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The American Constitution was written
for an agricultural society, but it contained
powers that enable the national government
to regulate the economy in extensive ways.
The" Framers of the Constitution understood
both the necessity of broad powers and the
ways in which economic activities would
shape the chara ter of future generations of
Americans. As a people, Americans remain
committed to the principles of economic
liberty. This News Letter argues that the
Constitution's broad economic powers are
sufficient for confronting the challenges presented by modern technology, and that a free
people have a continuing responsibility to
select regulations to meet the technological
challenges of future generations.
The Philadelphia Convention of 1787
wrote a Constitution for 4 million people
doing a relatively limited range of commercial
activity, much of it centered around reaping
agricultural harvests from America's bountiful lands. By 1987, that same Constitution
will govern over 230 million people whose
economic system has been transformed from
an agricultural base to an industrial base
supporting an economy that specializes in
providing services.
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Through all the transformations in the
American economy, the economic system
erected by the American Constitution remains
unchanged. Moreover, despite seemingly perpetual national debates about economic policies, no serious recommendation for changing
the economic provisions of the A~erican
Constitution can currently be found in the
political arena. People simply assume that no
constitutional changes are necessary to accommodate substantial transformations in the
American economy. What gives the Constitution this ability to govern vastly altering
economic systems? And, how confident
should Americans be that this same Constitution will enable them to adopt laws that
this future needs, no matter how the economy
changes?
Adequate answers to these questions
depend on more than an examination of the
Constitution's formal provisions governing
the economy. The people who wrote and
defended the Constitution had expansive
visions of national government based upon
substantial confidence in the character of the
American people. Few Americans have devoted adequate attention to the ways in which
America's founding politicians provided new
answers to some very old political questions.
A full appreciation of the enduring character
of the Constitution's economic provisions
requires an understanding of the larger questions of political life that received new answers
following the American founding.

THE BEST FORM OF
GOVERNMENT?
Traditional political philosophy had not
accorded a place of honor to democratic
governments. Following the conquest of
Athens by Sparta, the dissolution of the
Roman Republic into the Empire, and the
instability associated with democracies in the

works of Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Augustine,
and Aquinas, few serious thinkers did more
than concede that under the right conditions,
that is, in a small region where citizens could
gather in assemblies to debate common concerns and where the culture was rather homogeneous, democracy might be tolerable. Swiss
cantons or English villages were the kinds
of democracies that Montesquieu had in mind
when considering them suitable governments
in some circumstances. As The Federalist, #10
observed the legacy of small democracies,
they
have ever been spectacles of turbulence
and contention; have ever been found
incompatible with personal security
and the rights of property; and have
in general been as short in their lives
as they have been violent in their
deaths.
The deficiencies of previous democracies,
The Federalist argued, resided less in their
democratic character than in their smallness.
A small republic, with people in immediate
communication and having relatively few
interests, was more likely than a large republic
to become inflamed with particular passions.
Enlarging the sphere of the republic enabled
the new government to encompass a broader
range of territory while it incorporated a
greater diversity of interests. This broad range
of interests, mediated through representative
institutions, would reduce the likelihood that
any single interest would inflame the republic
on the basis of a passion adverse to the rights
of other citizens or to the permanent and
aggregate interests of the community.
One should note with special care that The
Federalist indeed provides a "republican
remedy for the diseases most incident to
republican government." In The Federalist,
#55 Publius (the pseudonym under which
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Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and
John Jay presented The Federalist) remarked,
As there is a degree of depravity in
mankind which requires a certain
degree of circumspection and distrust,
so there are other qualities in human
nature which justify a certain portion
of esteem and confidence. Republican
government presupposes the existence
of these qualities in a higher degree
than any other form.
As Cecelia Kenyon has noted, the antifederalists provided the pessimistic perspective
on human character in the ratification
debates.
In The Federalist, #39 Publius explained
the ways in which each office of the general
government could trace its authority, either
directl oi-indirectly to the {2eople. When
discussing the executive (#72) and the judiciary (#78), The Federalist minimized the
damage that evil officials could do by reminding citizens of the impeachment powers
lodged in the Congress. The Federalist pointedly refused to consider the possibility that
the American people would elect and retain
majorities of the House (#55) and Senate (#63)
that would violate their trusts to sustain
factious schemes. Corruption in the Congress
could only be resolved through the people's
refusal to reelect vicious representatives. Popular majorities would have to safeguard their
own rights and liberties by electing representatives who would restrain each other as well
as the other branches of government.
The founders relied on republican virtue
sufficient to protect republican institutions.
Although they had experienced recent instances of states being captured by factious majorities, their confidence in the American people
enabled them to believe that republican virtue
could be sustained despite occasionally dominant local, vicious sentiments.
The Constitution's supporters could hardly
have endorsed greater freedom if they
believed hat eople were basically vicious.
Both federalists and antifederalists, moreover,
had sufficient confidence to believe that the
American people could prosper in freedom.
That is, both sides accepted the principles of
the Declaration of Independence as operating
premises. At the same time, both sides gave
less than systematic attention to the means
by which human character might be shaped
to meet the demands of republican institutions. In contrast to classical political philosophy, which treated the education of citizens as the primary purpose of government,
Americans looked upon character formation
as a question that could be handled socially
in local communities rather than politically
on a national scale. People were comfortable
with the idea that their own states would
remain democratic. They were less comfortable with the idea that people from other
states could sustain democratic government.

They were most apprehensive that the
national government would fall under the
control of people who were more committed
to ambitious designs than they were willing
to protect freedom on a small scale.

AGRICULTURE VS. INDUSTRY:
THE ECONOMIC FOUNDATION
OF REPUBLICAN CHARACTER
Thomas Jefferson and many of his contemporaries simply assumed that the virtues
of yeoman farmers would have to dominate
any decent government. Agricultural life, they
believed, imposed a certain natural discipline
on people. The farmer could never live simply
as one who focused solely on immediate
needs. A successful harvest required preparation of the soil before planting, careful
nurturing of crops as they grew, and careful
r-eaping-and-managemen £ th har¥est 0
that people could be fed throughout the year,
seeds could be saved for next year's crop,
and the surplus could be sold to meet the
farmer's other needs. The natural discipline
imposed by growth cycles kept the farmer
aware of processes beyond human control,
forcing a breadth of perspective and inhibiting
the kind of specialized vision that people
associated with the division of labor.
Jefferson's hostility toward industry, including his wish that America could keep its
factories in Europe and avoid the clamor of
cities, is well known. Many opponents of the
Constitution shared his preferences for agrarian virtues in small republics. Even leading
proponents of more vigorous industrial development, however, worried about the effects
of new forms of work on the shaping of
human character. To cite only the most
prominent example, Adam Smith asserted
grave reservations about the loss of mental
vigor that might become associated with
excessively specialized labor. As he wrote in
The Wealth ofNations (Book V, Part I, Article
II):
The man whuse -life i's spent in performing a few simple operations, of
which the effects are perhaps always
the same ... has no occasion to exert
his understanding or to exercise his
invention in finding out expedients for
removing difficulties which never
occur. He naturally loses, therefore, the
habit of such exertion, and generally
becomes as stupid and ignorant as it
is possible for a human creature to
become.
Nor was Smith alone in doubting the desirability of the effects that a more robust
economic system might have on human character. Hume and Montesquieu had both
addressed the problem of "vicious luxury,"
that is, a tendency of people to focus on the
accumulation of material wealth. Following
personal acquisitive impulses excessively,

such people would become incapable of the
public spiritedness, or civic virtue.

THE ECONOMIC CHARACTER OF
A FREE PEOPLE
The proponents of small republics and
agrarian virtues, we must remember, lost the
constitutional ratification debates. Among
the pointed themes of The Federalist was an
antagonism toward (and, in essays #48 and
#49, explicit refutation of) the excessively
sentimental views about government articulated in Jefferson's Notes on the State of
Virginia. The Federalist, #10 rejected the
simple answer to the problem of human
character
provided
by
representative
institutions:
It is in vain to say that enlightened
statesmen will be able to adjust these
clashing interests and render them all
subservient to the public good. Enlightened statesmen will not always be at
the helm.
The system described in The Federalist therefore does not depend on enlightened statesmen. The proponents of the Constitution
hoped that their representative institutions
would, in a large republic, incorporate a
sufficient variety of interests that no single
factious passion would sustain an enduring
majority.
This hope was built upon two foundations.
The first foundation was an expectation that
the people themselves would know their own
limits. Most people would never devote sufficient attention to public problems that they
would become sufficiently versed in them to
offer themselves as candidates for office. If
industrial man became a specialized, ignorant
creature capable of understanding only his
local and particular interests, few people
would be inclined to give him their votes.
The Federalist, #35 predicted that, in most
popular assemblies, representatives would be
merchants, moderate landholders, and
members of the learned professions. Publius
contended that mechanics and manufacturers
would tend to elect others as representatives
because,
Those discerning citizens are well
aware that the mechanic and manufacturing arts furnish the materials of
mercantile enterprise and industry ....
They know that the merchant is their
natural patron and friend; and they are
aware that ... their habits in life have
not been such as to give them those
acquired endowments, without which
in a deliberative assembly the greatest
natural abilities are for the most part
useless.
The representatives whom people were most
likely to elect, then, would be people whose
own experiences informed them of a range
of interests in society, rather than people
whose experiences had narrowed their
concerns.
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regarded as the nation's current foremost
optimist, repeatedly citing Tom Paine's incendiary remarks about people having the ability
to remake the world. Traditional conservatives shift uneasily in their seats each time
they hear such unbounded confidence. One
greatly oversimplifies the president by regarding such remarks as the political extension
of an actor who once worked for a company
that advertised, "Progress is our most important product." The underlying theme that
changes-new ideas, new products, new policies-will invariably improve human life is
a belief deeply ingrained in the American
character.

THE CONDITIONS OF
REGULATION
No one expects people to promote products
and policies wh n the reco nize the perverse
or corrupting effects of them. Substantial
portions of the modern market, however, do
not provide people with easy answers when
one raises the political questions of which
regulations? under what conditions? and how
should they be implemented?
As noted above, The Federalist argued that
a large republic was necessary to incorporate
a large enough variety of interests to make
the combination of a majority faction unlikely. In a large republic, communication
would take time, and the passage of time
would make it more likely that the heat of
vicious passion would cool before it could
gather majority support. One could make a
rather strong argument that modern communications, especially television, make even
the largest society similar to a small republic.
All forms of modern communication enable
the same passions to be conveyed to the world
instantaneously. Television, which does not
enable discussion between the person conveying the information and the people receiving
it, thereby discourages reflective reading and
written communication. Indeed, it fosters
instantaneous reaction as it shifts from one
topic to anothe with no ability to convey
to the audience an appropriate context for
interpreting the images transmitted. The
adverse effects of television can be mitigated
by modern technology if the proliferation of
channels results in a variety of passions being
conveyed to the American people. The institutions of representative government still
work against any quick process of gaining
national governmental support for any

adverse passions. In this sense, the slow pace
of Congress is a national strength precisely
because it is not well suited to reinforcing
the fleeting passions nurtured by the shifting
attention span of most modern communications media. Nonetheless, citizens do have
legitimate concerns about the substance of
some of the materials conveyed over the
airwaves, especially materials that tend to
coarsen or debase human character.
As profound as modern communications
issues might be for representative government, they pale beside some of the issues that
arise surrounding the impact of new technology on life. In recent years, scientists have
developed something classified as new life
forms, such as amoebas capable of eating oil
spills. The Supreme Court has ruled that, like
other marketable goods, these life forms could
be patented. Like other life forms, these
co mo itie co sume nutrient, digest,
excrete, and reproduce. The Food and Drug
Administration claims responsibility to regulate these new life forms, even though they
do not fit under traditional categories of
"food" or "drugs." The Environmental Protection Agency perceives of these new creatures in the same category as new chemicals
and now exercises responsibility to regulate
them under the Toxic Substances Control
Act, even though they are, strictly speaking,
neither chemicals nor toxic, at least in some
forms. One can easily imagine this dispute
over regulating the start of new life forms
extending to subsequent stages of life. Once
a given group of creatures, for example, have
digested an oil spill, should the owner be
required to gather and store them? If so, under
what conditions? Should we set "humane"
standards for the treatment of such life forms?
Should the inventor and / or owner be allowed
to kill a new life form that was developed
for a limited purpose? If we allow such killing,
should we regulate methods? The decision to
proceed with registration under the Toxic
Substances Control Act would seem to imply
control and disposal under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, the nation's
primary hazardous waste law. If, however,
we desire to protect such life forms, we might
want to consider the propriety of providing
them protection under something like the
Endangered Species Act. The physical capacity to create all of these conditions exists,
and I know of no responsible citizen who
views the arrival of these new life forms as
an unmixed blessing of modern technology.

The natural confidence of Americans
encourages us to see ways in which new
economic activities-products and processes-can improve human life. We are less
accustomed to considering the potential for
adverse impact that is inherent in much
technology. Recent advances in our abilities
to save unborn babies, including diagnosis
and treatment with drugs and surgery in the
womb, would have been impossible without
amniocentesis. This capacity to assist the
unborn, however, cannot allow us to overlook
the abuses of amniocentesis, the people who
use the technique to identify birth defects as
a precursor to killing the child. In a similar
sense, the abortion industry of today might
be reduced overnight if some scientists developed an effective morning-after pill. It is most
unclear, however, that such a product could
enhance the respect for the most basic human
right hat the merican fo n r nd tood
as essential to a truly free people.
The commercial activities of the American
people influence the formation of character
within the society by the virtues and vices
that are encouraged as we promote or discourage different means of individuals pursuing their happiness. Both the inventor of
a life-saving medical technique and the winner
of a lottery can accumulate great wealth. A
society that fosters greater respect for lottery
winners than it does for diligent medical
scientists, however, is likely to discourage the
development of serious medical scientists and
provide unwarranted hopes for those who
wish that luck could substitute for developed
skills. A society that desires to remain free
cannot be indifferent to the incentives that
it provides its people, whether in their industriousness or in their recreation.
The American founders did not give democratic government an unqualified endorsement. Like any other form of government,
democracy would be just only as long as it
secured its citizens' inalienable rights. The
supporters of the Constitution, in establishing
wholly popular government, acknowledged
the decent estimation they were according the
Gharacter of the American people. The founders also recognized, however, that the people
would have to act as perpetual guardians of
their own liberties. The challenge of the next
generation of Americans is to direct their
energies toward the formation of human
character that remains worthy of the noble
traditions of liberty.

Persons or institutions may be placed on the mailing list to receive copies for the News Letter by sending a written request
to News Letter, 207 Minor Hal~ University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. The complete mailing address should
be printed or typed, and the Zip Code should be included.
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impulse of passion, or of interest, adverse to
the rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate interests of the community." The causes of faction are sown in
human nature, and could encompass everything from religious zealots and political
partisans to people who seek schemes for the
abolition of debts or reckless printing of paper
money. The Federalist also refers to factions
as "interfering interests," a phrase that has
led many modern observers to treat faction
as an antiquated synonym for interest group.
This tendency to lump all groups together
has led to a serious misreading of The Federalist. Factions, remember, are a subset of
interests; that is, groups that operate "adverse
to the rights of other citizens, or to the
permanent and aggregate interests of the
community." How would one distinguish an
interest from a faction? One would assume
that this would be done in the course of
l(fgislative proceedings, especially through
public discussion of proposed policies. The
primary purpose of the Nazi party or the
Communist party, for example, is to deprive
other citizens of basic rights. They are clearly
factions rather than legitimate interests. The
Ku Klux Klan also exists to restrict the
liberties of other citizens in clearly factious
ways. It could easily be distinguished from
an interest, such as the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People,
which seeks to secure or to defend the basic
rights involved. A group seeking to build a
hospital to promote health and protect life
would be an interest. A group that set up
an institution to kill innocent people would
be factious. A society promoting education
to enrich minds would be an interest, a group
seeking to coarsen public morality would be
factious.
Naturally, Publius was aware that groups
organize for a variety of purposes, some of
them virtuous or benign, others of them
vicious. A people fit for self-government,
however, would be disciplined enough to
restrain factious impulses within their own
groups, perhaps by supporting the group's
beneficial purposes and withholding support
as the group gave vent to its baser passions.
Just as a small republic might be swayed by
a factious passion, some groups within society
might become dominated by impulses harmful to other citizens.
If a free society is to thrive, the people's
representatives, at all levels of government,
must be able to give legitimate interests free
reign, while minimizing the injuries that harmful groups might inflict. The American experiment depended upon providing both wide
room for economic activities that enlarge
human character and suitable -controls for
factions that might debase it.

THE POPULAR FOUNDATION OF
NATIONAL ECONOMIC POWERS
Although Chief Justice John Marshall had
read into the Constitution The Federalist's

expansive interpretation of national economic powers, subsequent court decisions effectively limited national economic powers until
the Supreme Court's shift during the second
term of President Franklin D. Roosevelt.
Since that era, the courts have ceased to
impose restrictions where broad authority is
granted by explicit constitutional language.
The authors of The Federalist would not
have been surprised about the length of time
involved in securing broad economic powers
in the national government. Regardless of
parchment provisions, political decisions in
a free society usually will be based upon
prudential assessments of citizens' experiences. When Publius considered the potential
of powers shifting between levels of government in the federal union, in The Federalist,
#28, he observed,
Power being almost always the rival
of power, the general government will
at all times stand ready to check the
usurpations of the state governments,
and these will have the same disposition
toward the general government. The
people, by throwing themselves into
either scale, will infallibly make it
preponderate.
From the enactment of .he New Deal
through the adoption of the Great Society
legislation, the confidence of the American
people appeared increasingly to favor
national rather than federal resolution of
political issues. During this period, the American people elected representatives who
voiced strong reservations about the capacities of the states even as they promoted
national action with confidence. Few of those
promoting national policies appear to have
considered where they might turn if the
national policies failed. In a sense, one can
see our growing current emphasis on "private
sector initiatives" as a last resort following
the failure of national programs that were
built upon a diminution of people's confidence in their state and 0 al governments.

THE GROWING TECHNOLOGICAL
CHALLENGE
The American people need not necessarily
fear reduced confidence in governmental solutions to their problems. A strengthened private sector might actually strengthen government. If people's reduced confidence in
government in the late 1970s resulted from
government attempting too much, and doing
many things poorly, a reduction in governmental activities could enable it to perform
better at the functions it retains. From
another view, rebuilding confidence in people
operating outside of government might
enhance recognition of the ways in which
character can be shaped through economic,
social, and cultural institutions to strengthen
society as well as government. Contemporary
observers such as George Gilder, Michael

Novak, and Charles Murray have provided
cogent analyses of both the character-forming
function of productive economic activity and
the character debasement that is a consequence of excessive dependency on
government.
If we have a challenge to the American
constitutional order today, that challenge
originates from the harmful (or factious)
potential involved in some technological developments rather than any deficiencies inherent
in the parchment provisions of the Constitution. The Federalist considered the largeness of the American republic a virtue that
would promote a diversity of interests and
reduce the likelihood that any single perverse
passion would influence the people at a
particular time.
The authors of the Constitution fully
expected that the enumerated powers of Congress would enable the peo le's elected re resentatives to control any vicious passions that
might arise. Especially with regard to commercial powers, the Constitution erected a
strong national government capable of breaking and controlling the violence of faction.
As the Declaration indicated, prudence
would have to be the practical means of
deciding on the suitability of different policies.
The Constitution merely provided a broad
foundation for the regulation of commerce;
the American people, heeding the voice of
experience, would have to decide which regulations of commerce would best promote
their safety and happiness. Throughout our
history, governments have moved to regulate
when substantial public opinion supported
the regulatory activities. At the same time,
American governments have been more reluctant to regulate than many other governments. One can attribute that hesitancy either
to confidence in the uses of economic liberty
made by others or dissatisfaction with, or
distrust of, the regulatory policies of
government.
Political economist Joseph Schumpeter
observed that a free economy was a persistent
promoter of change. stab is ed ways 0
doing things have no more dedicated enemy
than the energetic entrepreneur who believes
that he can provide newer products or old
products in improved varieties. If conservatism is merely the preservation of the status
quo, then no group is less conservative than
the people who provide new goods and services that might change the ways in which
we live, including the ways in which we govern
ourselves. The people who gave us automobiles, airplane transportation, computers,
wonder drugs, solid state· technology, and
television can be characterized in many ways,
but not as people who wanted to leave the
world the way they found it.
Americans have been the world's most
open people when it comes to industry and
inventiveness. The nation's first settlers
moved wherever they thought they could
make life better. Ronald Reagan is justifiably
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Beyond the question of the qualities of the
representatives whom people were likely to
elect, Publius was confident that schemes to
abridge people's rights and liberties would be
exposed and defeated in the course of legislative deliberation. If any pernicious legislation were introduced into Congress, those
who might be adversely affected would make
their concerns known. The clash of open
arguments, including the requirement for public explanations and defenses of votes, would
force legislators to refine and enlarge their
views. Although The Federalist acknowledged the possibilities of adverse majorities,
the authors had sufficient confidence in the
electoral choices of the American people and
the responsibilities intrinsic to representative
institutions to believe that such adverse majorities could not be enduring. The most striking
testimony to their confidence in representative
institutions is the rejection of any restriction
a gayer me
j
a 0 e aero g
democratic procedures.
This representative framework never directly confronted the agricultural interests dominant in the economy. In effect, the virtues
that previous generations had associated with
yeoman farmers would have to be cultivated
in other segments of the economy. Stressing
merchants, moderate landholders, and
members of the learned professions as representatives, The Federalist recognized that the
disciplines and virtues essential to a large
republic might be nurtured in a variety of
economic settings. The Federalist contended,
moreover, that a strengthened and diversified
economy would operate to the benefit of
agriculture. Rejecting the belief that there is
a natural animosity between agriculture and
industry, The Federalist, #11 asserted, "It has
been found in various countries that in proportion as commerce has flourished land has
risen in value." The Federalist argued, therefore, that the constitutional provisions to
promote a strong national economy would
strengthen agriculture along with the other
sectors of the economy.
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Noone seriously questions the idea that
the people who wrote, adopted, and defended
the Constitution supported the principle of
a free economy. A careful examination of
the Constitution, however, demonstrates that
the commitment to a free economy is not
explicit in the text. The document grants the
Congress, that is, the national government,
general and unconstrained authority to regulate interstate and foreign commerce, to coin
money and establish its value, to define the
privileges of patents and copyrights, to fix
standards of weights and measures, and to
punish various transgressions against these
powers. Except for restrictions forcing the
national government to treat all states uniformly, the Constitution imposes no limitations on the national government's broad

commercial powers. The document drafted
in Philadelphia contains no reference to property. The explicit limitations that it does
impose on economic activities are directed
against state governments, including prohibitions on the states from imposing tariffs
or export duties, coining money, establishing
a currency, or adopting laws impairing the
obligations of contracts. This combination of
powers and prohibitions served to establish
uniform national markets free from interfering local interests. National economic conditions would be regulated; they simply would
have to be regulated in a uniform, national
manner. We could usefully remind ourselves
that the antifederalists attacked the Constitution because it lacked sufficient protection
for property. The idea that the Constitution
was an economic document designed to safeguard contemporary property was a creation
of the American historian Charles Beard,
ra er a
e P . a el ·a onventio or
the antifederalists.
Many observers have noted that centralized
management of the economy has been resisted
rather well in the United States. Some have
attributed this alleged lack of national economic order-in particular, America's traditional lack of interest in a socialized economy-to the Constitution's provisions.
However, nothing in the Constitution's parchment provisions prevents the formation of a
national-or nationalized-economic policy.
The Constitution, however, does invert Karl
Marx's analytical assumptions about political
life. Where Marx asserted that economic
conditions determine political institutions, the
Constitution provides political institutions
the power to shape economic life. The only
limitation that the Constitution imposes on
the ways in which economic life might be
reshaped is the requirement that proponents
of any new order secure and sustain the
support of national majorities.

REGULATING FACTIONS
The ratification debates provide people
with a good understanding of the shared
assumptions of the parties to the dispute as
well as points of difference. As Secretary of
the Treasury, Alexander Hamilton would
make his disputes with Jeffersonian visions
of agrarian virtue well known, especially in
his Report' on Manufactures. Hamilton
believed that the disciplines of regular habits,
ordered work, and productivity could be
fostered in many trades, industries, and studies. He gave short shrift to any nostalgic
reverie for agrarian life, arguing that one of
the reasons to promote child labor in factories
was to liberate children from the oppressive
drudgery that was routine on the farm. Both
sides of the debate, one must note, shared
a conviction that productive economic activity, whether urban or agrarian, would be vital
to shaping the character of democratic citizens. The purpose of government, after all,
was to secure the rights of life and liberty

and to foster conditions in which people might
pursue happiness. Economic activity-producing and selling goods and services that
other citizens needed or wanted-would be
the normal means of promoting one's personal happiness.
Clearly the idea that only agrarian virtue
was necessary to sustain a free people cannot
be supported by American historical experience. Cyrus McCormick's development of
the reaper at his farm on the border of
Augusta and Rockbridge counties, Virginia,
was one of the clearest demonstrations of the
ways in which a strong industrial economy
can complement the productivity of agriculture. Indeed, one has difficulty imagining
either agricultural or industrial prosperity
without large-scale industries producing farm
implements and developing fertilizers and
pesticides to enhance growth; and massive,
complex shipping, trucking, and trade operations to bring farm goods to market.
The nation's founding documents provide
almost uniformly positive perspectives on
human liberty. The founding generation considered liberty one of the natural means that
rational people used to pursue happiness. The
shared assumptions throughout the era saw
no tension between the ideas of liberty and
equality. Genuine efforts at promoting human
happiness, after all, should leave everyone's
condition improved, and should involve activities that all should be free to pursue. The
national government would establish the conditions under which national economic institutions would operate. Candor, therefore,
required the authors of The Federalist to
confront the problem of people who promote
their own interests at the expense of other
citizens, that is, the problem of faction.
Twentieth-century political analysts-following the so-called pluralist tradition of
David Truman and Robert Dahl-have interpreted the term "faction" as a synonym for
"interest group." It had a more limited meaning in The Federalist, and the broader construction has obscured the substantial power
for social and economic regulation that the
founders assumed would be retained by all
levels of government. One must remember
that, in The Federalist, #1 O's discussion of
factions, the only problem given extensive
attention is the problem of a national majority
faction. If a faction is a local minority, local
governments could control it. If a faction
dominates only a single state or region, it
will not necessarily cause national problems.
If a faction gains prominence in several sections, but remains a national minority, the
national majority can regulate its vicious
passions. A firm foundation for regulation,
including severe restrictions or prohibitions
of minority factions, is assumed under the
Constitution.
What is a faction? The Federalist, #10
defined a faction as "a number of citizens ...
united and actuated by some common
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How does an 18th century Constitution affect 20th century technological development? What impact do technological and medical advances
c' ence?
ha
have on the Constitution? How does the Constitution, for instance, apply to new life forms being devel
by mo e
are implications of computer and communications technology for privacy rights under the Constitution? Do television and other mass media
undermine the slow and reasoned debate of public policy issues that the Founders hoped would occur under our system of representative
democracy? These issues and others will be discussed and debated by the panel and audience at the Augusta County Forum.
About the site: The Virginia General Assembly created Augusta County in 1738 as one of the two counties on the Commonwealth's
western frontier. The borders of the county extended north to the Great Lakes and west to the Mississippi River, including the present
states of West Virginia, Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, Wisconsin, Kentucky, and part of western Pennsylvania. Virginia has been dubbed
"The Mother of States," but the title is more appropriate for Augusta County.
The most important figure in the settlement of the county is eastern Virginia planter William Beverley, to whom the General Assembly
granted 118,000 acres of land in what is now the City of Staunton. The present Augusta County courthouse, completed in 1901, stands
on the same tract of land that Beverley donated to the county court in 1745 for the construction of the first courthouse.
The Staunton-Augusta area has a rich heritage. Perhaps the most famous son is Woodrow Wilson, born on December 28, 1856 in the
Presbyterian manse in Staunton. His father was the minister of the First Presbyterian Church. The family later moved to South Carolina,
and Wilson went on to become the president of Princeton University, the governor of New Jersey, and president of the United States.
In 1908 Staunton became the first city in the nation to employ a city manager; this effort to improve the management efficiency of local
government spawned numerous imitations, as almost half of our nation's cities now have council-manager governments. McCormick Farm,
on the border of Augusta and Rockbridge counties, commemorates another of the area's contributions to the nation. Here, in 1831, Cyrus
McCormick perfected the mechanical reaper-a technological development that transformed both rural and urban life in America.
The Augusta meeting is the eighth of twenty forums in the series entitled "The Constitution and the Commonwealth: The Virginia Court
Days Forums." The series is directed by the Institute of Government and supported in part by a grant from the National Endowment
for the Humanities.
The public is invited to attend and to participate in the forum, which will be videotaped for later broadcast on WCVE-TV,
Channel 23, Richmond. Seating is limited, however, and persons planning to attend should reserve a seat by writing or calling collect Dr.
Timothy G. O'Rourke, Institute of Government, 207 Minor Hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA 22903 (phone 804/924-3396).
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