratic or upper class background like many of his fellow Founders (Jefferson chief among them), Hamilton’s power and influence greatly outweighed his social standing. Without the confidence of Washington himself, gained in the personal service Hamilton gave the future president as aide-de-camp, it is extremely unlikely that he would have enjoyed the positions which he held.
  Even after retiring from the Treasury Department in 1794, Hamilton continued to exert enormous influence on the Washington administration, even going so far as to draft Washington’s famed “Farewell Address.”
 


Washington himself advised Hamilton, in a private letter, to make “liberal allowances… for the political opinions of one another (by which, he meant Jefferson), and instead of wounding suspicions, and irritating charges… that there might be mutual forbearances and temporizing yieldings on all sides (sic.).”
 With such a personal stake in the arguments of Hamilton and Jefferson, it seems unlikely that Washington simply passed along the wishes of Hamilton. Given his decision to support the Hamiltonian financial policies and readings of the Constitution in the bank debate, Washington showed his open disagreements with Jefferson’s policies. If he acted the part of Hamilton’s puppet, or in any way manipulated the workings of government to the benefit of his former aide, Washington would not have provided such equal footing to Jefferson in his letter to Hamilton. 


Washington said as much when he enclosed his own feelings on the financial plan in a letter to Hamilton, headed as “private and confidential.” He proceeded to give Hamilton a description of the various complaints made, largely against his Treasury Secretary. The complaints included political opposition by the Jeffersonians concerning the consequences of the financial plan, and also a concern that the “ultimate object of [the financial plan] is to prepare the way for a change, from the present republican form of government , to that of a monarchy; of which the British Constitution is to be the model.” Continuing, he contended that “the antifederal champions are now strengthened in argument by the fulfillment of their predictions, which has been brought about by the Monarchical federalists themselves.” After providing Hamilton with twenty-one of these complaints, Washington asked him, in order “to obtain light, and to pursue truth, being my sole aim; and wishing to have before me explanations of as well as complaints (sic.) on measures in which the public interest… is so deeply concerned, and my public conduct so much involved; it is my request, and you would oblige me in furnishing me, with your ideas upon the discontents here.”
 It seems unlikely that Washington would concern himself so deeply with the complaints leveled against acts of his government if he merely acquiesced to Hamilton’s wishes. By asking him personally for a defense, Washington showed his suspicions of Hamilton’s plans, and an inability to agree with them carte blanche. However, Washington and Hamilton’s alliance extended outside of the political realm. The two also shared a close friendship and spoke highly of each other in personal tones. Washington especially heaped praise on Hamilton despite inherent flaws he saw in Hamilton’s character.


Later in the decade, as Hamilton remained locked in a struggle with other members of the Federalist Party, Washington wrote a letter to President Adams, largely on Hamilton’s behalf, in which he praised Hamilton’s service “with acknowledged abilities and integrity.” He elaborated that Hamilton to “some is considered as an ambitious man, and therefore a dangerous one.” Washington contended that “he is ambitious, I shall readily grant, but it is of that laudable kind which prompts a man to excel in whatever he takes in hand.” Further describing him as “enterprising, quick in his perceptions, and his judgment intuitively great,” he ended his endorsement of Hamilton by stating that “his loss will be irrepairable (sic.)” to the cause at hand.
 Hamilton spoke of Washington with similar reverence.


Upon the death of Washington, Hamilton reflected that “Perhaps no friend of his has more cause to lament, on personal account, than my self” and that “my imagination is gloomy my heart sad.”
 The type of deep personal reflections which each man shared with third parties offers evidence of a mutual trust and friendship which seems to contradict any possibility of Hamilton attempting to manipulate the relationship for political gain. Manipulation would have shown a great disloyalty to the man whom he held in such high esteem, and to whom he owed so much. Hamilton’s relationship with Washington is not the only misread of Hamilton made by historians. 


The interpretation of Hamilton’s foreign policy as blatantly pro-British fails to conform to the stated opinions in his writings. Even during his lifetime, Hamilton stood accused as the “front-man” for the pro-British interests in American politics. He undoubtedly provided a multitude of reasons for that accusation. However, a more careful reading of his writings shows a great indecision in his mind towards the British and French. Although Hamilton favored the British at times, and wished to negotiate with the French at others, his opinions always remained precariously placed between the two superpowers of Europe. Favoring the interests of the United States above all else, he never ceased to advocate a middle ground throughout the tumultuous foreign policy events of the 1790s. Commonly misread as pushing Washington toward the Jay Treaty and desiring war with France in an effort to boost Federalist popularity at home, Hamilton’s middle course won out overall during the course of the decade.


Also, Hamilton remained, throughout most of his life, no real friend of the French. He lambasted the French Revolution in both public and private, going so far as to remark, in a letter to Washington, about his fear that “promoting a further assimilation of our principles with those of France may prove to be the threshold of disorganization and anarchy.”
 He relayed even more when he claimed, in a 1794 Memorandum on the Revolution, that “in the early periods of the French Revolution, a warm zeal for its success was in this Country a sentiment truly universal (sic.).”
 However, as the Reign of Terror gripped the newly formed French Republic toward the middle of the decade, positive opinion for the French on American soil precipitously declined. Hamilton himself observed that the “afflicting experience has materially lessened the number of the admirers of the French Revolution among us and has served to chill the ardor of many more… [so that] the time must come when it will have been a disgrace to have advocated the Revolution of France in its late stages.”
 


However, his abhorrence of the French Revolution did not inherently make Hamilton pro-British. In a public letter, Hamilton claimed that “I never advised any connection with Great Britain, other than a commercial one; and in this I never advocated the giving to her any privilege or advantage which was not to be imparted to other nations.” Continuing, he stated “with regard to her pretensions as a belligerent power in relation to neutrals, my opinions... to the best of my recollection, coincided with those of Mr. Jefferson.” Hamilton “thought that the maritime power [Britain] could do us more mischief” than France.
 His chief reason for seeking peace with Britain remained the effect hostile relations between the two caused on American trade. Hamilton foresaw the consequences as “an excessive rise in the price of foreign commodities- a proportional decrease of price and demand for our own commodities- the derangement of our revenue and credit- these circumstances united may occasion the most dangerous dissatisfactions and disorders in the community and may drive the government to a disgraceful retreat.”
 The “real politick” concerns for the effect of British limitations on trade forced Hamilton’s hand and ultimately colored his vision as to Britain’s importance to the United States. Yet, Hamilton noted that he went to “greater lengths to avoid rupture with France than with Great Britain; to make greater sacrifices for reconciliation with the former than with the latter.”
 


Although it seems unlikely given his predilection against France
, Hamilton made a clear case that he believed the interests of the United States beholden to no other country. He wished to avoid war with either at all costs in an effort to maintain the economic rise of the United States.
 Hamilton’s beliefs in this area stand consistent with his overall goals of economic health and prosperity for the new nation, which was a reasonable assumption given his worry about the national debt and financial plan. Furthermore, Hamilton’s precarious placement between France and England oftentimes fell out of line with other Federalists, although many attempted to walk a similar line. Many of his Federalist contemporaries desired equally hostile relations toward the British as toward the French. Although few desired a preservation of peace more than Hamilton, many walked a similar line.
 Ultimately, Hamilton’s foreign policy principles created the driving force behind his political party.


Hamilton’s views on the Jay Treaty helped to form his new Federalist Party in opposition to the Jeffersonians. In defense of the treaty, Hamilton launched attacks against the Jeffersonians, chiefly as a means to advance and advocate for his own policy of adoption of the agreement in its entirety. He claimed that even “before the treaty was known” the other side attempted to undermine its passage with “absurdly asserted” claims that Jay capitulated to Great Britain “the terms of an unconditional submission.” He further asserted that “it cannot be doubted that the real motive to the opposition, was the fear of a discussion; the desire of excluding light; the adherence to a plan of surprise and deception” which surely provided “any fuller proof of that spirit of party which has stimulated the opposition to the treaty.” Hamilton believed that the treaty exhibited several advantages, chief among them peace for the United States in the European War, and he hoped that “every man who is not an enemy to the national government… [and] not a prejudiced partisan” would support it.
 Although Hamilton recognized the treaty’s shortcomings, he vehemently urged its adoption and worked for its passage.
 Ultimately, because it ignited the formation of the Jeffersonians, the debate over the Jay Treaty also ignited Federalist Party formation in a similar matter, this time surrounding support, rather than opposition, of the treaty’s passage.

By 1795, Hamilton sat alone at the head of his newly founded Federalist Party. He, for years prior to his party’s full emergence, worked tirelessly to establish and preserve a network of correspondents sympathetic to his political positions.
 He directed his network from behind his desk, advising members of the Federalist Party in government. One of the most blatant examples of direction occurred in a letter to Rufus King (then a senator from New York) in 1795, in which Hamilton implored King to “press” the adoption of the “bills of Credit” in its “unexceptionable shape.” Hamilton further asked King to “do me the favour to revise carefully the course of the bill respecting the unsubscribed Debt and let me know the particulars,” wishing to “judge” for himself the Jeffersonian “under plot” he suspected against national honor.
 When the Jay Treaty reached the Congressional floor, Hamilton’s network formed a coherent opposition against the Jeffersonian onslaught. A number of articles defending the treaty, including Hamilton’s “Defence No. 1,” appeared in newspapers across the country. Ultimately, the Federalists prevailed and passed the Jay Treaty as per the wishes of their leader Hamilton.


As Washington looked to step down from the presidency in 1796, the two parties stood poised to enter into a bloody contest for control of the electorate. The Jay Treaty ultimately spurred each party to act as a coherent entity, thereby establishing full-blown partisan politics in the United States by the time of the election. Both sides contested the race, but the Federalists ultimately emerged victorious, maintaining control of the presidency and Congress. However, Jefferson won control of the vice-presidency for the Jeffersonians, establishing a split government. John Adams, who assumed control of the presidency at a precarious time in party politics, sat clearly in the middle of the feud between Hamilton and Jefferson. With the competing party ideologies firmly in place, Adams attempted to navigate a moderate way that ultimately brought him into conflict with both his old friend Jefferson, and his supposed political ally Hamilton. He continually tried to moderate between the two sides, and brought himself into open contests with Federalist members in government. Never fully agreeing with the totality of the Federalist program, Adams oversaw most federal actions personally, especially in the realm of foreign policy. In addition to disagreeing with Hamilton about the aims of the Federalist Party, Adams also marginalized the input of his cabinet and administered his presidency unilaterally. The Federalists, Hamilton in particular, never fully agreed with Adams partisan independence. As the split between Hamilton and Adams widened, the election of 1800 produced permanent schisms in the Federalist Party, which its members never overcame.

Federalist Fracture

1796 Presidential Election


By the time summer waned in 1796, the leaders of the parties knew that President Washington intended to step down. For the first time in the nation’s young history, a contested election loomed on the horizon. It became quickly apparent that John Adams and Thomas Jefferson would vie for the presidency. Adams, Washington’s Vice-President, assumed the mantle of his successor. Washington himself favored his election, even going so far as to hold a private meeting between the two to discuss administration policies. Adams exited the meeting surprised at how similar his views were with those of the President. Many Federalists did not support Adams with the same zeal, however.


Contending theories imagined a Federalist plot, masterminded by Alexander Hamilton, to scatter enough votes away from Adams in the North to effect the nomination of Thomas Pinckney of South Carolina for President. Pinckney, a Southerner, far exceeded Adams’s popularity in the South. Coinciding with his regional roots, Pinckney recently returned from Spain with a favorable treaty for navigation of the Mississippi River by the United States. A Revolutionary War veteran himself, the appeal of Pinckney as a presidential candidate rivaled Adams’s. Certainly, Hamilton did not support Adams whole-heartedly, and always remained fairly unsure of his intentions. Although some of his mistrust stemmed from the latter’s personal friendship with Jefferson, Adams’s general views in favor of a more deferential political system and natural predilections toward a neutrality more favorable to France also alarmed Hamilton.
 The alleged plot would gain more credence four years later when, in 1800, Hamilton again looked to elevate a Charles Cotesworth Pinckney over Adams and into the presidency. The likelihood of a plot in 1796 fit perfectly with similar events in 1800. In addition, many letters by other leading Federalists point to an underlying plot in 1796. 


While serving overseas as Minister to England at the time of the 1796 presidential election, leading Federalist Rufus King (a New Yorker and disciple of Hamilton) received numerous updates on the election from other Federalists both in and out of government. Many of them mentioned the supposed plan by Hamilton to elect Pinckney, rather than Adams, by strategically scattering votes in the North, and expecting Pinckney to carry many electoral votes in the South. King learned from home that the “eastern states were afraid of voting generally for Pinckney lest they should make him outstrip Adams” and that “this policy has lost us one of our Candidates” in Pinckney.
 


Admittedly, this appears to be the case, since Pinckney finished nine votes behind Jefferson for the vice-presidential race, and would have tied him had the New England states voted unanimously for both him and Adams. However, Pinckney picked up eight electoral votes in South Carolina, a state in which Adams failed to win by a single vote. With Adams’s electoral win a slim three vote margin over Jefferson, it appeared likely that any Federalist hopes of a Pinckney victory were non-existent.


In addition, the returns left open the possibility that Hamilton attempted to sabotage Adams’s election, in order for Pinckney to succeed to presidency. King received two letters speaking to that effect. The first, received in January of 1797, detailed that the Jeffersonians endeavored “to raise an opinion [to Adams] that Hamilton and his friends wished to bring Pinckney toward in preference to him.”
 The second, received in March, echoed similar sentiments. It stated the Jeffersonians furthered an “insidious deception” that “it was evidently the intention of Hamilton and his party… that Mr. Pinckney should be elected as President, because him they believed they could govern, and Mr. Adams they knew they could not.”
 Both letters directly and explicitly implicated the Jeffersonians in furthering the alleged plot, rather than the Federalists, and thus kept the hands of Adams’s supposed friends clean.


 This did not, however, mean the Federalists themselves were overjoyed with the election of Adams. Hamilton wrote to King that “our Jacobins [Jeffersonians] say they are well pleased [with the result] and that the Lion and the Lamb are to lie down together.” Furthermore, “Mr. Adams’s personal friends talk a little in the same way.” Hamilton, nonetheless, reflected that the new Vice-President, “Mr. Jefferson[,] is not half so ill a man as we have been accustomed to think him” and his tenure in office would ensure “a united and vigorous administration.” 
 Although his reflection shows a more positive opinion of Jefferson than his fellow Federalists the word “united” implies an alliance between the President and Vice-President. This further demonstrates Hamilton’s distrust of Adams as an avowed Federalist partisan. The alliance between Adams and Hamilton remained uneasy throughout much of the early part of Adams’s term in office. The uneasiness shifted to open hostility by the end.


Upon learning of the election results, Jefferson himself hoped for a good relationship with Adams. He told his chief political ally, James Madison, to fully “solicit on my behalf that Mr. Adams may be preferred” to occupy the presidency over himself. Jefferson also eloquently expressed his feelings about Adams, stating that although “our ancient friendship was affected by a little leaven produced partly by his constitution, partly by the contrivance of others, yet I never felt a diminution of confidence in his integrity, and retained a solid affection for him.” More candidly, Jefferson announced to Madison that he had “no feelings which would revolt at a secondary position to Adams.” 


Even so, Jefferson admitted to some cracks in the relationship, chiefly on the part of Adams. That is, Jefferson believed that, previously, “there was a difficulty in conveying [any criticisms] to him, and a possibility that the attempt might do mischief there or somewhere else, and I would not have hazarded the attempt” unless firm indication existed of Adams’s receptivity. Madison assured his friend that he heard Adams speak of him “now in friendly terms and will no doubt be soothed by your acceptance of a place subordinate to him.” He believed that Jefferson knew “the temper of Mr. Adams better than I do: but I have always conceived it to be rather a ticklish one.” Jefferson agreed, especially because, since his and Adams’s “return from Europe some little incidents have happened which were capable of affecting a jealous mind like his.” Despite any personal misgivings either ranking Jeffersonian had, they nevertheless saw Adams as receptive to their agenda, which made Hamilton’s fears about Adams fully realized. Indeed, Adams possessed many of the leading characteristics of both the Federalists and the Jeffersonians, a problem which plagued his administration.


Regardless of any personal animosity or plot against Adams, all parties considered his election largely inevitable. Jefferson had “no expectation that the Eastern states will suffer themselves to be so much outwitted as to be made the tools for bringing Pinckney instead of Adams,” and thus, he “presumed they will throw away their second vote.” Madison seconded this opinion before the electoral votes became known, believing “it is highly probable, tho’ not absolutely certain that Pinckney will be third only on the list” and Jefferson “must prepare [himself] to be summoned to the place Mr. Adams now fills” in the Vice-President’s chair.
 Even Hamilton, the supposed great plotter against Adams, asserted that the next President “must be either Adams or Pinkney, the first most probably.” He also believed “by throwing away votes in New England, lest Pinckney should outrun Adams, it is not unlikely that Jefferson will be Vice President.”
 


Ultimately, the electoral result, even so close, was never truly in doubt. On top of his standing in the succession order as Washington’s Vice-President, Adams also received the tacit endorsement of the first president himself, for after their private meeting, Washington’s confidence in his successor was never in doubt. Adams himself, straddling both the Jeffersonian and Federalist mantras, helped to stoke the fires of what eventually became a tumultuous administration. A fate not wanted or expected by the moderate from Massachusetts.

The John Adams Way


Few men served their country in as many different capacities as Adams. After graduating Harvard in 1755, he eventually arrived on the Boston legal scene, where he handled largely minor local issues. His interest in civic politics naturally placed him at the forefront of Boston’s resistance to imperial policies before the Revolution, participating actively in the Committees of Correspondence. Naturally, Adams’s skills as a lawyer, and his passion for writing and arguing, positioned him as a leader of Massachusetts politics. His published writings provided opposition to English rule and elevated him to a seat in the Second Continental Congress in 1775.


In Congress, Adams helped Jefferson draft of the Declaration of Independence. Although Jefferson remained its primary author, Adams led the floor debate for its adoption, a partnership which touched off the life-long relationship of the two men. The two remained close until Adams assumed office as President. Thereafter, they avoided each other until their respective retirements after Jefferson’s presidency. Whereas Hamilton remained distrustful of Adams as President, Jefferson remained optimistic about close cooperation with Adams, a sentiment he expressed to Madison, stating that “if Mr. Adams can be induced to administer the government on it’s true principles, and to relinquish his bias to an English Constitution, it is to be considered whether it would not be on the whole for the public good to come to a good understanding with him as to his future elections… he is perhaps the only sure barrier against Hamilton’s getting in.”
 The allusion by Jefferson to Adams’s monarchist tendencies, put forth in his Defense of the United States Constitution, published in 1787, constituted the base of Jefferson’s claims as to Adams’s monarchist tendencies.


Adams’s theories on political monarchism start with his predominant view that people seek their own self-interest. His Hobbesian tendencies were reinforced by his preference toward a hereditary aristocracy and executive, views known to his contemporaries.
 As to aristocracy, Adams believed that, although all men “are subject by nature to equal laws of morality, and in society have a right to equal laws for their government… no two men are perfectly equal in person, property, understanding, activity and virtue, or ever can be made so by any power less than that which created them.”
 Adams believed aristocracy necessary in order to balance against a tyrannical majority inherent in democracy, a view largely shared by many of his fellow founders.
 He also referred to the executive in royalist terms, particularly “by kings and kingly power, is meant… the executive power in a single person,” a definition under which the presidency of the United States fell.
 Furthermore, in keeping with contemporary theories of mixed government, he argued that the people should support the executive as their primary bulwark against errant aristocracy. 


In addition to these reflections, Adams saw the English Constitution as the most perfect form of government then in existence. He claimed that the “English Constitution is, in history, both for the adjustment of the balance and the prevention of its vibrations [i.e. the prevention of violent changes of control between complete aristocratic domination and complete democratic control], the  most stupendous fabric of human invention; and that the Americans ought to be applauded, instead of censured, for imitating it.”
 Although Adams believed the idyllic English Constitution was out of vogue at the time, his predilection toward a particularly monarchical system, long the bane of America’s colonial existence, became well known to his contemporaries. In light of Adams’s political beliefs, Jefferson’s fears of Adams’s monarchist tendencies dooming an alliance in the new administration seem rather well informed.


However, Adams favored, more than anything, a balance of power between separate and independent political actors. In a letter to Jefferson after their retirements, he detailed his view that aristocracy naturally led to monarchy because it became necessary to “put each one in his place” and maintain a balance.
 Adams once told Jefferson that “you are afraid of the one, I the few,” but “we agree perfectly that the many should have full, fair, and perfect representation [in the House].” Although he wished to give more power to the Presidency in an effort to stem the influence of any aristocratical elements of the United States Senate, he approved of the federal governmental arrangements as they stood at the time of his inauguration in 1796.
 


Adams’s political views on one of the key tenets of Federalist domestic policy further allied him with Jefferson. He made few friends among the Hamiltonians for his hatred of the national bank. Unlike Jefferson, he held his tongue during its initial passage, and towed the Washington administration line. However, in retirement, he expressed his negative feelings which his contemporaries knew well. In a letter to Jefferson, he admitted how he “always considered” the national bank “as a system of national injustice… a sacrifice of public and private interest to a few aristocratical friends and favorites.”
 Madison, as early as 1796, saw Adams’s hatred of the Federalist financial measures, and relayed to Jefferson the ‘enmity of Adams to banks and funding systems which is now become public” and made him unpopular with the Federalist rank and file.
 


Domestic policy, to either the delight or chagrin of Adams, never dominated his presidency in the same vein as foreign policy. Almost from the outset, his administration became embroiled in the war raging between France and Britain. Adams had opinions on France not unlike Hamilton’s, and he remained at best skeptical of the French Revolution. He, like Jefferson, personally witnessed the early French Revolution in the late 1780s. Unlike Jefferson, Adams hated any perceived associations between him and the new government of France. Years after the fact, he recalled “when the French Assembly of Notables met, and when I saw that even my obscure name was often quoted in France as an advocate of simple democracy; when I saw that the sympathies in America had caught the French flame: I was determined to wash my own hands as clean as I could of all this foulness.” He also had “strong forebodings that I was sacrificing all the honors and emoluments of this life; and so it happened: but not in so great a degree as I apprehended.”
 Nonetheless, his misgivings, even so early in the French Revolution, placed him in a group of skeptics who predated even Hamilton, an initial supporter. 


To Jefferson, Adams frankly laid out his disapproval. Viewing Europe, from 1778 until the outbreak of the Revolution in France, as a continent “advancing by slow but sure steps towards an amelioration of the condition of man, in religion and government, in liberty, equality, fraternity, knowledge, civilization, and humanity,” Adams railed against France for setting the progress of Europe back. He expressed that “the French Revolution I dreaded; because I was sure it would, not only arrest the progress of improvement, but give it a retrograde course for at least a century, if not many centuries.” Even the revolutionaries themselves failed to escape Adams’ criticism, as he referred to them as “young scholars from a college or sailors flushed with recent pay or prize money, mounted on wild horses, lashing and spearing, till they would kill the horses and break their own necks.”
 His view of a reckless French government damaging European progress kept him out of an alliance with Jefferson over foreign affairs, but did not naturally place Adams in direct alliance with England.


Despite his admiration for the English Constitution, Adams harbored no partiality toward England, which Adams felt labored under the poor leadership of “mad” King George III. He certainly believed that the United States might become drawn into a conflict to “‘beat down’ the ‘insolence of John Bull,’” by which he meant the English government. He knew of the English government’s insolence better than many of his contemporaries, since he served as the new nation’s first minister plenipotentiary to England.


Like Hamilton and Washington, Adams desired to avoid a war with Britain, and thus supported the Jay Treaty during the ratification fight. Although he had “no great faith in any very brilliant success” by Jay in achieving a treaty to protect all of America’s interests, he still hoped, above all else, that Jay “may keep us out of war.”
 To Adams, the treaty, however flawed, remained entirely preferable to war with Britain.
 


The lofty goal of peace, along with Adams’s personal drive for neutrality, placed him squarely in line with his predecessor, Washington, and shone through the gathering darkness as a beacon of light which Adams constantly pursued. Yet, fate or karma had other ideas for the nation’s second president. Adams spent the entirety of his presidency fighting a quasi-war with the French. His actions in this regard ultimately painted him first as hero, then as turncoat, of the Federalist Party.

The Quasi-War and the XYZ Affair


Many of the facts of the Quasi-War remain undisputed. Its two major aspects, the military and diplomatic events and consequences, helped shape the overall Adams administration, as well as, the Federalist schisms immediately before the election of 1800. Personal reactions, reflections, and goals of the prominent politicians at home and abroad mimicked the range of opinion within the United States at the time. For better or worse, interpretation of the events and effects of the Quasi-War inexplicably linked Adams and his legacy to foreign affairs.


The Quasi-War with France commenced shortly after Adams took office and bore remarkable similarities to the earlier naval troubles the United States experienced with Great Britain in terms of impressment and harassment of American shipping interests. Almost from the minute Adams became president, the French launched an undeclared war on American shipping. In retaliation against the Jay Treaty (seen in France as an Anglo-American alliance), the French summarily started to seize American ships and capture American sailors.
 By 1798, the French also closed all ports to neutral shipping and declared any ship carrying English produced goods as an enemy of France and subject to seizure.
 In order to meet the crisis, Adams availed himself of military options.


Founded during the Washington administration, the United States Navy achieved full armament under Adams. In June 1798, he appointed the first Secretary of the Navy and directed him to arm and staff the three existing heavy frigates of the United States Navy. Following subsequent developments (particularly the XYZ Affair), Adams received Congressional approval and authorized the continuing build-up of forces to include almost fifty and the Marine Corps.
 Nonetheless, actual hostilities against France did not interest Adams. His build-up and armament of the United States took place in order to protect American shipping rights and the safety of American commerce overseas. In addition, Congress also authorized the creation of a standing army to defend the United States in the event of French attack. Adams was successful in achieving his goal of military preparedness.


The Adams administration’s response to the French threat created a political storm at home. To Jefferson and other Jeffersonians seeking peace while at the same time building up naval forces made little logical sense and, therefore, they opposed the measures in Congress, despite desiring the same goal of peace as Adams.
  The appointment of officers to command the army also created a substantive debate.


At the height of calls for war with France, Adams believed only Washington himself was fit for overall command of a standing army. The retired general and president accepted the position, and he immediately made it known that he intended to select his own officers, which included Hamilton as his second in command. Considering Washington’s advanced age, the new president feared the choice inevitably gave Hamilton command of the army. According to Adams, “Hamilton and the [Federalist] party were endeavoring to get an army on foot to give Hamilton the command of it, and thus to proclaim a regal government and place Hamilton as the head of it.”
 Despite such misgivings and fears, Adams acquiesced.
 Suffice it to say, Adams’s blatant fears and hostility toward Hamilton caused a further rift in the already rocky relationship between the two founders, which would explode during the Election of 1800. 


However, actual military matters factored little into the overall picture of the Quasi-War, particularly when viewed against the raging diplomatic battle. As the Quasi-War continued, Adams decided to appoint a new Minister to France in order to negotiate a peace. To that end, Adams appointed Charles Cotesworth Pinckney to “enter on such amicable discussions and to give such candid explanations as might happily remove the discontents and suspicions of the French Government and vindicate the conduct of the United States.” The French refused to see him until after the United States redressed grievances they felt perpetrated against them by the Jay Treaty.
 In order to assist Pinckney, Adams appointed two additional ministers to France: John Marshall of Virginia (a Federalist, lawyer, and decorated veteran of the Revolutionary War) and his personal friend Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts (a Jeffersonian, signer of the Declaration of Independence, and, more importantly, Adams’s personal friend).
 Although the decision to appoint envoys to Paris was met with great approval by all parties involved, the decision of ministers became yet another hotly contested political issue.
 


Federalists in the Cabinet questioned the appointment of Gerry, chiefly because of his independence politically and personal admiration for the French. To Adams, Gerry represented someone who both soothed Jeffersonians’ worries about a Federalist-dominated commission, as well as a personal friend to keep his best interests at heart.
 Ironically, although the Cabinet balked at the choice of Gerry, Hamilton remained largely mum on the subject. In an earlier private letter, he laid out a plan to appoint three envoys to France with the sole purpose of achieving a peaceful end to the Quasi-War. Most curious of all was Hamilton’s choice of commission leader: either Jefferson or Madison. Hamilton believed a commission with Jefferson leading it, balanced by Pinckney, stood a better chance at overall success because of the diversity of political views. He did not believe Jefferson’s francophilia endangered the mission, since “it is far from certain that he would be disposed to make an absolute sacrifice of his country” regardless of his affinity for France.
 His acceptance of Gerry follows his earlier willingness to let his chief political rival lead the envoys. 


Ultimately, the political allegiances of the envoys mattered little. The mission failed abruptly due to what is referred to as the XYZ Affair. The envoys did not accomplish their mission because the French refused to negotiate with the American team. After a brief meeting with French Foreign Minister Talleyrand, the envoys sat and waited for several days before meeting with three secret agents of the French Government, so named X, Y, and Z in the cipher used by the envoys in their communiqués to the State Department. Agents X, Y, and Z told the envoys that Talleyrand favored the United States, but the United States must bribe him personally, as well as commit to a sizeable loan to France, before negotiations could begin. Famously, in his refusal, Pinckney declared that the envoys would not give “a sixpence” for negotiations. After reading of the incident himself, Adams sent the envoys’ dispatches to the floors of Congress for consideration.


The two parties met the news of the XYZ Affair very differently. The Federalists, and particularly Adams, enjoyed a wave of popular public support and sympathy. The events in Europe produced a substantial increase in Federalist majorities in Congress, from seven seats in the 1796 election, to twenty seats in the 1798 election.
 According to Speaker of the House Theodore Sedgwick, the XYZ Affair produced an election “on the whole… favorable as could have been expected- the Federal majority is very large.”
 He believed that “the President by a fortunate concurrence of circumstances has obtained an elevation, which certainly his friends did not expect.” On the other side of the aisle, for all the Federalists’ rejoicing, the Jeffersonians despaired. Jefferson wrote that, even with good news emanating from Gerry, the “aversion of France” prevalent in the country made the populace “consider us as enemies.” Nevertheless, he remained optimistic about Jeffersonian gains in the states, even at the height of the “XYZ Fever.”
 


Regardless of the electoral optimism of the Jeffersonians, Adams summed up the resolve of the Federalists in one sentence: “I will never send another minister to France without assurances that he will be received, respected, and honored as the representative of a great, free, powerful, and independent nation.”
 Adams and the Federalists’ victories in foreign affairs brought them to the height of their power in government. Their fall from grace occurred rapidly and destroyed the gains they made during the XYZ Affair. 

Federalist Fracture


With the Federalists riding high on their foreign policy victories, the collapse and schisms from within hit without warning. The Federalists’ losses began from deep within the inner workings of their greatest victories with almost no signs of what was to come. With the anti-French sentiment at a fever pitch, the Federalists looked to extract revenge against their critics and enemies by passing and enforcing the Alien and Sedition Acts. In passing the Acts, the Federalists sought to quell opposition to their policies and potential French sympathizers. Rather than increasing support for their party, the acts instead united the Jeffersonians. Fighting a common enemy, the Jeffersonians banded together and focused on winning Congressional seats and the presidency in the 1800 federal elections. 


Contrary to the unity experienced by the Jeffersonians, Federalist leaders viewed their party as increasingly strained by conflicting political opinions. They believed connecting the views of moderates with the views of the High or Hamiltonian Federalists was almost impossible. Party leaders greatly feared the possibility of electoral losses if they failed. Nevertheless, the internal disunion between members of the Federalist Party show an increasingly weak party organization even before the Election of 1800.


Ultimately, the Federalists suffered from self-inflicted wounds. As the personal animosity between Adams and Hamilton boiled over, Adams continually believed the former Secretary of the Treasury was plotting against him. Adams remained in unilateral control of the foreign policy of the United States, even bypassing advice from his Cabinet. As Hamilton and the Cabinet members expressed outrage, Adams purged the Secretaries he felt disloyal toward him from his administration. This action caused Hamilton to write an incendiary pamphlet decrying the personal make-up and political actions of the President. His personal campaign against his own party’s candidate for President sealed the Federalists’ fate and brought Jefferson to power. 


The Alien and Sedition Acts started, not as a measure by the High or Hamiltonian Federalists, but as an invention of the moderate wing of the party. Concerned about the growing influx of foreign immigrants to the United States, usually with a pro-French allegiance, Adams supporters, such as Harrison Gray Otis of Massachusetts, wholly supported the bills. As enacted, the Naturalization Act of 1798 required a period of residence before anyone qualified for American citizenship. Provisions of the Alien Acts allowed the President to deport any foreigner he considered dangerous to the country. Still, the Sedition Act of 1798 caused the greatest outcry. The law made “any false, scandalous, and malicious writing or writings against the government of the United States, or the President of the United States, with intent to defame… or to bring them into contempt or disrepute” a federal crime.
 In essence, the Federalists made it a capital crime to oppose the workings and decisions of the Adams administration. With fear and fever for war at an all-time high, the Acts passed easily, despite Jeffersonian objections. As in many times of patriotic fervor in the United States, the Federalists viewed the Alien and Sedition Acts as necessary for the safety and security of the United States, regardless of the limitations they placed on, among other things, constitutional freedoms of speech and the press.
 In addition, Adams saw it, not only a necessary war measure, but also restitution for wrongs inflicted upon him by his harshest critics.


Adams’s support for the acts followed the same line as other Federalists, Hamiltonian and moderate alike. Sedgwick and Secretary of State Timothy Pickering, both of Massachusetts and confirmed High Federalists, supported the bill whole-heartedly.
 The heartiest approval came, not from the floors of Congress, but from the White House itself. Adams’s wife, Abigail, wrote a series of letters which expressed her gratitude for the Sedition Act. She felt it necessary in order to stop the “most wicked and base, violent and culminating abuse” of criticisms of her husband in the “criminal” newspapers. Allegedly “bearing neither malice nor ill will toward anyone, not even the most deluded,” she wished “the laws of our country were competent to punish the stirrer up of sedition, the writer and printer of base and unfounded calumny.” A strong law, she believed, would “contribute as much to the peace and harmony of our country as any measure” and, in addition, “in times like the present, a more careful and attentive watch ought to be kept over foreigners.”
 Because of the close and trusting relationship shared by Abigail and John Adams, it is probable that Abigail’s thoughts parallel the President’s. Due to his jealous demeanor, Adams likely reveled in the chance to punish some of his critics.


Madison and Jefferson responded to the Alien and Sedition Acts quickly, with the Virginia and Kentucky Resolves (written by each man, respectively). The documents shaped the manifesto of Jeffersonian states’ rights. In his draft of the Kentucky Resolve, Jefferson relied on the Ninth Amendment to the Constitution, which declares “the powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”  Therefore, he believed the Alien and Sedition Acts “are altogether void, and of no force; and that the power to create, define, and punish such other crimes is reserved, and, of right, appertains solely and exclusively to the respective states, each within its own territory.”
 


His party flocked to the cause and arguments Jefferson espoused. Speaking on the effect the Alien and Sedition Acts had on the Jeffersonians, Sedgwick announced that, throughout their passage, the “sentiment and opinion among them is perfectly unanimous… I have never conversed with an individual on the subject, who did not unequivocally reprobate the measure[s].”
 He stated, in a later letter, that “faction has… become more consistent and systematic, and I believe its leaders have decided that the duration of the government shall depend on the actual force of its friends and enemies.”
 


While the Jeffersonians united behind attacks from their common enemy, the Federalists, especially some of the moderates, remained on the fence about the measures. Moderate John Marshall criticized the Alien and Sedition Acts during his campaign for election to the House of Representatives in 1796. In a public letter, he introduced himself as a candidate who was “not an advocate for the alien and sedition bills: had I been in Congress when they passed, I should, unless my judgment could have been changed, certainly opposed them.” However, he believed the expiration dates within the laws negated any need to oppose them in strong terms such as the Virginia and Kentucky Resolves. Furthermore, he saw them merely as divisive political measures, rather than encroachments on Constitutional freedoms.
 


Marshall’s opposition was significant to many Federalists because of his Virginia roots and promising political career. Federalist leaders hoped Marshall “may and probably will give a home to the Federal politics south of the Susquehannah” River.
 Sedgwick described Marshall as “perfectly honorable, yet I do believe he would have been a more decided [party] man had his education been on the [northern] side of the Delaware [River].” Sedgwick lamented how Marshall was not “the immediate representative of that country” of Virginia, instead of acting as a private citizen throughout the 1790s.
 By criticizing the Acts, Marshall, therefore, caused Federalist leaders to worry about his moderate, even Jeffersonian, political leanings.


Uniquely placed to monitor cohesion among Federalist Party members in Congress, Sedgwick noted an uneasy truth about his party: it lacked the unity of the rival Jeffersonians. Starting as early as July 1799, Sedgwick wrote furiously to King, that “there were shades of Federalism, and we know that there are infinite degrees, as well of firmness of nerve, as of mental comprehension.” He continued by bemoaning his acceptance of the Speaker position, saying “I shall find my situation… painful beyond expression, if the Federalists cannot be brought to act homogeneously.”
 He did not stop there. In successive letters to King, Sedgwick observed that “if the Federal majority act together, much may and ought to be done to give efficiency to the government and to repress the efforts of Jacobins against it.”
 As he pressed on, he became convinced that “the Federal part of the House will… be brought to act together; but to produce this union of action there must, I fear, be a sacrifice of the opinion of some, whom I deem among the best and most enlivened men of our country.”
 His insights revealed cracks in the Federalist majorities. Rather than the cohesive body represented by the Jeffersonians, the Federalists were a weakened conglomerate of opinions which oftentimes failed to act with perfect party discipline. The vast differences of opinions made the Federalists naturally more predisposed to fracture, anger, and fighting from within. All three predispositions came to the fore within the Adams Cabinet.


The man at the center of the storm, Adams’s Secretary of State Pickering, stood out as a non-sympathetic figure. Jefferson’s replacement as Secretary of State during the Washington administration, Pickering was one of a number of High Federalists from Massachusetts, and believed that the Jacobin Jeffersonians remained hell-bent on a complete take-over and annihilation of the United States government. Never as adept as his predecessor, Pickering disagreed with Adams over many substantive policies and continued to relay information from within the administration to Hamilton, although he undoubtedly acted in concert with others. He served in Adams’s Cabinet with other veterans of the Washington administration, and created constant tension for Adams.
 


However, Adams and Pickering’s mutual dislike of one another stayed in the background until Adams reached a major decision on foreign affairs, the realm of the State Department which Pickering headed. In February 1799, almost two years after the commencement of the Quasi-War and XYZ Affair, Adams reneged on his promise never to send another Minister to France without expressed assurances of his reception by the French Government. Because Adams remained “always disposed and ready to embrace every plausible appearance of probability of preserving or restoring tranquility” between the United States and France, he nominated William Vans Murray, Minister to the Netherlands, as the new Minister to France. He wished to reassure Congress of his reversal in opinion by explaining how he would ensure “effectual care shall be taken in his instructions that he shall not go to France without direct and unequivocal assurances from the French Government, signified by their minister of foreign relations that he shall be received in character, shall enjoy the privileges attached to his character by the law of nations… and powers shall be appointed to treat with him, to discuss and conclude all controversies between the two Republics by a new treaty.”
  Although Adams’s qualifications with regard to French reception fit with his earlier decision, his appointment of a new minister before the French made any official attempt to reopen negotiations caused many Federalists, Pickering in particular, to question the President’s decision. They believed Vans Murray’s appointment constituted another diplomatic step by the United States before the French government attempted to put the XYZ Affair in the past.


Adams’s decision was heavily influenced by the reports he received from his own envoy during the XYZ Affair, Gerry, in October 1798. Following his return to the United States, Gerry assured Adams that the French desperately wanted peace with the United States and stood ready to negotiate a settlement with a new Minister. In addition to telling Adams what the President desperately wished to hear, Gerry also likely relayed truthful information, for his assurances corroborated well with news Adams gained from other ministers in Europe. Adams wrote Pickering to ask his opinion on the subject and prepare for the possibility of sending another minister as soon as the French provided assurances of his reception. Adams made further public comments to similar effect before Congress on December 7th, 1798. Public assurances never came from the French before Adams’s appointment of Vans Murray on February 18th, 1799.
 


Suffice it to say, the Federalists in Congress were shocked. More troubling to them, Adams issued his decision without consulting his Cabinet. Sedgwick told King that when Adams “arrived at Trenton [the seat of the federal government], he did not design to communicate with the Secretarties on the expediency of the measure- the Secretary of State had been, previously, or then was directed, to draw up instructions.”
 Sedgwick further explained the perceived consequences of Adams’s unilateral actions:

In my recluse situation, I cannot say, for I do not know, the actual result of the feeling and reasonings of the best friends of the government (the Federalists) on this occasion. I know, however, what consequences are to be expected- a total loss of confidence among the best friends of government in the wisdom and prudence of the President, a belief that he is influenced by caprice along or by the advice of men of intrigue who have infused into his mind an incurable jealousy of those he formally deemed his best and ablest friends. It is also to be expected that an inimitable   division will, in consequence of this state of things, take place among the Federalists, the effects of which will be incalculably mischievous, whether as they respect a future election of a President, the system of administration… if possible worse, an increase of strength to the opposing faction. The latter has in some important scenes in the U.S. already obviously taken place.

Although his assessment might seem overdramatic, Sedgwick’s concerns proved all too prophetic for the comfort of the Federalist majority. His observations were briefly unfounded, however, as the situation worsened, Adams’s Cabinet balked at the lack of consultation he sought from them. 


Adams continued to run the mission to France very personally, often bypassing his Secretary of State, until May, 1800. Adams’s continued ignorance of his Cabinet, mainly due to his perceptions of an alliance between his Secretaries and Hamilton, eventually exploded over the issue of the new French mission. This resulted in Adams expelling many of his Secretaries from the Administration. After Federalist losses in the New York State legislature that month, a heavy blow considering the legislature would pick the electors for president in the upcoming election, Adams finally attacked what he perceived as disloyal forces in his Cabinet. He accused some of his Secretaries of consorting with Hamilton to undercut his administration by actively working to sabotage and oppose his claims, primary among them his appointment of Vans Murray. He further claimed that Jefferson was a better man and a “wiser one” than Hamilton, insinuating he would make a better President. He saw Hamilton’s presence at the seat of government, coinciding with his return and his Cabinet’s irritation at him for not seeking their advice and input, as ample evidence of the conspiracy. At these attacks, Adams’s Secretary of War, James McHenry, resigned under duress following a verbal altercation in which Adams accused him of conspiring with Hamilton. Five days later, Adams asked for the resignation of Pickering. He refused. Adams subsequently fired his Secretary of State. The purge of his Cabinet was complete.


 The Federalists suffered through the serious internal damages of the Cabinet purge. King wrote to Sedgwick on the matter, saying the events “were less unexpected by me, than even by you and others who were upon the scene.” King also expressed “having a sincere and great regard for Mr. Pickering.”
 Even though he applauded Pickering’s replacement as Secretary of State, John Marshall,
 he concurred, stating that “the dismissal of Mr. Pickering alone would have been regretted by every man acquainted with his character, who duly appreciated his merits and virtues; but had he been only an object of distrust and resentment, the injury would have been less fatal to the course which we have endeavored to support.” The roots of the split between Adams and the Cabinet went back four years.


Sedgwick believed Adams’ anger towards the Federalist ranks started during the 1796 election. Taking part in Hamilton’s plot to elevate Pinckney to the presidency, Sedgwick felt Adams “deeply resented [his conduct] at the time” and never forgot.
 Sedgwick deduced the “principal object of his resentment and jealousy, was Mr. Hamilton; who, possessing great influence, had, in his usual open and undisguised manner, exerted it all on the occasion.” The jealousy of Adams, according to Sedgwick, continued to grow.


Listing grievances Adams held against the Federalist Party from 1796, Sedgwick assessed Adams’s jealousies.
 Adams, he claimed, “denounces the men, and almost all the men, in whom he confided in at the beginning of his administration, as an oligarchick faction, and what is still more odious, as a British faction.” These men, supposedly, “combined to drive [Adams] from office;  because they cannot govern him, and to appoint Pinckney, by whose agency, under the control of this faction, and particularly of Hamilton its head, the country is to be driven into a war with France, and a more intimate [alliance], if not an indissoluble one with Great Britain.” Sedgwick saw the consequences starting to paint a desolate picture. He believed “these representations by [Adams], which are diffused throughout [Massachusetts] by his friends and men by the indefatigable [employment] of his enemies, the Jacobins” produced a situation wherein “the Federal Party here has been disorganized, and every where throughout the nation its energies paralyzed.”  Through “the most painful industry, and the most perfect union, the [Federalists] had obtained a height on which they appeared to be impregnably entrenched; but by the misconduct of an individual [Adams], the whole force is disheartened on the one hand, and on the other, the adversary is inspired with fresh confidence” coinciding to doom the Federalists.
 


For Hamilton, the time had come to act. Unable to take the abuses Adams leveled at him any longer, he leapt to action on the eve of the approaching election. His anger fell in line with those who shared Sedgwick’s assessment of the situation. Yet, he simply made a bad situation worse. Hamilton published, on October 24th, 1800, a public “Letter ….Concerning the Public Conduct and Character of John Adams, Esq. President of the United States.”
 Originally intended only for private Federalist use, the Letter inevitably wound up in the public press. An inflammatory document throughout, filled with attacks undoubtedly as bad, if not much worse, than what the Jeffersonians leveled against Adams, Hamilton’s public letter defamed the candidate he intended to support in the ensuing election. He admitted as much at the top of the letter, stating, “few go as far in their objections as I do.”


For Hamilton, his mistrust of Adams dated to the Revolution, where he first sensed Adams’ shortcomings.
 In the attack published just before the Election of 1800, Hamilton opened by portraying Adams as a man who “does not possess the talents adapted to the administration of government, and that there are defects in his character, which unfit him for the office of chief magistrate.” He leveled charges of Adams as “a man of an imagination sublimated and eccentric; propitious neither to the regular display of sound judgment, nor the steady perseverance in a systematic plan of conduct.” In possession of a “vanity without bounds” and a “jealousy capable of discoloring every object,” Adams “extreme egotism” was tolerated only as a means of balancing the 1788 presidential ticket of Washington, a Virginian, with a Northerner.


Asserting a desire to preserve “harmony within the Federal Party,” Hamilton supported Adams throughout the Washington administration. He addressed, in his public letter, the supposed scheme at the end of Washington’s term to elevate Thomas Pinckney to the presidency over Adams. Although he admitted the outcome of the plan “would not have been disagreeable to me,” he reasserted his intention to merely advocate for the joint election of Adams and Pinckney, with unanimous and equal support for both from all Federalist electors.
 Hamilton saw his plan’s failure in the New England states as a source of the “serious schism which has since grown in the Federal Party.” Adams “never could forgive the men who had been engaged in the plan” to support both him and Pinckney equally, even “though it embraced some of his most partial admirers.” Hamilton suffered Adams’ rage “so vehement, as to have caused him more than once, to forget the decorum, which, in his situation, ought to have been an inviolable law.”


Regardless of the personal animosity between them, Hamilton confirmed his support for the Adams administration in its infancy in his public letter, although he believed the President thought he alone was “the bulwark of his country against foreign influence.”
 His support for Adams vanished when he realized that “in regard to our foreign relations… the public measures of Mr. Adams first attract criticism.”
 Although initially supported by Hamilton, Adams’s actions toward the French government caused him concern when he viewed Adams as lowering the conduct of the United States to the same level as the French by refusing to receive their ministers. Adams’s complete turnaround on the issue in 1798, coupled with his refusal to consult his Cabinet on the matter, constituted what Hamilton saw as an egregious error in foreign policy.


Hamilton viewed Adams’s complete switch in the conduct of foreign affairs as unseemly conduct for the President of the United States in his public letter. Adams’s switch in mid-progress “was a virtual acknowledgement that it had been premature [to begin with, and] it argued instability of views, or want of sufficient consideration beforehand.”
 By acting impetuously, Adams had delayed an inevitable peace. 


Adams’s recent purge of his own Cabinet, as well as his accusations of Hamiltonian foul-play and undermining, riled Hamilton to defend the actions of himself his friends within the administration. He claimed his arrival at Trenton at the same time as Adams as “simple occurrences” which caused in “the jealous mind of Mr. Adams, ‘confirmations strong,’ of some mischievous plot against his independence.” Ultimately, Hamilton viewed Adams’s decision to not consult his own ministers as a “dangerous and degrading system” which potentially harmed the workings of good government.


Adams, Hamilton argued, continually hurled a “torrent of gross personal abuse” him, including blame for the loss of the Federalist majority in the state legislature of New York.
 Hamilton believed these accusations were preposterous. He ended his public letter by taking a number of parting shots at Adams. Most of the statements reiterated earlier attacks and accused Adams of furnishing“deadly weapons to [Federalist] enemies by unfounded accusations, and has [weakening] the force of its friends” heading into the important election. Yet, no accusation carried more weight than Hamilton’s unfavorable comparison of Adams with Washington. Indeed the current President, to Hamilton, “has made great progress in undermining the ground which was gained for the government by his predecessor, and that there is real cause to apprehend, it might totter, if not fall, under his future auspices.”


Having just predicted that his own party’s presidential candidate would destroy the government should his conduct continue, Hamilton immediately asserted his “finally resolved” opinion not to “advise the withholding from him of a single vote.” His plan called for Federalists to support Adams and vice-presidential candidate Charles Cotesworth Pinckney equally.
 To many Federalists inside and outside of government, this begrudging support for Adams must have seemed incredibly odd. Surely some of Hamilton’s criticism had kernels of truth, such as reflections that “Mr. Adams might have benefitted by the advice of his ministers” and that he seemed unable to listen to advice. Bypassing the Cabinet naturally tended “to exclude from places of primary trust, the men most fit to occupy them” and supply advice to the President also held true as a legitimate criticism.
 


Personal attacks on Adams character seemed rather out of place if Hamilton’s Letter was intended to impart constructive, rather than destructive, criticism from within the party. Publicly, his personal criticisms played out as blatant and opposition attacks that accomplished a Jeffersonian goal of tarring the President’s conduct. At best, Hamilton’s criticisms seem hypocritical and his support only begrudging. The effect the public letter had on Jeffersonian opposition was probably mild, since they had no intention of supporting Adams in the coming election anyway. The effect on Federalists presumably was more complicated.


Undoubtedly, many members of the party shared Hamilton’s criticisms and misgivings about Adams. Sedgwick certainly agreed with him, but, unlike Hamilton, relayed his criticisms in private correspondence. Hamilton also took advantage of private correspondence to criticize Adams, but he only reiterated much of what he stated in his “Letter.” Yet, he went even farther in some, wishing to withdraw complete support from Adams regardless of the consequences, even a Jefferson victory.
 Safe to say, the Federalists, especially Hamilton, provided more criticism of their own candidate for President, both in public and private, than criticism of the opposition. In some respects, the publication of Hamilton’s vile criticisms against Adams sealed the Federalists’ fate.


Attempting to unite behind Adams despite Hamilton’s machinations, the Federalists prepared for the presidential Election of 1800. Writing from London, King proclaimed his “opinion that our united effort should be made to effect the reelection of Mr. Adams,” regardless of his past offenses.
 Sedgwick informed King of a “meeting of the whole Federal Party on the subject of the ensuing election, and [we] have agreed that we will support bona fide Mr. Adams and General [Charles Cotesworth] Pinckney.” Although the plan had significant cracks, Sedgwick remained confident that “if this agreement be faithfully executed, we shall succeed, but otherwise we cannot escape the fangs of Jefferson.”  He believed the schisms in the party constituted “an evil of a more alarming nature than you can well form an idea of” and might cost the Federalists the election.
 Despite all of their troubles, the party nevertheless remained optimistic about their chances for victory. Analyzing some Electoral College numbers, Sedgwick predicted a winner based on his perceptions. While discounting any Federalist chances of picking up votes in Virginia and North Carolina, he believed that the East stood firmly behind the Federalist ticket and that “in Maryland and Georgia we shall have several votes, and South Carolina and Delaware all.” 


Hamilton did not share his optimism. Making the pursuit of electing Pinckney his “single object,” he embarked on a letter writing campaign to Federalist leaders. He wrote privately to Sedgwick, claiming “the only way to prevent a fatal schism in the Federal Party is to support General Pinckney in good earnest,” and predicted “that Adams and Pinckney will be upheld in the East with entire good faith, on the ground of conformity I will, wherever my influence may extend, purse the same plan.” Not letting up on his criticisms of Adams, he saw the government “under Adams as under Jefferson… will sink… the party in the hands of whose chief it shall sink will sink with it and the advantage will all be on the side of his adversaries.” This line of thinking provided ample reason for Hamilton not to fear a Jefferson victory. Even an Adams loss, although it would place “an enemy at the head of Government,” would offer the Federalists “one whom we can oppose and for whom we are not responsible, who will not involve our party in the disgrace of his foolish and bad measures” and, thus, make opposition and future victory all the more easy. Again reiterating his allegiance to the Federalist cause, Hamilton assured Sedgwick that he would work, regardless of his detestation for his task, to effect the election of Adams.


Hamilton also wrote to the Federalist leader of Maryland, Charles Carroll of Carrollton. Unlike in his letter to Sedgwick, he remained less optimistic about Federalist chances for victory. He saw New York completely lost, with “a majority which can by no means be overcome” and will direct electors to “vote for Mr. Jefferson” unanimously. Although he again counted on the New England states to support the Federalist ticket, he expressed concerns about divisions in Connecticut and New Jersey, seeing “the event is uncertain, but that the probability is that a universal adherence of Federalists to Pinckney will exclude Jefferson.” That said Hamilton emphasized to Carroll the necessity of supporting Pinckney, even in places where support for Adams waned. Since even some New Englanders “prefer him to Adams,” he instructed Carroll that “it is not advisable that Maryland should be too deeply pledged to the support of Mr. Adams.”
 Hamilton hoped to swing the election to Pinckney by winning electoral votes in the Jeffersonian strongholds of the South. If the plan proceeded as he hoped, and Pinckney prevailed over Jefferson, the federal government would remain split between the Federalists and the Jeffersonians. His plan did not succeed.


In what historians refer to as the “Revolution of 1800,” the Jeffersonian ticket of Jefferson and Aaron Burr triumphed over the Federalist ticket of Adams and Pinckney by a margin of seventy-three electoral votes to sixty-five. Several key statistics stand out. As predicted, Federalists unanimously carried the New England states, as well as New Jersey and Delaware. The Jeffersonians, as predicted, unanimously carried New York and Virginia as well as the western states of Kentucky and Tennessee. The electoral votes split evenly in Maryland and, surprisingly, evenly in heavily Jeffersonian Pennsylvania (although the Jeffersonians received one more electoral vote because Pennsylvania cast an odd number of fifteen electoral votes). Notwithstanding Sedgwick’s pessimism, the Federalists managed to take four electoral votes in North Carolina. One state alone failed the Federalist cause: South Carolina. In Pinckney’s home state, the Federalist ticket received none of the eight available electoral votes. 


The fact remained that, given the razor thin electoral margin of Jefferson (a four vote switch from Jefferson to Adams would have tied the election between the two candidates, a five vote switch would have swung the election to Adams), Federalist lack of unity loomed large as a mitigating and causal factor of the loss. A split between Jefferson and Adams over South Carolina’s eight electoral votes would have forced a tie between the two men.
 An equal vote for Pinckney and Jefferson, as hoped for by Hamilton throughout the southern states, would have elevated Pinckney to the vice-presidency. Hamilton’s electoral strategies, behind the scenes and in public, and chiefly his attacks on Adams, undoubtedly had a large effect. At a time when electors were not selected by popular vote, it ensured the party leaders, rather than private citizens controlled the outcome of the election. After hearing Hamilton’s attacks, their choice of electors was undoubtedly more susceptible to internal party dynamics. As leader of the Federalist Party, Hamilton’s weight and influence over party members in government was comparatively larger than other politicians. His open hostility to the leading candidate no doubt caused many Federalists to rethink their allegiances, especially the moderates within the party who remained attached to Adams’s policies. Every single mistake, every piece of disunity, became magnified in contributing to the Federalist loss. 


Marshall, writing after the election, expressed mortification upon learning of the Federalist fracture. He became more incensed when he learned of the throw away vote in Rhode Island for Jay. He “attributed” it “to Hamilton’s pamphlet.”
 Certainly an isolated incident, it remains no stretch of the imagination to assume that Marshall’s observation likely extended to elsewhere in the country. Many Federalist leaders probably followed similar patterns of throwing away or switching votes away from Adams, exactly the same as the Rhode Island party leaders.
 


Even though the Federalists lost the election, the results actually created a tie between the two members of the Jeffersonian ticket: Thomas Jefferson and Aaron Burr. The Framers did not anticipate party politics and presidential tickets. Therefore, the Constitution stipulated that the first place finisher in the Electoral College became President, and the runner-up Vice-President. In the event of a tie, the House of Representatives chose the President. Because of the unity of the Jeffersonian electors, Burr and Jefferson tied with 73 electoral votes apiece.


The Constitution forced the outgoing Federalist majority in the House of Representatives to make a bitter choice between Jefferson and Burr. More aligned with the Federalists’ interests, Burr represented a more appealing choice to many, particular because his elevation barred the hated Jefferson from the presidency. As the Federalists moved toward the election of Burr, their leader intervened on Jefferson’s behalf.


Hamilton, despite his hatred of Jefferson, supported him because “the public good must be paramount to every private consideration.”
 Furthermore, so “long as the Federal Party preserve their high ground of integrity and principle,” he did “not despair of the public weal.” Regardless of the elevation of the rival Jefferson to the highest office in the land, his predilection against Burr was an open secret among the members of the government. He believed Burr represented an inferior choice for President, mainly due to Burr’s character. 


Privately, Hamilton expressed his extreme reservations about Burr’s character to govern, along similar lines to his description of Adams prior to the election. Calling him a “profligate; a voluptuary in the extreme, with uncommon habits of expense,” Hamilton wrote multiple letters to members of Congress convincing them of the necessity to elect Jefferson over Burr at whatever personal cost.
 Above all, he calculated a negative response should Burr finish ahead of Jefferson. He believed that “if the anti-federalists who prevailed in the election are left to take their own man [Jefferson], they remain responsible and the Federalists remain free united and without stain.” However, “if the Federalists substitute Burr, they adopt him and become answerable for him,” thus placing their heads back on the chopping block come the next presidential election for all actions of the new administration.
 


During their bitter choice, many Federalists feared Jefferson would “embody himself with the House of Representatives” and, by “weakening the office of the President[,] he will increase his personal power.” By accomplishing these feats, Jefferson would “diminish his responsibility, sap the fundamental principles of the government, and become the leader of that party which is about to constitute the majority of the legislature.”
 Yet, Hamilton’s influence, despite the harm he personally caused the Federalist Party, still held enough weight to swing the House in Jefferson’s favor. According to John Marshall, “your representation of Mr. Burr… that from him still greater danger than even from Mr. Jefferson may be apprehended” fell on friendly ears and that, although unable to personally aid Jefferson due to political differences, he simply would “take no part in this business” of electing the next president.
 Through Hamilton’s efforts, Jefferson ascended to the presidency.


To explain Federalist losses in 1800, careful attention must be paid to rift within the party surrounding the election of Adams, caused primarily by his Federalist adversary Hamilton. Even though evidence of a split Federalist mind-set existed prior to Adams’s war against his Cabinet, the final blow came during the election, when Federalist internal disagreements made a very public appearance. Although the Jeffersonians remained more united than their Federalist opponents, ultimate blame for the 1800 loss falls on the Federalists themselves. They produced their own means of defeat dating back at least as far as the Alien and Sedition Acts. Culminating a public airing of grievances against each other, they turned enough electors away from their cause in order to lose the election. Despite twelve years in office and an uncanny height of popular opinion during the Quasi-War, the Federalists’ fall from grace came quickly and from within. To the great chagrin of all members of the party, the event that they feared most finally came to pass. The Jacobins had taken command of government.
Federalist Descent

Revolution of 1800: The Aftermath


The Federalists awoke at the dawn of a new century with Thomas Jefferson in control of the Federal government. The shock many Federalists experienced struck a chord deep within their being. As one Massachusetts Federalist reflected, they “had, till now, but little doubt of the success of the Adams and Pinckney ticket.”
 As the Federalists bemoaned their loss, they could not avoid the inescapable fact that they created the means of their own demise. The internal disunion of the previous election continued to haunt them well into the transition of power. As the Federalists contemplated their failings, they started to realize the vast consequences their schisms caused.


Numerous Federalists, both at home and abroad, expressed their disappointment over the election’s proceedings. John Marshall “in the chagrin [he] experienced under” the “late defeat,” wrote to defeated vice-presidential candidate Charles Cotesworth Pinckney about the “much consolation” he “had drawn…from the opinion that the Federalists throughout the continent had been faithful to themselves and to each other.” Much to Marshall’s dismay, he became “extremely mortified to learn that this has not been completely the case.”
 He remained less morose than most, fearing Jefferson likely would “strengthen the state governments at the expense of that of the union and … transfer as much as possible the powers remaining with the general government to the floor of the House of Representatives.”
 Marshall’s reflections were a far cry from the doomsday projections of other Federalist leaders.


Across the ocean in London, Rufus King evoked similar optimism, albeit at a state-centric level. Like Marshall, King wrote to express his “disappointment” at the failure “in the late election.” He was “more sorry to hear that [the Federalists] were not then united on the subject of the election of President- this hesitation may end in division, and at best will weaken” the party. However, like Marshall, King shied away from predicting a total dissolution of government. In the same paragraph, he reiterated his hope for the “best concerning the future election for Governor of Massachusetts,” and hoped a Federalist victory might create a “motive to heal the division regarding the choice for President.”
 King also referred to Jefferson in more positive terms than his contemporaries, even calling the new president “prudent.”
 King’s and Marshall’s criticisms of Federalist conduct toward each other during the past election were tame compared to the rants of Fisher Ames, one of Adams’s chief political allies and a Congressman from Massachusetts.


Shortly after the election, in December 1800, Ames wrote about the schisms he witnessed. He believed “the security of Federalism felt” its own “weakness after having tried to fortify it by uniting with the Jeffersonians” against Adams, for, “no party can withstand the public denunciation of its chief.” Ames also saw the Jeffersonians as a political force, even more powerful than the Federalists at their height. Nevertheless, he still needed more evidence to convince himself of the fact. He thought “it [was] not certain that those who are now right are not even more powerful (if properly headed) as a party than when our numbers were greater.”
 Ames became slightly obsessed and angry over the treatment of Adams by his fellow Federalists, and became especially angry at the failings of the strategy to gain southern votes for Pinckney in conjunction with Jefferson.
 Certainly Ames’s criticisms, like those of King and Marshall, remained fairly open secrets and an accepted understanding within the party. The Federalists now looked more toward the future in an effort to learn from their mistakes and regain the heights they achieved during the Washington Administration.


Former Speaker of the House, Theodore Sedgwick, looked towards the future of the Federalists from his retirement. He believed “whenever the Federal systems shall be broken, and the feebleness which must result from a complete relaxation shall be felt, the people may remember those men whose wise counsels have once save them from ruin, and again place the government in their hands.” The Federalists learned enough from their past failures, in his mind, to “defend themselves against those means which have been found sufficient for the destruction of their influence.”
 As the midterm elections of 1802 grew closer, Sedgwick saw an increase in Federalist membership throughout the nation. Although he still remained worried about the possible losses the Federalists might experience in the coming Massachusetts elections, he felt confident of the Federalists’ chances at reclaiming the top of the political order.
 Meanwhile, King wondered whether the Federalists “should not work for war in order to shake off the torpor of peace.”
 


However, becasue the Jeffersonians maintained their hold on Congress after the 1802 elections, the first of two successive blows fell upon the Federalists which dashed any hopes of reclaiming the presidency in 1804.
 This first hammer struck in 1803, when Jefferson completed the Louisiana Purchase. Popular throughout the country, the Purchase gave increased prestige and positive public opinion to the ruling Jeffersonians. As Jefferson secured thousands of uncharted acres for his “yeoman farmer” to expand into, the Federalists looked upon the Purchase as a mortal political wound which they were unable to stop. Harrison Gray Otis of Massachusetts, who would soon emerge as a leading Federalist, thought the party remained “in a torpor, or rather a profound sleep from which it would seem nothing will rouse them but fire and sword.”


 Even harder for many Federalists, especially considering their hatred of Jefferson, was their overall support for executive power. Although Alexander Hamilton saw the purchase as “owing to a fortuitous concurrence of unforeseen and unexpected circumstances” and grossly exaggerated in terms of value, he nevertheless supported the act and believed that it “will render… in every view of immense benefit to our country.” Unlike Jefferson in his opposition to the National Bank in 1791, Hamilton never attacked the Purchase on constitutional grounds. Chiefly because of his expansive view of presidential power, he approved of one of the greatest victories of his political rival.
 The effects of the Louisiana Purchase, to the great mortification of the Federalists, likely made Jefferson far too popular to defeat in the 1804 election, and thus relegated them to another four years under a Jeffersonian administration.


A second hammer struck in Weehawken, New Jersey on the morning of July 12th, 1804. On that day, Hamilton died from a gun-shot wound he suffered in a duel with Vice-President Aaron Burr the day before. Likely the most well-known aspect of Hamilton’s biography, the duel cut down the life of the Federalists’ first, great, and only true leader. The origins of the duel emerged shortly after Burr’s campaign against Jefferson in the electoral deadlock of 1800. Because of Burr’s campaign against Jefferson, his political career as a Jeffersonian came to a rapid close, and he subsequently turned his attention to Federalist politics in his home state of New York, with hope of winning the governorship in 1804.  Because of the support he received from some Federalists in 1800, Burr became convinced that he fit within the party. However, he did not count on the continuing open opposition of Hamilton. Distrusting of Burr since 1800, Hamilton again worked to ensure his defeat in 1804. Due to Hamilton’s efforts, Burr suffered the greatest loss of any candidate for governor in New York up to that point.


Angered greatly by Hamilton’s second instance of destroying his political career, Burr asked for an explanation. Thinking it necessary to protect his honor, he challenged Hamilton to a duel, a duel Hamilton grudgingly accepted despite his own detestation of the practice. Many accounts say that, on the fateful day, Hamilton wasted his shot high, as Burr took direct aim and mortally wounded him in the abdomen. Others differ. Regardless, by the end of the day on July 12th: the Federalist leader was dead.


Following Hamilton’s death, control of the Federalist Party remained a constant issue throughout the second and final era of Federalist politics. Although several figures attempted to save it, the party continued its downward spiral started in the Revolution of 1800. Coinciding with the decline of Federalist leadership, the Jeffersonians adopted many key tenets of the Hamiltonian Federalist ideology, particularly greater federal intervention in the economy and a more expansive view of presidential power. The Federalists, now under the pseudo-leadership of the younger generation, nevertheless attempted to recreate their once strong national organization, and succeeded to some extent with a national nominating convention and substantial electoral in 1812. An ultimately false rebirth, the election occurred with a set of unique circumstances which masked the Federalist retreat into what some referred to at the time as a possible “northern confederacy.” 


Even before Hamilton’s death, Federalist politics began to revolve around a proposed “northern confederacy” of the New England states and New York. Hamilton, always the quintessential nationalist, opposed it until his death.
 The secessionist plot, first espoused by Senator Timothy Pickering of Massachusetts in 1804, was always bubbling just under the surface of the Federalist Party. When Federalists met for the Hartford Convention in 1814, the “northern confederacy” idea was firmly linked with the party. The timing of the Convention and its association with the confederacy painted the Federalists as treasonous and coincided with the end of the party as a national political party. Yet, the Hartford Convention advocated political policies vastly different from the Hamiltonian era of the late 1790s. This change, usually ignored or significantly minimized in importance, represents a change of great significance for the party.

Several key players emerged in the Federalist Party during the years following Hamilton’s death. Unlike the Jeffersonians, the Federalists did not have a clear-cut second in command like James Madison. The greater problem revolved around whether a member of the old guard Hamiltonian Federalists or the new Federalists, who gained their party credentials during the tumultuous 1790s, would take the lead. Several key players during the last fifteen years of the Federalist Party deserve note: Timothy Pickering, Rufus King, John Marshall, John Quincy Adams, and Harrison Gray Otis.


Pickering, following a two-year hiatus after his resignation as Secretary of State under John Adams, entered the United States Senate from Massachusetts in 1803. The former Continental Army general lived to fight and openly attack the Jeffersonians. His numerous pamphlet attacks appeared at the forefront of the national conversation, and Pickering’s inability to compromise cast him as a stern figure. Although well indoctrinated in the High Federalist policies of the 1790s, he disagreed with more moderate Federalists over the “northern confederacy” and the extent of hatred toward Jefferson. Following Hamilton’s death, Pickering’s friends believed that he would rise as a bulwark of Federalism and a leader to rally around.
 However, evidence suggests that Pickering exerted surprisingly little influence and remained largely ostracized and absent from critical Federalist events in the early 1800s, particularly the Federalists’ national convention in 1812 and the Hartford Convention. Although his largely inflammatory pamphlets and ideas, particularly his secessionist leanings, gave him wide circulation, they also tarred many of the younger Federalists attempting to remake the party into a different, more open image. In the end, Pickering remained too bitter, too provocative, and too much of a liability to lead the party.
 


Unlike Pickering, Rufus King, also a disciple of the Hamiltonian era and a member of the older school of Federalists, remained less tarred than his counterpart from Massachusetts. Nevertheless, King had no interest in the new form of Jeffersonian politics. While serving as Minister to England during the Revolution of 1800, King became disturbed not only by the Federalist disunion in the election, but the state of politics itself, abhorring the growth of partisanship in politics. He believed that “neither a democratical nor a federal President could in the actual state of parties do anything to remove our present evils.” A sense of duty continually drove King to serve his country and party. He stayed on as Minister during the first two years of the Jefferson administration and later served in the United States Senate, as a Federalist, from 1813 to 1825, remarking that his election came “without solicitation, nay, without expression, or existence of a wish for it on my part.” During his term as Senator, King ran as the last Federalist candidate for President in 1816. Due to his predispositions against active participation in partisan politics, King never took great part in Federalist Party leadership or organization. More than any other man of his generation, he represented someone worthy of leading the party. His ability to work with the Jeffersonians, particularly in the sensitive realm of foreign policy, his New York residency, and his connection to both the Revolutionary generation and the younger wing of the party made King a natural fit to succeed his peer Hamilton, if only he desired it.


Another peer of Hamilton’s fit a similar mold as King. Former Secretary of State John Marshall represented many Federalists’ great hope for the future. A Federalist from the Jeffersonian stronghold of Virginia, he had served previously as an officer under Washington in the Continental Army, as one of the three envoys to France during the XYZ Affair, as a member of Congress, and, lastly, as Adams’s final Secretary of State. For his service, Adams appointed Marshall the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, a post he held for the final thirty-five years of his life and the position for which he is most well known. The same age as both King and Hamilton, Marshall did not oppose party politics in the same manner as King, but did not embrace them as openly as Hamilton. He remained, throughout his career, an autonomous politician never towing an exclusively party line, a trait he shared with Adams. Still, he maintained a warm friendship with King and Sedgwick.


Marshall’s ability to straddle all aspects of the Federalist Party, his distance from party politics without abhorrence of them, and his Virginia background all placed hime near the top of the list to succeed Hamilton as Federalist leader. However, his position on the Supreme Court proved a unique obstacle to that role. Although Marshall’s judicial decisions greatly expanded and protected federal power, the non-partisan judgeship precluded him from taking an entirely active part in the party. He remained active inside the judiciary branch, protecting it from encroachments by the other branches of government and expanding its role. Although his efforts, especially the establishment of the precedent of judicial review, stand as Marshall’s lasting contributions to the American governmental system, they had little effect on the state of the Federalist Party during its last years. Yet it was Marshall, as Chief Justice, who succeeded in furthering Federalist ideology and principles into the Jacksonian era, and he was one of the last men in government to use the party as a political identity.


With Marshall both unable and unwilling to assume the leadership position due to his position on the Supreme Court, the younger generation of Federalists, who had not experienced the Revolution directly, looked to lead. The most prominent among them was Adams’s own son, John Quincy Adams. Although the younger Adams possessed an exceptional political pedigree, complete with political and personal tendencies much like his father, he markedly disagreed with the rest of the young Federalists. The most obvious schism existed between him and Hamilton. Third parties remarked that, to Quincy Adams, Hamilton “was… probably the most odious” man in the entire country and an “object of deep jealousy and resentment” since 1800.
 Yet the problems between Quincy Adams and the Federalists proved much deeper than a personal rivalry with Hamilton. He voted in favor of the Federalists’ most hated Jeffersonian measure- the Embargo- largely because of what he viewed as unrestrained aggression by Great Britain. For this, Quincy Adams, in his own words, “was discarded from the Federal ranks for having joined the supporters of [Jefferson’s] administration.”
 In effect, the Federalist Party provided him the escape clause he had searched for since 1800. In the later years of Jeffersonian rule, his values more closely aligned with the sitting president anyway, much in the same way as his father before him.


Prior to the open break between the younger Adams and the Federalist Party, he openly identified his political future with the Federalists. He believed in the necessity of party politics, electioneering techniques, and in the virtues of mingling with the populace to gain their support. He emphatically pledged himself to the party line. Nonetheless, Quincy Adams never fully conformed to the party because of both his father’s animosity toward the Federalists and his own moderate leanings. Similarly, an alliance never materialized between him and the Jeffersonians. Despite becoming President in 1828 and architect of the Monroe doctrine, Quincy Adams never integrated himself into any party. During the Jacksonian period, he switched party allegiances again to the Whig Party. Due to his absolute lack of true party identification, Quincy Adams managed to rise to leadership status within a major political party, particularly unfortunate for the Federalists, given his youth, skill, and willingness to lead compared to King and Marshall.


More than anyone else, Harrison Gray Otis of Massachusetts represented the Federalist leader after Hamilton. Well-spoken and politically cunning, he possessed many of the traits necessary for the role. Otis believed in avoiding what viewed as government by Jacobin tendencies, but he remained open and accommodating to the electorate throughout his career, bringing him into conflict with members of the older generation, among them Sedgwick. He managed to successfully blend Federalism with a more populous Jeffersonian model of political organization. He played an integral part in the Federalists’ major political gatherings and attended both the national nominating convention in 1812 and the Hartford Convention in 1814. Although Otis remained a rallying point for many of the younger Federalists, his open distrust toward the elder Federalists brought him little hope of forging a national organization. Furthermore, his elders provided little support for his electioneering. This relationship between Otis and the older Federalists differed markedly from the relationship between Jefferson and the younger Jeffersonians. As Otis continually attempted to straddle the fence between the old and new, he was unable to bring the Federalist Party into the new era of American politics. The party remained willing to go only so far in pursuit of regaining its place atop the governmental system. 


Otis, however, also had another undeniable obstacle between him and national Federalist leadership. He was clearly aligned in image and practice with Massachusetts. Although he attempted to distance himself from the Massachusetts old school, he could never escape its grasp completely, especially in image. At meetings such as the nominating convention in 1812 and the Hartford Convention, Otis represented a sectional, Massachusetts-centric interest, instead of a national interest.
 


In addition to a leadership problem, the Federalists also faced a problem with political ideology. As many exclaimed upon Jefferson’s election, they feared a great decrease in the power of the federal government and an increase in states’ rights and congressional deference. Jefferson did not oblige his former opponents. Although he made some symbolic changes in an effort to downgrade the appearance of aristocracy in the presidency, he failed to relinquish any of the executive powers established by Washington and Adams.
 Despite his feelings against the national bank, he tolerated its existence and never launched a full-scale war on the later Jacksonian scale. Supposedly the great puppet of the legislature, Jefferson actually appeared before Congress far less often than his predecessor, and even went so far as to send his State of the Union address to Congress in writing, rather than choosing to give it in person.
 In addition to the Louisiana Purchase, Jefferson’s greatest expansion of executive power, he also regulated the economy unilaterally.


In 1807, Jefferson passed the Embargo Act, an act of federal control over trade directly related to Hamiltonian doctrine. The Embargo blocked all trade in and out of the United States, effectively cutting off American commerce with the rest of the world. Jefferson hoped the Embargo would disentangle the United States from the ongoing Napoleonic Wars in Europe by removing the nation from overseas trade, thereby avoiding the causes of the Quasi-War with France in the late 1790s. Furthermore, he believed the Embargo would force increased productivity in the United States to compensate for the losses in foreign trade. Unfortunately, the Embargo caused disaster for the American economy and, more importantly for the Federalists, New England shipping. 


However, Jefferson’s plan was not a new idea in American politics. Dating back to the Revolutionary period, the United States tried, repeatedly, to use trade embargoes as a means of coercion against foreign governments. Although Hamilton may have balked at the extent of Jefferson’s Embargo, he nevertheless agreed in the legality of similar action during the Washington Administration.
 Nevertheless, the Embargo drew outrage from the Federalists, particularly because they viewed it as a measure primarily directed against them and in favor of the French.
 The Hartford Convention first began to gain traction during the Embargo crisis, as Federalists expressed the need to band together and fight what they viewed as Jeffersonian attacks. They started to believe that a natural confederacy existed among the more commercialized states of the east, led by Massachusetts. 
 


By the beginning of the Embargo, the Federalists had established a recognizable organization for Federalist politics along a Jeffersonian model in Massachusetts. The state leaders began to meet in what they termed “caucus committees” to discuss the issues facing the party at the time. Through these meetings of elected representatives, public opinion became channeled into an effective and united Federalist voice against the Jeffersonians. However, the Federalist Party’s general abhorrence of extra-legal political organizations (such as the party itself) prevented them from mobilizing in defense of their issues with anywhere near the force of their Jeffersonian counterparts.
 The party machinery in place appeared, only on the surface, as an effective means of launching opposition to the destructive Embargo.


The inclusion of many previously Federalist positions on government power into the Jeffersonian ideology made maneuvering within the politics of the country exceedingly difficult for the Federalists. Rather than presenting original ideas of their own, they merely opposed, carte blanche, whatever the Jeffersonians advocated. Pickering remained primarily to blame for the problem. He continued to stump for support for his “northern confederacy” despite the disapproval of such leading Federalists as Hamilton and Otis.
 Convinced that the federal government continued to perpetrate a “tyranny” over the New England states as early as 1804, Pickering continued to show his lack of desire to work within the existing federal framework choosing, and instead chose to advocate for disunion.
 Even within the press, the Federalists continued to attack the Jeffersonian organization itself rather than the specific policies that they advocated.


Despite the crippling economic effects of the Embargo, Federalists posted an incredibly poor showing in the presidential election of 1808, in which Madison easily defeated Charles Cotesworth Pinckney by an electoral margin of 122 to 47. More disturbing to the Federalists, Pinckney gained no electoral votes from his home state of South Carolina, a state which had large commercial interests based centered in Charleston, and only two in the populous states of New York and Maryland.
 At the dawn of the Madison administration, the Federalists appeared largely confined to the “northern confederacy” envisioned by Pickering. From their New England stronghold, the Federalists awaited impending doom.

The Federalists’ Last Stand: The Hartford Convention


The road to the last stand at Hartford in 1814 was a long one. Following further defeats in 1808, the Federalists reorganized for the next national election in 1812. Despite the severe strain the Embargo placed on the maritime economy of the United States, the party remained unable to capitalize. Whether the failure remained the cause of poor leadership or a lack of other issues, the Federalists looked to learn from their mistakes. Otis and the Massachusetts Federalist Party started to distance themselves from the leanings of Pickering and led a charge toward renewed national prominence. 


In a unique move, the Federalists of Massachusetts, led by Otis, called for a national convention to nominate a Federalist candidate for President. Rather than simply a meeting between the delegates from New England states, the convention brought Federalists from across the nation together. Largely considered a more modern invention, the Federalist Convention of 1812 stood as an example of the general health of party organization in the post-Hamilton era. 


The year 1812 was not the first time that Federalists attempted such a move. In 1808, they met in secret and through correspondence. However, because the decisions of those present proved non-binding, the convention lacked the later legitimacy and success of 1812.
 That year, the Federalists met successfully in New York from September 17th through the 19th. Federalist delegations from Pennsylvania and North Carolina, given their substantial numbers of electoral votes, offered keys to a national victory, or at least an opportunity to re-establish the party as a national force through a strong electoral showing. The convention remained an affair largely undertaken by the younger generation, primarily men associated with Otis, and excluded the reported Federalist “boss” Pickering.
 Pickering’s absence underscored the lack of association he had with the younger generation of the party. At first, the delegates deadlocked over which presidential candidate to select, many of the middling states preferring King and many of the southern states preferring Marshall.
 In the end, Otis rose to force the issue of a candidate. 


Otis acted as the primary catalyst for making De Witt Clinton, the Jeffersonian governor of New York, the Federalist nominee for President at the 1812 convention. In supporting Clinton, he believed that an alliance could be formed between the Federalists and the conservative wing of the Jeffersonians. Otis hoped enough votes would swing from the Jeffersonian states to give the election to Clinton. By nominating a Jeffersonian candidate for the Federalist Party, Otis included the opposition party into political strategy, similar to the Jeffersonians inclusion of Federalist political ideology into their own platform.
 The ploy worked to some extent: Clinton became the first Federalist since 1796 to carry New York, his home state, and the closest Federalist candidate to victory since Adams in 1800. Yet, he failed to crack the solid South, thereby giving a 39 vote margin of victory to Madison. He further united the party along Northern lines, winning New York, New Jersey, and New Hampshire.
 


Nevertheless, Clinton’s nomination did not unite all Federalists. His nomination remained non-binding on the convention participants, and many from the southern half of the country expressed their displeasure. Because of the strong role Otis and other Massachusetts Federalists played in the proceedings, many present felt dictated to by the party in Boston.
 Although the Massachusetts Federalists accomplished their goal of nominating Clinton in an effort to win the election and save their party, they met resistance from Pickering. He remained “far enough from desiring Clinton for President of the United States” and infinitely preferred “another Virginian- if Judge Marshall could be the man.” Although Pickering pledged to vote for any man other than Madison, his disapproval provides interesting insight into the ongoing schisms within the party itself.
 Even at the height of the post-Hamilton organization, the Federalists remained divided based on old ideas about the necessity of party allegiance and regional squabbles. By making the nomination of Clinton non-binding, the delegates at the 1812 were unable to exert significant party discipline. Unlike the Jeffersonians, the individual party members were still largely autonomous, precluding the party from similar success.


The divide continued throughout the War of 1812, and the Federalists looked inward to fix their ongoing problems. For better or worse, the idea of a meeting among the Federalist members of the northern states dominated the ideas for problem-solving. Pickering’s idea for a northern confederacy swirled around all calls for Federalist meetings. In an effort to alleviate the pressure put on the New England economy by years of embargo and war, Calls for a meeting within Massachusetts started as early as 1813, spearheaded by Otis. However, moderate Federalists in the state managed to postpone the meeting until the following year. 


An actual British invasion of New England in 1814 brought the calls from the Federalist right in Massachusetts to a fever pitch. Unlike in 1813, the moderates no longer stood in the way. The Massachusetts legislature resolved to call for a meeting of the Federalist Party to meet at Hartford in the winter.
 Near the conclusion of the Napoleonic Wars in Europe, the British government turned its full-attention on the United States by 1814. That summer, an occupying force landed at Castine, in modern day Maine (then the northern district of Massachusetts). The force occupied the mouth of the Penobscot River and the entire region of Maine. New Englanders believed that the British stood on the verge of a massive offensive into their territory. The fear of invasion forced the governor of Massachusetts, Caleb Strong, to call for a special session of the legislature in which they resolved to hold what eventually became the Hartford Convention.
 


As the leading Federalist of his time, it fell upon Otis to moderate the event. He did not appreciate the job and believed the Convention bore too similar a resemblance to the “northern confederacy” plot of Pickering. Nevertheless, he allied with popular sentiment in agreeing with the calls for a redress of grievances. As the Convention date drew nearer, national concern and attention focused on the Federalists, and made Otis more worried about the outcome of the proceedings. 


Although the Hartford Convention wished to rekindle a Federalist alliance with the South, the Convention remained an exclusively northeaster affair dominated by Massachusetts. As such, the proceedings centered around defense of New England. Even as the delegates worried both about the invading force and the detrimental effects of the Embargo on New England, they attempted to keep the proceedings away from a secessionist movement. Hence Convention moderates, among the more radical of them Otis, dominated the proceedings in an effort to win national support while also placating those in New England who continued to call for a “northern confederacy.” The actual debates showed, again, the internal schisms between the more moderate Federalists and their more extreme, or High, brethren, but the moderates won out at Hartford and sent a report to the federal government they were proud of. 


Because of the moderating influence of men like Otis at the Convention, and the balancing between the moderate and High members of the Federalist Party, the grievances expressed at the Convention show the ideology and issues important to the Federalists at this stage of their existence, much as Hamilton’s writings had done in the 1790s.
 The original, Hamiltonian, federally expansive and centric Federalist platform, contrasted with the ultimately protectionist, federally restrictive, states’ rights appeals outlined in the grievances of the Hartford Convention, particularly with regard to federal commercial regulation and a state-centric governmental model. The delegates believed that, in order to “protect the citizens of [their] states from the operation and effects of all acts which have been or may be passed by the Congress of the United States…[and] not authorized by the Constitution,” the government must adopt new amendments.
. 


The Hartford Convention delegates sharply broke from the Hamiltonians with regard to economic regulation. Rather than encouraging a centrally organized financial plan, the Conventions wanted Congress to not “have power, without the concurrence of two thirds of both houses, to interdict the commercial intercourse between the United States and any foreign nation.”
 Additionally, the Convention stipulated that “Congress shall not have power to lay any embargo on the ships or vessels of the citizens of the United States… for more than sixty days.”
 Unlike during the Washington and Adams administrations, the Federalists wished to take away some of the economic regulatory power from the Congress and place it back in the hands of the states. Clearly, the Hamiltonian economic pillars such as the national bank, tariffs, and assumption of states’ Revolutionary War debt all contradicted with new Federalist thought at Hartford. There, Otis and others jettisoned the expansive view of federal regulation which Hamilton foresaw. Although the proposed amendments to the Constitution should be considered within the context of the Embargo, Hamilton’s support (in 1795) for an executive-directed blockade of the nation’s commerce clashed with the Hartford Convention’s assertions. Even as a knee-jerk reaction, the weakening of federal oversight over the economy completely disagreed with previous Federalist thought. 


The Hartford Convention also attacked executive power. Toward that end, the Convention asked that “no new state shall be admitted into the Union by Congress, in virtue of the power granted by the constitution, without the concurrence of two thirds of both houses.” Additionally, the Convention did not want Congress to “not make or declare war, or authorize acts of hostility against any foreign nation, without the concurrence of two thirds of both houses.”
 These amendments could also be considered reactionary to the Louisiana Purchase and the War of 1812, and certainly speak to the larger issue of executive power. Regardless of stipulations in the Constitution, namely that Congress may add new states and declare war, both powers reside largely under executive control. The President’s power of Commander-in-Chief makes pursuing a war without his approval an impossibility and has, consequently, led Presidents to specifically ask Congress for a declaration of war, thereby entrenching the executive branch as the instigating actor of government in the field. Furthermore, although the admittance of new states required Congressional approval, the President’s central power to negotiate treaties, particularly for the acquisition of new territory like Louisiana, made the office central to the admittance of new states, starting with Jefferson.
 The Federalists’ new-found desire to encroach on these executive functions largely contradicted the “implied powers” and “energetic executive” concepts of the Hamiltonian era. 

The Hartford Convention concluded its proceedings and published its report, consisting mainly of its grievances against the current government in early January, 1815. Otis led the delegation from Hartford to Congress, with the recommendations, after the start of the new Congressional session. However, two events, both unbeknownst to Otis and the other ambassadors from New England, occurred simultaneously and spelled doom for the Federalists. The Treaty of Ghent and Andrew Jackson’s stunning victory over the British at the Battle of New Orleans painted the Federalists into a corner. As Otis’s colleague Thomas Perkins relayed home, “the joyful event of peace has suspended the mission on which I came… then, thanks to the Giver of all good things, we are once more restored to peace; and I trust I shall never again see another war.”
 The Federalists suddenly appeared treasonous overnight. Their list of demands played poorly in the jubilantly patriotic atmosphere of post-war Washington. 


After the Federalists’ demands became widely known, opposition press started to attack them. The most famous example of opposition press comes from a political cartoon printed in Philadelphia. The artist placed Otis, representing Massachusetts, dragging Rhode Island and Connecticut over a cliff and into the waiting arms of King George III of England. Below the cliff, Timothy Pickering knelt while praying “I, strongly and most fervently pray for the success of this great leap which will change my vulgar name into that of my Lord of Essex,” and ending with the pledge of “God save the King.” As Rhode Island and Connecticut resisted Massachusetts’ pulls toward the edge, George III egged them on claiming “O’tis my Yankey Boys! Jump in my fine fellows; plenty molasses and Codfish; plenty of goods to Smuggle; Honours, titles and Nobility into the bargain.” Aside from the obvious allusions to both Otis and Pickering, the cartoon easily depicted Federalist Massachusetts as leading other seemingly Jeffersonian compliant states into the outstretched arms of England. 


The depiction of Otis, especially, in the political cartoon captures the prevailing attitude throughout the country toward the Federalists after the Hartford Convention. The obvious allusions painted Otis as a treasonous enabler of the King of England, a mortal enemy of the new nation. Otis, consequently, remained dogged by memories of the Hartford Convention for much of his political career. He wrote a series of editorial pieces in 1824 in defense of the Hartford Convention and his part in it. There, he vehemently denounced “those who are intent upon distorting every event which occurred in Massachusetts to the depreciation of her character, were not satisfied with denying to the people the right of assembling and consulting upon their grievances,” directly alluding to Hartford.
 


Despite the allusions by the Jeffersonians and other opponents, the Hartford Convention never advocated a direct splitting of the Union. In his 1824 defense, Otis wished to make the point abundantly clear, claiming the Hartford Convention participants would “have been [mad] indeed to scuttle the ship and quit the wreck, without getting ready a boat or a raft.”
 The shipping imagery aside, his point stressed the desire of the Convention participants to preserve the Union. Furthermore, he emphasized the aims of the delegates to merely “meet and confer” with each other, in order to address inequities they saw in the current arrangement between New England and the Madison administration.
 The defense, unfortunately, did not absolve Otis nationally, as the editorial cartoon attested.


The prevailing attitude expressed by the cartoonist seemingly spelled doom for the Federalist Party and its leader. However, at home in Massachusetts, the Convention was hailed as a success. The local Federalists in the state believed that the Convention effectively protected their New England virtues and honor. They viewed the delegates, especially Otis, as saving them from humiliation. While the rest of the country scorned the Federalists as Torries and English sympathizers, Massachusetts anointed them heroes.


However, dissent still existed from within the ranks, particularly from ex-Federalist and new Jeffersonian, John Quincy Adams. He looked to settle the score he harbored for both his and his father’s injustices at the hands of the High Federalists. He brought hostile analysis to the Convention, and claimed it as a secessionist plot (a point Otis continually rallied against). He claimed the Federalists acted, not out of principal, but rather “expediency.” He carefully pivoted to avoid any retribution against the common people and state of Massachusetts, which he represented, but his hostile attacks against the Convention’s delegates in particular were scathing.
 Coinciding with the last Federalist candidate for president in 1816 (King), the Hartford Convention neatly fits with what many considered the ultimate death of the Federalist Party.


Nevertheless, the timing does not tell the entire story. The Federalist Party endured in Massachusetts well into the 1830s. Federalists remained unchallenged for Massachusetts political supremacy until 1823, even holding the governorship until that year.
 On the other hand, the Hartford Convention’s exclusively New England slant proved that the Federalist Party did not exist as a national entity even in 1814. Although the Federalists carried New York and New Jersey in 1812, such victories remained the exception to the rule between 1800 and 1816, and occurred with a New York Jeffersonian (De Witt Clinton) as the Federalist candidate for President. Because the Federalists remained strongest in New England both before and after the Hartford Convention, therefore, the Convention did not change the status quo. The party was already largely moribund by the Hartford Convention.


In addition, the marked departure from earlier Federalist ideology is glaring. The Hartford delegates no longer adhered to the old code that formerly identified them as Federalists. The Jeffersonians had assimilated much of the Federalist ideology and leaders and thereby deprived Hartford of some of the classic Federalist policies with which to oppose the administration. The delegates attacked what little they could in an effort to end a war that wreaked havoc on their New England economy. Consequently, the majority of what scholars identify as Federalist ideology, particularly Hamiltonian ideology, did not appear in the Hartford report. Many Federalist scholars have even gone so far as to say that “The Report of the Hartford Convention was, on the whole, the most temperate and statesmanlike document that ever issued from a sectional movement in the United States.”
 Although the timing of the end of the Federalist Party and the Hartford Convention occurred too simultaneously to have so limited an effect, the analysis of the scholars remains pertinent. 


So, too, does the change in party ideology. With the Jeffersonians in firm control of much of the federal government, the Federalist Party looked, in 1814, nothing like the Hamiltonian juggernaut of the 1790s. With the Federalists seemingly adopting an exact opposite platform from earlier times, it seems as if the members of Hartford jettisoned the message many party elders attached themselves to. The change in dogma speaks to a decline in stability within the party itself. The complete ideological reversal truly shows the Federalists not strong enough to even control their own principle issues. Such a departure by the Federalists is almost unthinkable when compared to Hamilton’s political views and struggles to establish a firm, centralized federal government.

.
The schisms immediately after 1800 caused a crippling blow to the Party. After Hamilton’s death, the party required new leadership to emerge and take the reigns of control. However, no leader emerged strong enough in order to forge a national organization required to challenge the Jeffersonians. Every one of the potential leaders carried excessive baggage, personal obstacles, or sectional tendencies that precluded them from replacing Hamilton. Without a true national leader, the Federalists soldiered on while the Jeffersonians took many of their key issues and made them their own. As the formally fertile ground of Federalist policy slipped toward their adversaries, the Federalists were left with no true agenda with which to fight an effective opposition campaign. Despite some signs of health in the presidential election of 1812, the party never again came anywhere close to the former glory achieved during the Washington administration. The changes in Federalist thought, combined with the ill health of the Federalist Party as a national organization after 1800, cast doubt upon the Hartford Convention as the singular cause of the party’s demise. Nevertheless, the perilous timing made any attempt at rescuing the national identity all but impossible. In the end, the Hartford Convention, rather than causing the final blow, only cemented what had already transpired and halted any further attempts at a comeback. The two together, not separately or singularly, destroyed the Federalists. 
Federalist Legacy

The Federalist Party exited the national scene with a whimper in 1816, far from the roar it issued upon its arrival over twenty years earlier. The party that helped to establish the new government and the party system in the United States collapsed following the Hartford Convention. However, it had remained in a weakened state ever since the Revolution of 1800, with no firm issues other than opposition. The assimilation of major Hamiltonian policies by the Jeffersonians further complicated Federalist attempts to maintain control over their key policies and resulted in a massive 180-degree shift in policy by the time of the Hartford Convention. Further complicating matters, no true national leader emerged, as the Federalist leadership shifted almost entirely to Massachusetts following Alexander Hamilton’s death in 1804. By the 1804 presidential election, the party seemed almost exclusively relegated to New England and the states which eventually participated in the Convention. Given that the Federalist Party endured in Massachusetts following Hartford, and that the participants came largely from the states where Federalism continued to flourish after the fall from grace in 1800, the Hartford Convention changed little of the status quo. At the close of Hartford, regardless of the accusations of treason against the Federalists, the status quo remained largely unchanged.


Although the schisms created by 1800 weakened the Federalist Party to its Hartford Convention state, they never caused the destruction of the party prior to the Convention. The split caused serious problems, and alienated the moderate portion of the party, but an 1812 Federalist presidential nominating convention, attended by many Federalists outside of New England, illustrated the party’s continued coherent existence. It was weakened, undoubtedly, but not in any danger of absolute collapse. However, despite the party’s relatively strong showing in the election, the electoral votes remained inflated by the selection of a Jeffersonian as the Federalist candidate for President. The party’s relative health during the period was overstated and overrepresented because of Clinton’s candidacy. Regardless of the weakened state and inflated numbers, the showing still clearly demonstrated the party’s continued existence and not in an ever-increasing decline, but rather a stabilized sectional minority. 


Since neither explanation, neither internal schism nor the Hartford Convention, fully explains the Federalist Party’s disappearance from national politics after 1816, the two must be examined in tandem with one another. The party weakened after 1800, but the party exhibited signs of strain within the ranks beforehand. The split irrevocably altered the strength of the Federalist Party, and caused the loss of many key ideas, policies, and actors to the Jeffersonians. It produced the kindling and need for the Hartford Convention, and directly led to many of its causes. Although the splits never fully destroyed the Federalist Party, it is highly unlikely that any party, however strong, could have withstood and reemerged after the losses from outside and within that the Federalist Party endured after 1800. The Federalists did endure, however, until 1815 and Hartford. The accusations of treason finished the job the schisms started and effectively cracked what was left of the Federalist national organization. 


For a party with such a short life, only about twenty-five years around 1790 to1815, the Federalists exerted enormous influence. They remain particularly important, not just because of the names associated with the party, but for establishing much of American government. As the first party ever to assume national power under the Constitution, the Federalists established the agenda for the first years of the country’s existence. They were able to force debate to address their issues, including the financial plan and the Jay Treaty. The Jeffersonians, the other political party of the time, had to respond and offer alternatives to the Federalist agenda, rather than setting the terms themselves. The Federalists established many of the traditional forms and customs now associated with the United States government, especially the presidency. They held power during one of the most tumultuous times in United States’ history, when foreign affairs constantly required attention. Magnified by the fledgling status of the new nation, any missteps in the international arena would have spelled disaster, as eventually happened with the Embargo. But even more importantly, Federalist ideas about centralized federal power, intervention into the economy, and strong executive leadership directly influenced the rest of American history, even after the fall of the Federalist Party.


In his first Inaugural Address, Jefferson attempted to bridge cracks in the American political order by claiming, “We are all Republicans, we are all Federalists.”
 Following the Hartford Convention, that clearly became inevitable. With the remaining Federalists’ retreating to Massachusetts and other New England states, the Jeffersonians presided over the so-called “Era of Good Feelings,” noted for its lack of political opposition. Electoral results support the assessment, as President James Monroe ran unopposed for his second term in 1820.
 Although former Federalists, mainly of the younger generation, continued to exert influence and figure prominently in national politics (among them John Quincy Adams, Daniel Webster, and the eventual fifteenth president James Buchanan), only one openly-declared Federalist played a major role in the proceedings of government during the Jacksonian Era: Chief Justice of the Supreme Court John Marshall.


Through many of his landmark opinions, Marshall showed his attachment to the Hamiltonian ideas of strong executive power and federal regulation of the economy. As the last Federalist in government, Marshall was in a unique position to preserve the ideals of his party. Appointed by John Adams in 1800, Marshall served on the court until 1835, and several precedents, including judicial review, expanded executive power, and regulation of interstate commerce. The biggest cases protecting vital interests of Hamiltonian Federalist policy were McCulloch v. Maryland and Gibbons v. Ogden. In McCulloch, Marshall argued that “no trace is to be found in the constitution of an intention to create a dependence of the government of the Union on those of the states.” Furthermore, he claimed that “the American people have declared their constitution, and the laws made in pursuance thereof, to be supreme.”
 In declaring the National Bank of the United States constitutional, as Marshall did in McCulloch, he managed to reassert federal supremacy over the states, and, therefore, protect the earlier party ideology. In a throwback to Hamilton’s position during the Washington administration  with regards to the constitutionality of the national bank, Marshall firmly reestablished the ability of the federal government to erect a corporation, even though the power is not enunciated in the Constitution. Marshall’s “implied powers” conception of executive power falls in line with the Hamiltonian reading. The timing of his decision remained of interest as well, as it occurred in 1819, almost five years after the proceedings at Hartford. Even while supposed New England Federalist brethren advocated a decreasing role of federal regulation in government affairs, Marshall held strong to the traditional party doctrine. An ardent nationalist, Marshall’s decision on commerce in Gibbons followed similar lines.

Five years after his decision in McCulloch, Marshall took on the central tenet of the Hartford Convention’s complaints: federal regulation of commerce. In Gibbons, Marshall decided a case regarding the right of navigation on the Hudson River. However, he did not side with the Federalists at Hartford, instead advocating greater federal regulation of an anatomically key sector of New England’s economy. In the Gibbons case, Marshall asserted the dominance of Congressional oversight in, of all things, navigation. In declaring a New York state sanctioned monopoly of steamship transportation unconstitutional, Marshall asserted that no place existed for state intervention on the high seas.
 In his majority opinion, Marshal explained that “the commerce of the United States with foreign nations, is that of the whole United States.” In a more blatant disregard of the Hartford Federalists, Marshall claimed that congressional power to regulate commerce “may be exercised to its utmost extent, and acknowledges no limitations.”
 Marshall, as he did previously, protected the Hamiltonian Federalist ideology, as opposed to the newfound ideology present at Hartford. However, unlike in McCulloch where Marshall merely cancelled the Hartford Convention’s desire for increased states’ rights Marshall’s majority opinion in Gibbons nullified the central tenet of their complaints. In doing so, Marshall ensured the survival of Hamiltonian Federalist ideals about federal intervention in the economy against members of his own party at Hartford. 


As Marshall rallied for classical Hamiltonian policies during the early 1800s, Andrew Jackson campaigned for Jeffersonian ideals throughout his presidency. More so than even Jefferson himself, Jackson expanded the rights of the masses to participate in politics. In declaring war on the national bank, he succeeded in destroying an institution Jefferson had opposed, but did little about as President. In opening up western federal lands for settlement and encouraging small-scale farming, Jackson also advocated on behalf of the “yeoman farmer.” 


Although he utilized singular executive leadership more than any president since John Adams, Jackson’s support of the Jeffersonian agenda set to stage for another era of American politics.
 His policies and populous demeanor served to foment a new opposition party made up of many moderate Jeffersonians and many former Federalists (including Quincy Adams and Webster). The Whig Party, as it was called, adopted many of the tenets of Hamiltonian policy and shifted the Federalist ideas into the new era. 


That is, the Whigs emerged not just from the remnants of the Federalists, but from divisions within the Jeffersonians. Many of the Whigs believed in strong federally oriented policy, such as Hamilton’s financial plan. They also strongly favored the protective tariff and national bank tenets of the plan, and forced Jackson into the fight over the national bank. Furthermore, they believed in centralized planning for infrastructure and internal improvements. Whig leader Henry Clay’s “American System,” as the plan was called, bore striking resemblance to the policies of Hamiltonian Federalism, including the maintenance of the national bank, protective tariffs, and vast internal improvements to bind the nation together across borders. With the desire to encourage American manufacturing, the Whig’s embraced a New England inspired approach. Strengthened by the remaining Federalists and nationalists of the moderate Jeffersonians, the Whigs furthered the Federalist agenda to the Civil War and insured its survival.


During the Civil War, Abraham Lincoln took drastic steps and exerted almost unlimited executive power in order to save the Union. Regardless of the exigency of the crisis, however, Lincoln personified Hamilton’s energetic executive better than any president since Washington, Jackson included. He acted swiftly and set a sweeping agenda ahead of congressional approval, with acts ranging from a naval blockade of the Confederacy to suspension of habeas corpus. Although he eventually sought congressional approval to validate his actions, Lincoln’s actions looked similar to many of the unilateral steps taken by Washington with the Neutrality Proclamation and Adams with the second mission to France. Furthermore, Lincoln resolved himself to appointing a “team of rivals” to his Cabinet thereby instilling competition to produce the best possible results, although, like Adams, he commonly ignored their council. He appointed rivals more consciously than Washington’s appointment of Hamilton and Jefferson, but the installation of the best and brightest to administrative posts ran through both presidents’ thought processes. Lincoln’s disregard for Constitutional restraints on the executive caused him great misgivings, as he believed most of his actions only constitutional so long as the Civil War crisis existed. However, his vast interpretation of the grant of executive power, an “implied” Hamiltonian reading, rather than a “textual” Jeffersonian reading, fell in line with the Federalist conception of executive leadership. Because of the deep wounds created after Lincoln’s death and the close of the Civil War, Congress reasserted its dominance over the powers of federal government. However, Lincoln’s Federalist-oriented response to the crisis remains a firm affirmation of Hamilton’s “energetic executive” as the best solution to a massive crisis. Without much of the political thought of the Federalists, the assertion of executive power Lincoln presided over might not have occurred. Even with the recapitulation of congressional supremacy during the next period, the precedent for an energetic executive which Lincoln set, with heavy Federalist overtones and influences, reverberated with the Progessive era of Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson.


Roosevelt’s love of the Hamiltonian conception of politics and government bordered on unbridled adoration. Despite viewing Hamilton as “the architect and prophet of…centralized power” of the American government, he held a more Jeffersonian view of popular sovereignty and the authority of the people.
 He described the presidency as a “bully pulpit” to educate the public, protect the public’s interests, and bring pressure to those who otherwise disagreed with him. His conception of federal leadership in the realm of economic and social change fell in line with Hamilton’s conception of direct federal oversight and control of the economy. As a passionate champion of the rights of the citizenry, he epitomized an energetic executive during a time of relative peace and prosperity, very unlike Lincoln. Roosevelt’s background, complete with family ties to the Federalist Party, underscored his political beliefs for a strong and efficient federal government. Unsurprisingly, he chose Hamilton and Lincoln as political heroes. In order to achieve the will of the people, Roosevelt drew upon Hamilton’s conception of presidential power, and became one of the first presidents to use it as a model for the day-to-day operation of the federal government. His domination over such federal activities as trust busting, tariff expansion, and industrial development spoke to his Hamiltonian persuasion. Furthermore, Roosevelt dominated his party almost unilaterally, especially in Congress, in a manner which resembled his hero Hamilton. Upon his exit from the White House in 1908, Roosevelt thought he had firmly reestablished executive dominance. His successor, William Howard Taft, failed to live up to Roosevelt’s expectations. Because of this, Roosevelt entered the 1912 presidential campaign as a third-party candidate, and succeeded in splitting the dominant Republican Party in a similar manner to Hamilton’s splitting of the Federalist Party in 1800.


Entering the election as a “bull moose,” Roosevelt caused the seemingly unstoppable Republican machine, dominant since the end of the Civil War, to pause and reflect on its leadership. Taft’s “textual” interpretation of executive power placed him in the Jeffersonian, rather than Federalist, camp, to the great chagrin of Roosevelt. Roosevelt sought the nomination over his hand-chosen successor Taft, but narrowly lost. His subsequent formation of the Progressive Party (known more commonly by the moniker “Bull Moose Party”) caused a direct conflict between his party and the Republicans of Taft, thereby splitting support. Roosevelt, in the 1912 campaign, continued to advocate for his progressive agenda and campaigned fiercely for victory. However, Roosevelt focused his attacks and opposition almost solely on Taft and not the Democratic candidate Wilson. In much the same way as Hamilton’s focus of attacks on Adams rather than Jefferson, Roosevelt likely caused the departure and split of enough votes away from himself and Taft to give Wilson the presidency. Like his hero Hamilton, Roosevelt committed the exact same political folly of fracturing his party.


The great loss of the Republicans became the great win for the Democrats. Wilson’s presidency, although it occurred through somewhat similar means as Jefferson’s in 1800, diverged only slightly from Roosevelt’s. Wilson, like Roosevelt, admired Hamilton greatly and ranked him among his favorite of the Founders. He embraced the conception of an energetic, strong, and centralized federal government in the old Hamiltonian persuasion. In many ways, Wilson went farther than Roosevelt in terms of the Federalist conception of government. By delivering his State of the Union addresses in person before Congress, Wilson reestablished a precedent Jefferson himself did away with. In many ways, Wilson had to reconcile himself to some understanding with Jefferson in order to win the Democratic nomination in 1912. Jefferson and his legacy posed great problems for Wilson throughout his presidency, as he never consciously gave up his love for Hamilton, thereby consistently distancing Wilson from his party.


Upon entering office, some of Wilson’s actions were labeled by his fellow democrats as “federalistic”; those commentators wished for Wilson to return to the more states’ rights-oriented views that the Democratic Party adopted from the early Jeffersonians. Wilson never managed to appease them, preferring an executive line similar to Roosevelt and in line with Hamilton’s deepest desires. Wilson long advocated for great reductions in the separation of powers, a quasi-fusion between Congress and the executive, and made greater headway toward accomplishing those ends than Roosevelt. Wilson’s proclivity for taking command of legislation and leadership of the federal government, including firm direction for Congress, from the White House produced a massive “bully pulpit” effect for the presidency that the former professor enjoyed with great enthusiasm. His penchant for educating the people about his actions did tie him to Jeffersonian ideals about the power of the populace. However, Wilson himself preferred direct and vigorous action and did not always follow the wishes of the public. Unlike Roosevelt, Wilson arrived at many decisions that ran contrary to the public opinion, including entrance into World War I. The entrance, to Wilson, became necessary in order to regain some control over the proceedings of the war and provided a more active approach than the passive “wait and see” strategy advocated for by the many of the war’s opponents. Wilson’s desire for bold leadership made him, in many ways, a better disciple of Hamilton than Roosevelt, despite his party’s misgivings about the Federalist point of view. In the fifty years after Wilson’s presidency, the Democrats continued to follow a Hamiltonian conception of national politics.


Two men brought federal control over most aspects of the American economy and society in a way that not even Hamilton could have foreseen. Franklin Roosevelt’s “New Deal” and Lyndon Johnson’s “Great Society” brought untold control to the federal government over large aspects of American life. The centralization that each man accomplished firmly defeated any latent desires for maintenance of a Jeffersonian model of federal control. With the New Deal, Franklin Roosevelt brought the economy under direct federal control, even producing mechanisms for federal oversight over the stock market. Roosevelt’s personal appeals to the American people in his “fireside chats” naturally evoked Jeffersonian ideals, but the message remained straight Hamiltonian policy. Roosevelt’s continued exertion of executive power and federal direction over the country throughout the Great Depression and World War II brought the federal government into its current role as the central actor of government in the United States. Although Roosevelt focused largely on federal regulation of the economy, Johnson took federal oversight and control into fields never imagined by the Federalists.


Major tenets of Johnson’s “Great Society” revolved around fields such as health care and environmental protection, which the Federalists could never have dreamed of. Nevertheless, Johnson’s goals and leadership style remained locked into the Hamiltonian blue-print. Johnson legislated environmental protection into the hands of federal regulation. He, furthermore, brought health care, through Medicare and Medicaid, into the centralized arena of the federal government. His expansion of social programs further entrenched the centralized power of the federal government to now include aspects never before touched. Johnson’s wrangling of Congress and unilateral leadership largely echoed Hamilton’s conception of party control. By grabbing lapels and viewing himself as the Democratic Party’s primary leader, Johnson followed Wilson into the Hamiltonian mold. Johnson inherently crossed the point of no return in favor of direct federal control that has never left the political system of the United States. The Federalists’ victory over the Jeffersonians, and Hamilton’s victory over Jefferson, was finally complete.


Since the time of Johnson, the political parties and federal government have not looked back. Many of the tenants of both the Republicans and Democrats now follow almost exclusively Hamiltonian lines. Both parties, today, continually advocate federal intervention in everything from education to health care. Although the Democrats now fall most in line with Federalist principles and policies, the Republicans shoulder their fair share of Hamiltonian policies. Yet both parties consistently advocate for a Jeffersonian ideal of ordinary people in control of the United States government. Centralization of the American political system now appears to only increase in the future. 


The debates of the Jeffersonians and the Federalists, of state versus federal control, remain with us today. Even the current president, Barack Obama, recognizes the value and continuity of the argument. He states that “Jefferson was not entirely wrong to fear Hamilton’s vision for the country, for we have always been in a constant balancing act.”
 Even though Hamilton and the Federalists now exert more influence over political thought, policies, and conception of power than the Jeffersonians, the latter’s debates will always rage on in American politics. Because of the Federalists untold influence on later American politics, understanding their beliefs, mistakes, and divisions, and thus some of our own political origins, will forever be of paramount importance. 
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