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5,000 YEAR LEAP 

Study Guide jk080515 

 
Dedicated to: 

 

That generation of resolute Americans whom we call the Founding  . 

They created the first people to survive as a nation in modern times. 

They wrote a new kind of Constitution which is now the in existence. 
 

They built a new kind of commonwealth designed as a                       

human race. 

for the whole 

 

They believed it was thoroughly possible to create a new kind of civilization, giving 

   , , and to all. 
 

Their first design for a free-people nation was to encompass all of North America, 

accommodating, as John Adams said, two to three hundred million . 
 

They created a new cultural climate that gave to the human spirit. 
 

They encouraged exploration to reveal the scientific of the universe. 
 

They built a free-enterprise to encourage industry and prosperity. 
 

They gave humanity the needed ingredients for a gigantic 5,000-year . 
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Preface 
by W. Cleon Skousen, 1981 

 

The publication of this book is the fulfillment of a dream gestated over forty years ago at 

the George Washington University Law School in the nation's capital. 

 

As I studied Constitutional law, there was always a nagging curiosity as to why someone 

had not taken the time and trouble to catalogue the ingredients of the Founding Fathers' 

phenomenal success formula so it would be less complex and easier to digest. It seemed incredible 

that these gems of political sagacity had to be dug out of obscurity by each individual doing it 

piecemeal and never really knowing for certain that the whole puzzle had been completely 

assembled. 

 

All of this introspective cogitation was taking place during the Great Depression, while 

this writer was working full time at the FBI and going to law school at night. 

 

A short time before, a brand new majority in Congress had been swept into power, and 

our professor of Constitutional law was constantly emphasizing the mistakes these newly elected 

“representatives of the people” were making. He would demonstrate how they were continually 

seeking answers to the nation's ills through remedies which were not authorized by the 

Constitution, and in most cases by methods which had been strictly forbidden by historical 

experience and the teachings of the Founders. 

 

As I talked to some of these enthusiastic new Congressmen, it soon became apparent that 

their zeal was sincere and that any mistakes they might be making were the results of ignorance, 

not malicious intent. In fact, all of us belonged to a generation that had never been taught the 

clear-cut, decisive principles of sound politics and economics enunciated by the Founders. 

Somebody had apparently decided these were not very important anymore. 

 
To this extent it could be said that, ideologically speaking, we were a generation of un- 

Americans. Even those of us who had come up through political science had never been required 

to read the Federalist Papers, John Locke, Algernon Sidney, Montesquieu, Adam Smith, Cicero, 

or the original writings of the men who put it all together in the first place. One of my 

undergraduate professors had even said that the Constitution was obsolete. He said it wasn't 

designed for a modern industrial society. 

 

Nevertheless, one of my friends in Congress said he would like to study the Founders' 

ideas. What he wanted was a simple, easy-to-understand book. So did the rest of us. My text on 

Constitutional law was three inches thick and was so cluttered up with complex, legalistic rhetoric 

that it would only confuse a farmer, businessman, or real estate broker who had just been elected 

to Congress. It was even confusing to those of us who were trying to get a handle on “the   

system” so we could pass the bar examination. The fact that some of us did pass the bar “the very 

first time around” was always counted within our secret circle as a providential miracle! As the 

years went by, I continued to look for a book which laid out the great ideas of the Founders so 

that even a new Congressman could “read as he ran” and get a fairly good comprehension of the 
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Founders' ingenious success formula. I did find a number of writers who seemed to come within 

striking distance of the target, only to back away and never complete the task. Often their tomes 

were long, tedious conglomerates of abstract complexity. Of course, there were lots of books on 

Constitutional “nuts and bolts,” or the mechanics of government, which were similar to my texts 

in political science. However, none of these ever portrayed a philosophical comprehension of why 

it was all supposed to be so great. 

 

Eventually, circumstances were such that this writer overcame a prevailing sense of 

apprehension and undertook the task of trying to do something along these lines just as a matter 

of personal insight. Now, a hundred digested volumes later, and after a most gratifying visit with 

many of the Founders through their letters, biographies, and speeches, this book has been 

assembled. 

 

It may appear to some to be a very modest contribution, but it has been a monumental 

satisfaction to the author. Never before have I fully appreciated the intellectual muscle and the 

quantum of solid character required to produce the first modern republic. I have gained a warm 

affection for the Founders. I have learned to see them as men imbued with all of our common 

weaknesses called “human nature,” and yet capable of becoming victorious at a task which would 

have decimated weaker men. I have learned to glory in their successes and have felt an overtone 

of personal sorrow when they seemed to attain less than they had hoped. It has been a marvelous 

adventure in research to perceive the ramifications of the Founders' formula for a model 

commonwealth of freedom and prosperity which became the United States of America. 

 

When it comes to acknowledgments, I find myself, like other writers, overwhelmed with 

obligations. How can one thank a thousand researchers and writers on at least three continents 

who have spent much of their lives digging up and recording the detailed treasures concerning the 

lives and thoughts of those distinguished nation-builders whom we are pleased to call our 

Founding Fathers? 

 

At closer range, the task of expressing appreciation is not so difficult, provided that this 

author can be forgiven for not including all who deserve meritorious thanks. 

 

First and foremost, I must do what so many writers seem to be admitting lately, and that is 

expressing a frank confession that their books would never have been written without the patient 

and endur ing suppo rt of a loving wife. This is particularly true in my case.  Her task of assisting  

an author-husband has been intermingled with raising eight children, trying to run a household 

with more than 3,000 books scattered about, answering ten to twenty-five telephone calls each 

day, and trying to locate her husband in time to eat dinner or meet a group of visiting dignitaries. 

All this and much more has been the continuous routine of my beautiful and patient helpmeet who 

was appropriately named by her parents, “Jewel.” 

 

Also involved in a most intimate way with the completion of this book has been the 

working staff of the Freemen Institute. Many of them have assumed day-and-night assignments in 

travel and administrative drudgery so that I might be free to the greatest possible extent to 

complete the research and writing for this project. 
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Glenn J. Kimber, our Vice President in charge of the Institute's nationwide operations, has 

gone the eleventh mile to be of assistance. He has made excellent suggestions which have been 

adopted. He has structured the channels of administrative responsibility so that this work could be 

completed with the very minimum of interference by the requirements of a busy headquarters 

operation. 

 

I am also indebted to Mark A. Benson, our Vice President in charge of development. He 

has rallied friends and supporters to provide the financial assistance needed to bring the project to 

finalization. 

 

In this connection I must give special thanks to the Garvey Foundation. This Foundation 

was largely responsible for the grant which provided the means to hire the personnel needed to 

expedite the completion of this work in time to be used dur ing the fall term by high schools and 

colleges. I am also grateful to Willard W. Garvey, President of Garvey Industries, Incorporated, 

who exhibited such a keen interest in this project and encouraged us to pursue others closely 

related to it. 

 

In the technical field, I cannot be too extravagant in expressing appreciation and praise for 

the extremely competent skills of Andrew M. Allison, editor of the Freemen Digest. He 

scrutinized the manuscript first through a microscope and then through a telescope to verify the 

accuracy of quoted material and the authenticity of documentary sources. 

 

My son, Harold Skousen, is also deserving of my deepest thanks for diligently working on 

the layout and graphics, all of which was done in between the complex ramifications of setting up 

a new television studio. 

 

Those closely associated with the Freemen Institute will understand how warmly I feel 

toward the tremendously loyal and hard-working staff who often work overtime and on Saturdays 

to provide the services of the Institute, which now extend all across the country and into several 

foreign countries as well. I think they know how grateful I am for them. 

 

It should also be mentioned that the deployment and coordination of production and 

remarkably accurate typesetting, re-typesetting, and deciphering of the author's constantly 

changing corrections and additions were all capably accomplished by Jean Marshall and Ken Neff. 

 

So, to all of these and many others not specifically mentioned, I am eternally grateful. 

And to the student who has a longing to appreciate the pioneers who built the American common- 

wealth, this book is offered. It is hoped that it will be helpful and understandable, and will to some 

degree provide the stimulating inspiration which the research and writing of it brought to the 

author. 

 

W. Cleon Skousen 
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Introduction 

 
Colonies of civilized human beings have been emerging and disappearing on the 

continental fringes of the Planet Earth for over 5,000 years. Each of these ganglia of civilized 

mankind had similar , but fulfilled them, at least, 

not in their fullest dimensions. Some built cities for over a million people that now lie buried in the 

skeletal debris of the Sahara sands. Others built cities that were even larger -- in Asia and South 

America -- but snakes, rodents, and entangled vines are about all that live today in the ghostly 

grandeur of their ruined past. 

 

A New Beginning 
 

It was in 1607 A.D. that another such attempt was made to lay the foundations for man's 

most modern civilization. Undoubtedly the annals of humankind will ultimately show that this one 

turned out to be different. 
 

The settlement was called after his royal highness, James I, King of 

England. It was the first colony of England on the North American 

continent. The settlers of Jamestown had been assigned the task of establishing an Anglo-Saxon 

foothold in the hot, humid,  and totally hostile wilderness of what we now call Virginia. 

 

Shades of the Primitive Past 
 

The most striking thing about the settlers of Jamestown was their startling                         

to the ancient pioneers who built settlements in other parts of the world 5,000 years earlier. The 

whole panorama of Jamestown demonstrated how shockingly little progress had been made by 

man dur ing all of those fifty centuries. 
 

The settlers of Jamestown had come in a no larger and no more commodious 

than those of the ancient sea kings. Their still consisted of shovel, axe, hoe, and a 

stick plow which were only slightly improved over those of China, Egypt, Persia, and Greece. 

They harvested their grain and hay-grass with the same primitive scythes. They wore clothes made 

of thread spun on a wheel and woven by hand. They thought was a staple food. 

Their medicines were noxious concoctions based on superstition rather than science. Their 

transportation was by and . 
 

Most of them died young. Out of approximately 9,000 settlers who found their way to old 

Jamestown, only about survived. 
 

Why Jamestown Was Different 
 

It was in Jamestown that economics were experimentally tried out by 

these European immigrants, who found them to be worse than had described them. 
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Eventually, it was in Jamestown that a system of free enterprise principles began to filter up 

through the years of “starving time” to impress on the settlers those dynamic ideas which were 

later refined and developed in Adam Smith's famous book, The of Nations. 

 

It was among these early settlers of Virginia that a sufficiently large population finally 

congregated to permit the setting up of the popular assembly of legislative 

representatives in the western hemisphere. The descendants of these Virginia settlers also 

produced many of the foremost intellects who structured the framework for the new civilization 

which became known as the United States of America. From among them came Thomas 

  , author of the Declaration of Independence; James  , “father” 

of the Constitution; George  , hero general of the War for Independence; 

George   ,  author of the first American Bill of Rights in Virginia. 

 

Virginia was the largest of the thirteen colonies, with half-a-million inhabitants, and she 

furnished of the first five Presidents of the United States. 

 

Two Hundred Years Later 
 

Soon two whole centuries had passed into history. By 1976, the “noble experiment” of 

American independence and free-enterprise economics had produced some phenomenal results. 

 

One need not be an American citizen to feel a sense of genuine pride in the fantastic list of 

achievements which bubbled up from the massive melting pot of humanity that swarmed to the 

shores of this new land and contributed to its mighty leap in technical, political, and economic 

achievement. 

 

The spirit of freedom which moved out across the world in the 1800s was primarily 

inspired by the fruits of freedom in the United States. The climate of free-market economics 

allowed to thrive in an explosion of inventions and technical discoveries which, 

in merely 200 years, gave the world the gigantic new power resources of harnessed electricity, the 

internal combustion engine, jet propulsion, exotic space vehicles, and all the wonders of nuclear 

energy. 
 

   were revolutionized, first by the telegraph, then the telephone, 

followed by radio and television. 

 

The whole earth was explored from pole to pole -- even the depths of the sea. 

 
Then men left the earth in rocket ships and actually walked on the moon. They sent up a 

space plane that could be maneuvered and landed back on the earth. 

 

The average length of life was ; the quality of life was tremendously 

enhanced. Homes, food, textiles, communications, transportation, central heating, central cooling, 

world travel, millions of books, a high literacy rate, schools for everybody, surgical miracles, 

medical cures for age-old diseases, entertainment at the touch of a switch, and instant news, 

twenty-four hours a day. That was the story. 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 11  

Of course, all of this did not happen just in , but it did flow out 

primarily from the swift current of freedom and prosperity which the American Founders turned 

loose into the spillways of human progress all over the world. In 200 years, the human race had 

made a 5,000-year leap. 

 

What About Progress in Reverse? 
 

Unfortunately, every new generation of human beings seems to feel the instinctive and 

passionate necessity to reinvent the sociological wheel. The sciences 

capitalize on the lessons of the past, but the sciences seldom do. 
 

In political and social relations, a single generation will sometimes duplicate the same error 

half-a-dozen times. Too many human beings are doing it today. 

 

They are muddling their lives with drugs, riots, revolutions, and terrorism; predatory wars; 

unnatural sexual practices; merry-go-round marriages; organized crime; neglected and sometimes 

brutalized children; plateau intoxication; debt-ridden prosperity; and all the other ingredients of 

insanity which have shattered mighty civilizations in the past. 
 

These elements of social can have a devastating impact on the highly 

technical and delicately interdependent civilization which freedom and prosperity have brought to 

mankind. 

 

Time to Get Back to Basics 
 

The goal of life is not really space travel, backyard swimming pools, glider planes, 

entertainment extravaganzas, big, fast cars, or thrill pills. What human beings are really seeking is 

individual  , self-realization. 

 

Human happiness thrives only in a certain kind of . The 

prerequisites for that environment are being destroyed. Many millions of people do not 

understand what is happening to them. They just know they are not genuinely happy. 

 

The answer to most of the problems is comparatively simple. Return to fundamentals. Get 

back to . Nothing in this life is ever going to be perfect, but it can be much 

more gratifying and a lot less dangerous if we can get back to the fundamentals that provided that 

amazing 5,000-year leap in the first place. 

 

That is what this book is all about. 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 12  

The 28 Great Ideas That are Changing the World 
 

There was hardly a single idea which the American Founding Fathers put into their 

formula that someone hadn't thought of before. However, the singularity of it all was the fact that 

in 1787, when the Constitution was being written, of those ideas was being 

substantially practiced anywhere in the world. It was in America that the Founding Fathers 

 
assembled the 28 great ideas that produced the dynamic success formula which proved such a 

sensational blessing to modern man. 

 

Now that many of those precious principles are fading into oblivion and scores of 

    problems have risen to plague humanity, it should  be in America 

that the banner of human hope is raised again. 
 

Of course, we should remind ourselves that it took the Founders years 

(1607-1787) to put it all together, and they made numerous mistakes along the way. Nevertheless, 

when they finally put the new charter into operation, George Washington was able to write after 

only two years: 
 

“The United States enjoy a scene of    and    under 

the new government that could hardly have been hoped for.” (Letter to Catherine Macaulay Graham, 19 

July 1791; John C. Fitzpatrick, The Writings of George Washington, 39 volumes, United States Government Printing 

Office, 1931-1944, Washington, D.C., 31:316-317.) 

 

The next day he wrote to David Humphreys: 

 
“Tranquility reigns among the people with that disposition towards the general 

government which is likely to it.... Our public credit stands on that [high] 

ground which three years ago it would have been considered as a species of madness to have 

foretold.”  (Ibid., pp. 318-319) 

 

Not only did it change the United States, but within a few years it aroused the admiration 

of the whole world. 

 

Experience proved these principles were sound. They are sound today. In our modern 

space-age of Third Encounters and Superman, the Founders' thinking may sound terribly 

old-fashioned and even pre-Victorian, but their principles have the advantage of an impressive 

track record of empirical proof that they are practical and true --    

That is their primary credential. 

true. 

 

Our purpose is to present the Founders' 28 great ideas in their original simplicity and 

mostly in their words. After all, it is their story. They are the ones who made the 

fantastic 5,000-year leap possible. 
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Part I 
The Founders' Monumental Task: 

Structuring a Government with 

All Power in the People 
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The Founders' Political Spectrum 
 

Part of the genius of the Founding Fathers was their political spectrum or political frame 

of reference. It was a yardstick for the of the political    

in any particular system of government. They had a much better political yardstick than the one 

which is generally used today. If the Founders had used the modern yardstick of “Communism on 

the left” and “Fascism on the right,” they never would have found the balanced center which they 

were seeking. 

 

What Is Left? What Is Right? 
 

It is extremely unfortunate that the writers on political philosophy today have undertaken 

to measure various issues in terms of political instead of political . 

No doubt the American Founding Fathers would have considered this modern measuring stick 

most objectionable, even . 

 

Today, as we mentioned, it is popular in the classroom as well as the press to refer to 

“Communism on the left,” and “Fascism on the right.” People and parties are often called 

“ ,” or “  .” The public do not really understand what they 

are talking about. 

 

These terms actually refer to the manner in which the various parties are    

in the parliaments of Europe. The radical revolutionaries (usually the Communists) occupy the far 

left and the military dictatorships (such as the Fascists) are on the far right. Other parties are 

located in between. 

 

Measuring people and issues in terms of political parties has turned out to be 

philosophically fallacious if not totally . This is because the platforms or 

positions of political parties are often superficial and structured on sand. The 

platform of a political party of one generation can hardly be recognized by the next. Furthermore, 

Communism and Fascism turned out to be different names for approximately the same thing -- the 

police state. They are not opposite extremes but, for all practical purposes, are virtually 

   . 

 

The American Founding Fathers Used a More Accurate Yardstick 
 

Government is defined in the dictionary as “a system of ruling or ,” 

and therefore the American Founders measured political systems in terms of the amount of 

    power or systematic which a particular system of 

government exercises over its people. In other words, the yardstick is not political parties, but 

political power. 

 

Using this type of yardstick, the American Founders considered the two extremes to be 

    on the one hand, and on the other. At the one extreme of 

anarchy there is government, no law, no systematic control and no governmental power, 
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while at the other extreme there is   control, too much political 

oppression, too much government. Or, as the Founders called it, “tyranny.” 

 

The object of the Founders was to discover the “balanced “ between 

these two extremes. They recognized that under the chaotic confusion of anarchy there is “no 

law,” whereas at the other extreme the law is totally dominated by the ruling power and is 

therefore “ Law.” What they wanted to establish was a system of 

“ Law,” where the government is kept under the control of the people and 

political power is maintained at the balanced center with enough government to maintain security, 

justice, and good , but not enough government to the people. 
 

The Founders' political spectrum might be graphically illustrated as follows: 
 
 

 

 
Ruler's Law 

 

The Founders had studied Ruler’s Law and knew its chief characteristics. They are as 

follows: 

 

1. Government is exercised by compulsion, force, conquest, or 

   usurpation. 

 
2. Therefore, all power is concentrated in the  . 

 
3. The are treated as “  ” of the ruler. 

 
 

4. The is treated as the “  ” of the ruler. 

 
5. The have no rights. 

 
6. Government is by the rule of rather than the rule of  . 

 
7. The people are structured into social and economic  . 

 
8. The thrust of government is always from the ruler  , not from the people 

  .  There is no “rule by the majority”. 
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9. Problems are always solved by issuing new edicts, creating more bureaus, appointing 

more administrators, and charging the people more taxes to pay for these 

“  .”  Under this system taxes and government regulations are always 

oppressive. 

 

10.    is not considered a to anything. 

 
11. The transfer of power is nearly always by violence – the dagger, the poison cup, or 

fratricidal civil war. 

 

12. The long history of Ruler's Law is one of blood and terror, both anciently and in 

modern times. Those in power revel in luxury while the lot of the common people is one 

of perpetual  , excessive taxation, stringent regulations, and a 

continuous existence of   . 

 

The Founders' Attraction to People's Law 

 
In direct contrast to the harsh oppression of Ruler's Law, the Founders, particularly 

Jefferson, admired the institutes of freedom under Law as originally practiced 

among the Anglo-Saxons. As one authority on Jefferson points out: 
 

“Jefferson's great ambition at that time [1776] was to promote a renaissance of 

Anglo-Saxon primitive institutions on the new continent. Thus presented, the American 

Revolution was nothing but the reclamation of the Anglo-Saxon of 

which the colonists had been deprived by a “long trend of abuses.” Nor does it appear that there 

was anything in this theory which surprised or shocked his contemporaries; Adams apparently did 

not disapprove of it, and it would be easy to bring in many similar expressions of the same idea in 

documents of the time.” (Gilbert Chinard, Thomas Jefferson: The Apostle of Americanism, 2nd edition, revised,  

The University of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, Michigan, 1975, pp. 86-87.) 

 

Characteristics of Anglo-Saxon Common Law or People's Law 
 

During the 1700s, one of the most fascinating and popular studies in England and America 

was unraveling the mystery of the -  . Even today, English 

historian Sharon Turner, who wrote his three-volume classic in the days of the Founders, is still 

considered a leading authority on these amazing people who came from around the Black Sea in 

the first century B.C. and spread all across Northern Europe. In fact, they were the best 

  , best people in their day. They not only 

conquered or intermarried with the royal families of every northern European country, but they 

set out in their open boats to chase the Irish out of Iceland, discover Greenland, and even 

establish temporary settlements in what is now Canada. 

 

But the most important thing to Jefferson, Franklin, John Adams, and others who studied 

their culture consisted of their institutes of constitutional government which were almost 

   with those of ancient  . 
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The Anglo-Saxons first brought their culture to Britain around 450 A.D. when two 

brothers, Hengist and Horsa, were invited by the king of Kent to bring their relatives to southern 

Britain and fight off the king's enemies. The Anglo-Saxons were not only successful in this 

military venture, but they liked Britain so well they decided to stay. Before long they had virtually 

taken over the island of Britain and changed its name to England (Anglo-land or Engel-land). 

 

Jefferson Studied the Anglo-Saxons in Their Own Language 
 

As we have already pointed out, Thomas Jefferson became remarkably proficient in 

   languages. One of them was the language of his ancestors, the Anglo-Saxons. He 

learned this language so he could study their laws in their original tongue. They not only had the 

major elements of People's Law, but they were organized and governed by                                    

similar to those of  . He made copies of the Anglo-Saxon laws and sent some of 

them to friends, along with his own translation. 

 

His admiration for these laws is expressed in a letter to Edmund Pendleton dated August 

13, 1776, when he wrote: 

 

“Are we not better for what we have hitherto abolished of the feudal system: Has not 

every restitution of the ancient Saxon laws had happy effects? Is it not better now that we return 

at once into that happy system of our ancestors, the and most    

ever yet devised by the wit of man, as it stood before the eighth  century?” (Boyd, 1:492.) 

 

The Anglo-Saxons organized themselves into units identical to those of the Israelites. 

 

Some Interesting Aspects of the Anglo-Saxon Culture 
 

Many have thought the Yinglings, or Anglo-Saxons, included a branch of the ancient 

Israelites because they came from the territory of the Black Sea (where the Ten Tribes 

disappeared), and because they preserved the same unique institutes of government as those 

which were given to the Israelites at Mount Sinai. But whether related or not, there is certainly 

irrefutable evidence of a cross-fertilization of laws and cultural values between these two peoples. 

(See Colin Rhys  Lovell,  English Constitutional and Legal History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1962)  Here 

are some examples: 

 

1. The Anglo-Saxons considered themselves a commonwealth of  . 

 
2. They organized themselves into units identical to those of the Israelites. 

 
a. The head of families was called a  -man. 

 
b. The head of families became an obscure office but may have been a vil- 

man, or head of the   . 

c. The head of families was called the man. 
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d. The head of families was called the eolderman, later shortened to 

  . The territory occupied by 1,000 families was called a  , 

and the administrative assistant to the earl was called the “shire reef.” We 

pronounce it  . 

 

3. All laws, as well as the election of leaders, had to be by the common                               

of the people.  This meant decisions were made by consensus where possible, but in any 

event, by the majority. 

 

4. Because the choosing of leaders expressed the will of the majority, it was possible to 

make a of without violence. 

 

The contrast between Ruler's Law (all power in the ruler) and People's Law (all power in 

the people) is graphically illustrated below. Note where the power base is located under each of 

these systems. Also compare the relationship between the and the rest 

of under these two systems. 

 

 
The Founders Note the Similarities Between 

Anglo-Saxon Common Law and the People's Law of Ancient Israel 
 

As the Founders studied the record of the ancient Israelites they were intrigued by the fact 

that they also operated under a system of laws remarkably similar to those of the Anglo-Saxons. 

The two systems were similar both in    and    structure. In 

fact, the Reverend Thomas Hooker wrote the “Fundamental Orders of Connecticut” based on the 

principles recorded by Moses in the first chapter of Deuteronomy. These “Fundamental Orders” 

were adopted in 1639 and constituted the first written constitution in modern times. This 

constitutional charter operated so successfully that it was adopted by Rhode Island. When the 

English colonies were converted over to independent states, these were the only two states which 

had constitutional documents which readily adapted themselves to the new order of 

self-government. All of the other states had to write new constitutions. 
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Here are the principal characteristics of the People's Law in ancient                           

which were almost identical with those of the Anglo-Saxons: 
 

1. They were set up as a commonwealth of . A basic tenet was: 

“Proclaim throughout all the land unto all the inhabitants thereof.” (Leviticus 

25:10) 
 

This inscription appears on the American Bell. 
 

Whenever the Israelites fell into the temptation to have slaves or bond-servants, they were 

reprimanded. Around 600 B.C., a divine reprimand was given through Jeremiah: “Ye have 

not hearkened unto me, in proclaiming every one to his brother, and 

every man to his neighbor: behold, I proclaim a liberty for you, saith the Lord.” (Jeremiah 

34:17) 

 

2. All the people were organized into small manageable units where the representative of 

each family had a voice and a vote. This organizing process was launched after 

  , the father-in-law of Moses, saw him trying to govern the people under 

Ruler's Law. (See Exodus 18:13-26.) When the structure was completed the Israelites were 

organized as follows: 

 

Note: These numbers are approximations based on the census recorded in the first 

chapter of the book of _______________. 

 

As you can see, under People’s Law, the   (and power) of governing the 

Israelites was distributed among  .  Instead of Moses trying to be the single ruler 

over six million people, he now had  assistants!  In a very short period of 

time, the children of Israel found themselves happily going from Ruler’s Law to People’s 

MOSES 

Vice President over Internal Affairs AARON - JOSHUA Vice President over the Military 

COUNCIL OF 70 

(A Senate) 

 
ELECTED REPRESENTATIVES 

(A Congress) 

 
600 GROUPS OF 1,000 FAMILIES 

6,000 GROUPS OF 100 FAMILIES 

12,000 GROUPS OF 50 FAMILIES 

60,000 GROUPS OF 10 FAMILIES 

(78,600 assistants to help govern the people) 

MORE THAN 600 THOUSAND FAMILIES 

MORE THAN 3 MILLION PEOPLE WITH POWER TO GOVERN THEMSELVES 
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Law. When he was growing up in the palace of the Pharaoh, Ruler’s Law had been the 

only way Moses knew how to govern. After implementing Jethro’s inspired plan, he was 

undoubtedly very much relieved to share the heavy burden of leadership. 

 

3. There was specific emphasis on strong, local  -government. Problems were 

solved to the greatest possible extent on the level where they originated. The record says: 

“The hard causes they brought unto Moses, but every small matter they judged 

  .”  (Exodus 18:26) 

 
4. The entire code of justice was based primarily on reparation to the                         rather 

than fines and punishment by the commonwealth. (Reference to this procedure will be 

found in Exodus, chapters 21 and 22.) The one crime for which no “satisfaction” could be 

given was first-degree murder. The penalty was  .  (See Numbers 35:31.) 

 

5. Leaders were elected and new laws were approved by the common of 

the people. (See 2 Samuel 2:4; 1 Chronicles 29:22; for  the rejection of a leader, see 2 Chronicles 10:16; for  

the approval of new laws, see Exodus  19:8.) 

 

6. Accused persons were presumed to be innocent until proven . 

Evidence had to be strong enough to remove any question of doubt as to guilt. Borderline 

cases were decided in favor of the accused and he was released. It was felt that if he were 

actually guilty, his punishment could be left to the judgment of  God in the 

    life. 

 

Lessons the Founders Learned from People's Law Under the Israelites 
 

As we analyze the details of the administration of People's Law during the era of the 

ancient Israelites, we discover numerous principles of government that were not  only 

   to those of the Anglo-Saxons, but that are applicable to our own day.  In fact, 

the first American Constitution actually many of those ancient principles. 

 

Here are some of the more obvious aspects of their culture after they were reorganized 

according to the system recommended by Jethro. 

 

1. First of all, they were set up as a commonwealth of  . The whole 

emphasis of Israel's new system was reflected in the proclamation: “Proclaim liberty 

throughout  all the land unto all the inhabitants thereof.” (Leviticus 25:10.) 

 

This proclamation became part of the American heritage when it was emblazoned on what 

became known as the     . 

 

Whenever the Israelites fell into the temptation to have or   - 

servants, they were reprimanded. Around 600 B.C., a reprimand was given through 

Jeremiah: “Ye have not hearkened unto me, in proclaiming liberty, every one to his 

brother, and every man to his neighbor: behold, I proclaim a  for you, 

saith the Lord.” (Jeremiah 34:17.) 
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2. Fundamental to the entire system of People's Law was a strong commitment to a very basic 

code of solid  .  The Founders continually emphasized this aspect of 

constitutional government in a free society. 

 

a. Benjamin Franklin said: “Only a people are capable of 

freedom. As nations become corrupt and vicious, they have more need of 

  .” (Albert Henry Smyth, ed., The Writings of Benjamin Franklin, 10 vols. 

(New York: Macmillan Co., 1905-7), 9:569.) 

 

b. John Adams was equally explicit: “Our  Constitution was made only for a 

   and people. It is wholly inadequate 

to the government of any other.” (John R, Howe, The Changing Political Thought of John 

Adams (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1966), p. 189.) 

 

 

c. Samuel Adams added a final warning: “Neither the wisest constitution nor the 

wisest laws will secure the liberty and happiness of a people whose manners are 

universally  .” (William V. Wells, The Life  and Public Service of Samuel 

Adams, 3  vols. (Boston: Little,  Brown and Company,  1865), 1:22.) 

 

3. The Israelites under People's Law were organized in small, manageable units where all of 

the adults had a and a  . 

 

4. There was major emphasis on strong self-government. 

 
5. They had a system of honest money based on and    

according to weight and a strict requirement of honest weights and measures. (See 

Deuteronomy 25:13-15.) 

 

6. The land was looked upon as a private stewardship of the  , not the 

  . 

 
7. The rights of were protected. 

 
8. The rights of and private were protected. 

 
9. All leaders were selected with the consent of the people by rule. (See 2 

Samuel 2:4; 1 Chronicles 29:22; for the rejection of a leader, see 2 Chronicles 10:16.) 

10. All laws came into force only by the consent of the or their 

   by majority rule.  (Exodus 19:8.) 

 
11. Accused persons were presumed to be until proven 

  . Evidence had to be strong enough to remove any question of doubt. 

Borderline cases were decided in favor of the and left to the 

judgment of   .  (For  example, see the law of witnesses, Deuteronomy 19:15; 24:3.) 
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12. The entire code of justice was based primarily on to the 

   rather than fines and punishment by the commonwealth. (Reference 

to this procedure will be found in Exodus, chapters 21 and 22.) The one crime for which 

no “satisfaction” could be given was first-degree murder. The penalty was  . 
(Numbers 35:31.) 

 

13. The main thrust of government was from the people   ; only in a time of 

temporary crisis was the thrust from the government  . (The Founders 

included this in the Constitution under the war powers.) 

 

14. The government was required to operate according to principles of  , not the 

   of men. 

 
15. Because this system expressed the will of the of the people, it 

allowed a transfer of power to be made by  means. 

Howard B. Rand, an American lawyer, reviewed these principles and wrote: 

“When the time came for the United States of America to adopt a constitution, our 

forefathers modeled it after the perfect system of administration.” (Howard 

B. Rand, Digest of the Divine Law (Merrimac, Massachusetts: Destiny Publishers, 1943), pp. 130-31.) 

 
These solid principles became the   down the stream of history 

for over a thousand years. Today Americans must take hold of those tow ropes if our nation is to 

survive.  We must: 

 

1.    the inspiration of the Founders’ Success Formula and 

reinstate Constitutional principles in our government; 

 

2.    our love for God, family, and country; 

 
3.    morality in our lives, in our businesses, and  in our 

country. 

 

Memorializing These Two Examples of 

People's Law on the U.S. Seal 
 

It was the original intent of the Founders to have both the ancient Israelites and the 

Anglo-Saxons represented on the official of the United States. The members of the 

committee were Thomas Jefferson, John Adams, and Benjamin Franklin. 

 
They recommended that one side of the seal show the profiles of two Anglo-Saxons 

representing and . These brothers were the first Anglo-Saxons to 

bring their people to England around 450 A.D. and introduce the institutes of People's Law into 

the British Isles. On the other side of the seal this committee recommended that there be a 

portrayal of ancient Israel going through the wilderness led by God's of fire. In 
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this way the Founders hoped to memorialize the two ancient peoples who had practiced People's 

Law and from whom the Founders had acquired many of their basic ideas for their new 

commonwealth of freedom.  (See Gilbert Chinard, Thomas Jefferson:  The Apostle of  Americanism, p. 86.) 

 

As it turned out, all of this was a little complicated for a small seal, and therefore a more 

simple design was utilized. 

 

However, following is a modern artist's rendition of the original seal as proposed by 

Jefferson, Adams, and Franklin. Obviously, this is a segment of America's rich heritage of the past 

which has disappeared from most history books. 
 

 

 

The Founders' Struggle to Establish People's Law in the 

Balanced Center 
 

In the Federalist Papers, No. 9, Hamilton refers to the “sensations of and 

   “ which arise when a person studies the histories of those nations that are always 

“in a state of perpetual vibration between the extremes of tyranny and anarchy.” (The Federalist 

Papers, Mentor  Books, New York, 1961, No. 9, p.  71) 

 

 
 

Washington also refers to the human struggle wherein “there is a and 

    progression, from the extreme of anarchy to the extreme of tyranny.” 
(Fitzpatrick, Writings of George Washington, 26:489) 

 
Franklin noted that “there is a natural inclination in mankind to kingly government.” He 

said it gives people the illusion that somehow a king will establish “ among 

citizens; and that they like.” Franklin's great fear was that the states would succumb to this 

gravitational pull toward a strong central government symbolized by a royal establishment. He 

said: “I am apprehensive, therefore -- perhaps too apprehensive -- that the Government of these 

States may in future times end in a monarchy. But this catastrophe, I think, may be long delayed, 

if in our proposed system we do not sow the seeds of contention, faction, and tumult, by making 

our posts of honor places of .”  (Albert Henry Smyth, ed., The Writings of Benjamin 

Franklin, 10 vols., The Macmillan Company, New York, 1905-1907, 9:593; modern spelling.) 
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The Founders' task was to somehow solve the enigma of the human                                  

to rush headlong from anarchy to tyranny -- the very thing which later happened in the French 

Revolution. How could the American people be constitutionally structured so that they would 

take a fixed position at the balanced center of the political spectrum and forever maintain a 

government “of the , by the people, and for the people,” which would not 

    from the earth? 
 

It took the Founding Fathers years (1607 to 1787) to come up with their 

American formula. In fact, just eleven years before the famous Constitutional Convention at 

Philadelphia, the Founders wrote a constitution which almost caused them to the 

Revolutionary War. Their first attempt at constitutional writing was called “The Articles of 

Confederation.” 

 

The Founders' First Constitution Ends Up Too Close to Anarchy 
 

The American Revolutionary War did not commence as a war for    

but was originally designed merely to protect the rights of the people from the arrogant 

oppression of a tyrannical king. Nevertheless, by the spring of 1776 it was becoming apparent that 

a separation was the only solution. 

 

It is interesting that even before the Declaration of Independence, the Continental 

Congress appointed a committee on June 11, 1776, to write a . 

John Dickinson served as chairman of the committee and wrote a draft based on a proposal made 

by  in 1775. However, the states felt that 

Dickinson's so-called “Articles of Confederation” gave too much power to the central 

government. They therefore hacked away at the draft until November 15, 1777, when they 

proclaimed that the new central government would have powers whatever except those 

“expressly” authorized by the . And the states did not expressly authorize much of 

anything. 

 

Under the Articles of Confederation as finally adopted, there was no , 

no , no power, and no    

power. The national government ended up being little more than a general “Committee of the 

States.” It made recommendations to the states and then prayed they would respond favorably. 

Very often they did not. 

 

On the Founders' political spectrum the Articles of Confederation would appear as 

follows: 
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The suffering and death at Valley Forge and Morristown were an unforgettable 

demonstration of the abject of the central government and its 

     to provide food, clothes, equipment, and manpower for the war. At 

Valley Forge the common fare for six weeks was flour, water, and salt, mixed together and baked 

in a skillet --  cakes, they were called. Out of approximately 8,000 soldiers, around 

   abandoned General Washington and went home. Approximately 

   officers resigned their commissions. Over soldiers died of starvation 

and disease. Washington attributed this near-disaster at Valley Forge to the constitutional 

weakness of the central government under the Articles of Confederation. 

 
The Genius of the Constitutional Convention in 1787 

 

Not one of the Founding Fathers could have come up with the much-needed 

Constitutional formula by himself, and the delegates who attended the Convention knew it. At 

that very moment the states were bitterly . The Continental dollar was inflated 

almost out of existence. The economy was deeply depressed, and rioting had broken out. New 

England had threatened to secede, and both and were standing 

close by, ready to snatch up the dis-United States at the first propitious opportunity. 

 
Writing a Constitution under these circumstances was a                             

experience. None of the delegates had expected the Convention to require four tedious months. In 

fact, within a few weeks many of the delegates, including James Madison, were living on 

    funds. 

 
From the opening day of the Convention it was known that the brain-storming discussions 

would require frequent shifting of positions and changing of minds. For this reason the 

Convention debates were held in to avoid public embarrassment as the delegates 

made concessions, reversed earlier positions, and moved gradually toward some kind of 

agreement. 

 

A Special Device Employed to Encourage Open Discussion 

 
To encourage the delegates to freely express themselves without the usual formalities of a 

convention, the majority of the discussions were conducted in what they called “the Committee of 

the  .” This committee consisted of all the members of the Convention, but, as a 

committee, decisions were always tentative and never in the same way they 

would have been if voted upon by the Convention. Only after a thorough ventilating of the issues 

would the Committee of the Whole turn themselves back into a sitting of the Convention and 

formally approve what they had just discussed in the Committee. 

 

The object of the Founders was to seek a or general agreement on 

what the Constitution should provide. After four months of debate they were able to reach general 

agreement on just about everything except the issues of   , proportionate 

   , and the regulation of . All three of these issues 

had to be settled by  . 
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It is a mistake however, to describe the rest of the Constitution as a “conglomerate of 

compromises,” because extreme patience was used to bring the minds of the delegates into 

   rather than simply force the issue to finality with a compromise. This is 

demonstrated in the fact that over ballots were taken before they resolved the issue of 

how to elect the President. They could have let the matter lie after the first ballot, but they did 

not. They were anxious to talk it out until the vast majority felt good about the arrangement. That 

is why it took 60 ballots to resolve the matter. 

 

When the Founders had finished their work on September 17, 1787, President 

Washington attached a letter to the signed draft and sent it to the   . The 

Congress ratified the Constitution without any changes and sent it to the states. When several of 

the larger states threatened to reject the Constitution, they were invited to ratify the main body of 

the Constitution but attach suggested  . They submitted   ! At 

the first session of Congress, these suggested amendments were reduced to by James 

Madison, and of them were finally approved and ratified by the states. Thus was born 

America's famous Bill of . 

 

The Balanced Center 

This was the polemic process by which the Founders struggled to get the American eagle 

firmly planted in the balanced of the political spectrum. James Madison later 

described the division of labor between the states and the federal government as follows: 

“The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the government are 

   and . Those which are to remain in the    

governments are  and indefinite.... The powers reserved to the several States 

will extend to all the objects which, in the ordinary course of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, 

and properties of the people, and the  order, improvement, and prosperity of 

the State.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 45, pp. 292-293.) 

 

The fixing of the American eagle in the 

center of the spectrum was designed to maintain 

this political equilibrium between the people in 

the states and the federal government. The idea 

was to keep the power base close to the people. 

The emphasis was on strong local self- 

government. The states would be responsible for 

   affairs and the federal 

government would confine itself to those areas 

which could not be fairly or effectively handled 

by the  states. This 

made the Founders' political spectrum look 

approximately like this: 
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America's Three-Headed Eagle 
 

Although Polybius, John Locke, and Baron Charles de Montesquieu had all advocated the 

separation of the governmental functions into three departments -- legislative, executive, and judicial -- 

the American Founders were the first to carefully structure what might be described as a three-headed 

eagle. 

 

 
The central head was the law-making or legislative function with eyes -- the House and 

the Senate -- and these must both see eye-to-eye on any piece of legislation before it can become law. A 

second head is the administrative or Department with all authority centered in a 

single, strong President, operating within a clearly defined framework of limited power. The third head is 

the , which was assigned the task of acting as guardian of the Constitution and the 

interpretation of its principles as originally designed by the Founders. 
 

The genius of this three-headed eagle was not only the separation of powers but the fact that all 

three heads operated through a neck. By this means the Founders carefully integrated 

these three departments so that each one was coordinated with the others and could not function 

independently of them. It was an ingeniously structured pattern of political power which might be 

described as “ without .” 
 

The Two Wings of the Eagle 

The Founder's view of their new form of government can be further demonstrated by using the 

symbol of the eagle and referring to its two : 
 

Wing #1 of the eagle might be referred to as the solving wing or the wing 

of . Those who function through this dimension of the system are sensitive to 

the unfulfilled needs of the people. They dream of elaborate plans to solve these problems. 
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Wing #2 has the responsibility of the nation's 

    and the people's . Its function is to analyze 

the programs of wing #1 with two questions. First, can we it? Secondly, what will it 

do to the and individual freedom of the people? 
 

Now, if both of these wings fulfill their assigned function, the American eagle will fly 

straighter and higher than any civilization in the history of the world. But if either of these wings 

goes to sleep on the job, the American eagle will drift toward or 

   .  For example, if wing #1 becomes infatuated with the idea of solving all the 

problems of the nation regardless of the cost, and wing #2 fails to bring its power into play to 

sober the problem-solvers with a more realistic approach, the eagle will spin off toward the 

   , which is tyranny. On the other hand, if wing #1  fails to see the problems 

which need solving and wing #2 becomes in its course of not solving 

problems simply to save money, or not disturb the status quo, then the machinery of government 

loses its credibility and the eagle drifts over toward the right where the people decide to take 

matters into their own hands. This can eventually disintegrate into anarchy. 

 

Thomas Jefferson Describes the Need for Balance 
 

When Thomas Jefferson became President, he used his first inaugural address to describe the 

need to make room for the  -solving wing,  to which his own Democratic 

-Republican party belonged, and also make room for the conservation wing, to which the Federalist 

party of John Adams belonged. He tried to stress the fact that all Americans should have some 

elements of of these party dimensions in their thinking. In his inaugural address he said: 

“We have called by different names brethren of the same principle. We are all 

    -- we are all .” (Albert Ellery Bergh, editor, The 

Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 20 volumes, The Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association, Washington, D.C., 1907, 3:319) 

 

The Problem of Political Extremists 
 

Nevertheless, Jefferson saw elements in both of these parties which 

were political extremists. In the Federalist party were those who would pull the eagle away from 

its balanced center toward the tyrannical left and form a central government so strong that it 

would border on a monarchy. Concerning the monarchist fringe of the Federalist  party, he wrote: 

 

“I have spoken of the Federalists as if they were a homogeneous body, but this is not the 

truth. Under that name lurks the heretical sect of monarchists. Afraid to wear their own name, 

they creep under the mantle of Federalism, and the Federalists, like sheep permit the fox to take 

shelter among them, when pursued by dogs. These men have no right to office. If  a monarchist be 

in office, anywhere, and it be known to the President, the he has taken to support the 

Constitution imperiously requires the instantaneous dismission of such officer; and I hold the 

President if he permitted such to remain. To appoint a monarchist to 

conduct the affairs of a republic, is like appointing an to the priesthood. As to 

the federalists, I take them to my bosom as brothers. I view them as honest men, 

friends to the present Constitution.” (From a newspaper letter, June 1803; Paul Leicester Ford, editor, The 

Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 10 volumes, G.P. Putnam's Sons, New York, 1892-1899, 8:237.) 
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Jefferson's Conversation with Washington 
 

Jefferson reports a conversation with President Washington in August 1793 in which 

Jefferson expressed deep concern that some elements of the President's administration were 

pushing toward monarchial-type powers. The President immediately 

responded that republican principles must be maintained and that “the Constitution we have is an 

excellent one, if we can keep it where it is.” With reference to the possibility of a monarchial party 

arising, President Washington stated that “there was not a man in the United States who  would 

set his face more decidedly                              

out to the President that: 

it than himself.” Jefferson nevertheless pointed 

 

“There does not pass a week, in which we cannot prove declarations dropping from the 

monarchical party [the branch of the administration pushing for a central government with 

massive powers and saying] that our government is good for nothing, is a milk and water thing 

which cannot support itself, we must knock it down, and set up something of more energy. 

President Washington replied that if anyone were guilty of such nonsense, it would be “a proof of 

their .” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 1:257.) 

 

Jefferson's Concern About the Radical Fringe 

Element in His Own Party 
 

In May 1805, while serving as President, Jefferson wrote to Dr. George Logan. He was 

concerned with elements of extremism pushing toward the extreme right which, to the Founders, 

meant “anarchy.” He wrote: 

 

“I see with infinite pain the bloody schism which has taken place among our friends in 

Pennsylvania and New York, and will probably take place in other States. The main body of both 

sections mean well, but their good will produce great public evil.” 

(Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 10:440.) Like President Washington, Jefferson saw the need for 

maintaining the government in the balanced center where the Constitution had placed it. He wrote 

to Governor George Clinton in 1803, “Our business is to march    

without either turning to the right or left.” (Ibid.) 

forward ... 

 

With both of the eagle's wings flying -- one solving problems, the other preserving 

resources and freedom -- the American future could not help but ascend to unprecedented heights 

of wealth and . 

 

The Founders Warn Against the Drift Toward the Collectivist Left 
 

Since the genius of the American system is maintaining the eagle in the balanced center of 

the spectrum, the Founders warned against a number of temptations which might lure subsequent 

generations to abandon their freedoms and their rights by subjecting themselves to a strong 

federal administration operating on the collectivist Left. 
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They warned against the “ state” where the government endeavors to 

take care of everyone from the cradle to the . Jefferson wrote: 

 
“If we can prevent the government from wasting the labors of the people, under the 

pretense of taking of them, they must become happy.” (Ibid., p. 342) 
 

They warned against confiscatory    and    spending. 

Jefferson said it was for one generation to pass on the results of its 

extravagance in the form of debts to the next generation. He wrote: “... we shall all consider 

ourselves unauthorized to saddle posterity with our debts, and bound to 

pay them ourselves; and consequently within what may be deemed the period of a generation, or 

the life [expectancy] of the majority.” (Ibid., p. 358) 

 

Every generation of Americans struggled to pay off the national debt up until the present 

one. The Founders also warned that the only way for the nation to prosper was to have equal 

protection of “ ,” and not allow the government to get involved in trying to provide 

equal distribution of “  .” They also warned against the pooling of property 

as advocated by the proponents of communism. Samuel Adams said they had done everything 

possible to make the ideas of socialism and communism unconstitutional. Said he: 
 

“The Utopian schemes of [re-distribution of the wealth and a 

community of goods [central ownership of the means of production and distribution], are as 

visionary and impractical as those which vest all property in the Crown. [These ideas] are 

arbitrary, despotic, and, in our government, .” (William V. Wells, The 

Life and  Public Services of  Samuel Adams, 3  volumes,  Little,  Brown and Company,  Boston, 1865, 1:154.) 

 

The Need for an “Enlightened Electorate” 
 

To prevent the American eagle from tipping toward anarchy on the right, or tyranny on 

the left, and to see that the American system remained in a firm, fixed position in the balanced 

center of the political spectrum, the Founders campaigned for a strong program of widespread 

   . Channels were needed through which the Founders and other leaders 

could develop and maintain an intelligent, informed electorate. 

 

Jefferson hammered home the necessity for an educated electorate on numerous 

occasions. Here are some samples: 

 

“If a nation expects to be and  , in a state of civilization, it 

expects what never was and never will be.” (Ford, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 10:4.) 

 

“No other sure foundation can be devised for the preservation of freedom and happiness.... 

Preach ... a crusade against ignorance; establish and improve the law for    

the common people. Let our countrymen know that the people can protect us 

against  these evils  [of misgovernment].” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson,  5:396-397.) 
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What the Founders really wanted was a system of educational communication through 

which they could transfer their great body of fundamental beliefs based on self evident truths. 

They knew they had made a great discovery, and they wanted their posterity to maintain it. As 

Madison said,  it is something which “it is incumbent on their successors to    

   .” (The Federalist Papers, No. 14, p. 105.) 

 

The Founders' Common Denominator of Basic Beliefs 

and 

 

One of the most amazing aspects of the American story is that while the nation's founders 

came from widely divergent backgrounds, their fundamental beliefs were virtually 

   . They quarreled bitterly over the most practical plan of implementing 

those beliefs, but rarely, if ever, disputed about their final objectives or basic    
 

These men came from several different churches, and some from no churches at all. They 

ranged in occupation from farmers to presidents of universities. Their social background included 

everything from wilderness pioneering to the aristocracy of landed estates. Their dialects included 

everything from the loquacious drawl of South Carolina to the clipped staccato of Yankee New 

England. Their economic origins included everything from frontier poverty to opulent wealth. 

Then how do we explain their remarkable unanimity in fundamental beliefs? 

Perhaps the explanation will be found in the fact that they were all remarkably well 

   , and mostly from the books. Although the level of their formal training 

varied from spasmodic doses of home tutoring to the rigorous regimen of Harvard's classical 

studies, the debates in the Constitutional Convention and the writings of the Founders reflect a far 

broader knowledge of religious, political, historical, economic, and philosophical studies than 

would be found in any cross-section of American leaders today. 

 

The thinking of Polybius, Cicero, Thomas Hooker, Coke, Montesquieu, Blackstone, John 

Locke, and Adam Smith salt-and-peppered their writings and their conversations. They were also 

careful students of the , especially the Old Testament, and even though some did not 

belong to any Christian denomination, the teachings of    

respect and admiration. 

were held in universal 

 

Their historical readings included a broad perspective of Greek, Roman, Anglo-Saxon, 

European, and English history. To this writer, nothing is more remarkable about the early 

American leaders than their    of reading and    of knowledge 

concerning the essential elements of sound nation building. 

 

Fundamental Principles 
 

The relative uniformity of fundamental thought shared by these men included strong and 

unusually well-defined concerning religious principles, political 

precepts, economic fundamentals, and long-range social goals. On particulars, of course, they 

quarreled, but when discussing fundamental precepts and ultimate objectives they seemed 

practically unanimous. 
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They even had strong of one another as individual personalities, yet 

    each other as laborers in the common cause. John Adams, for example, felt a 

strong personality conflict between himself and Benjamin Franklin and even Thomas Jefferson. 

Yet Adams' writings are steeped in accolades for both of them, and their writings carried the same 

for him. One of George Washington's most vehement critics was Dr. Benjamin Rush, and yet that 

Pennsylvania physician boldly supported everything for which Washington worked and fought. 

 

We will now proceed to carefully examine the 28 major principles on which the American 

Founders established the first free people in modern times. These are great ideas which provided 

the intellectual, political, and economic climate for the 5,000-year leap. 
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Part II 

The Founder's Basic Principles 
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First Principle 
The only reliable basis for sound government 

and just human relations is _______________ Law. 

 
Most modern Americans have never studied Natural Law. They are therefore mystified by 

the constant reference to Natural Law by the Founding Fathers. Blackstone confirmed the wisdom 

of the Founders by stating that it is the only basis for a stable society and a 

system of justice. Then what is Natural Law? A good place to seek out the answer is in the 

writings of one of the American Founders' favorite authors, Marcus Tullius  . 

 

The Life and Writings of Cicero 
 

It was Cicero who cut sharply through the political astigmatism and philosophical errors 

of both Plato and Aristotle to discover the touchstone for good laws, sound government, and the 

long-range formula for human relations. In the Founders' roster of great 

political thinkers, Cicero was high  on the list. 

 

Dr. William Ebenstein of Princeton says: 

 
“The only Roman political writer who has exercised enduring influence throughout the 

ages is Cicero (106-43 B.C.).... Cicero studied law in Rome, and philosophy in Athens.... He 

became the lawyer of his time and also rose to the highest office of state 

[Roman Consul]. 

 

“... Yet his life was not free of sadness; only five years after he had held the highest office 

in Rome, the consulate, he found himself in exile for a year.... Cicero nevertheless showed 

considerable personal courage in opposing the drift toward dictatorship based on popular support. 

Caesar was assassinated in 44 B.C., and a year later, in 43 B.C., Cicero was 

    by the henchmen of Antony, a member of the triumvirate set up after 

Caesar's death.” (William Ebenstein, Great Political Thinkers, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, New York, 1963, pp. 

122-123.) 

 

So out of Cicero's maelstrom of turbulent experience with power politics, plus his intense 

study  of all forms of political systems, he wrote his landmark books on the 

   and the  . In these writings Cicero projected the 

grandeur and promise of some future society based on Natural Law. 

 

The American Founding Fathers obviously shared a profound appreciation of Cicero's 

dream because they envisioned just such a commonwealth of and 

   for themselves and their posterity. They saw in Cicero's writings the 

necessary ingredients for their model society which they eventually hoped to build. 
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Cicero's Fundamental Principles 
 

To Cicero, the building of a society on principles of Natural Law was nothing more nor 

less than recognizing and identifying the rules of “ conduct” with the laws of 

the Supreme Creator of the universe. History demonstrates that even in those nations sometimes 

described as “pagan” there were sharp, penetrating minds like Cicero's who reasoned their way 

through the labyrinths of natural phenomena to see behind the cosmic universe, as well as the 

unfolding of their own lives, the brilliant intelligence of a supreme        

with an ongoing interest in both human and cosmic affairs. 

 

Cicero's compelling   led him to conclude that once the reality of the 

Creator is clearly identified in the mind, the only intelligent approach to government, justice, and 

human relations is in terms of the laws which the Supreme Creator has already established. The 

Creator's of is called Natural Law. 

 

A fundamental presupposition of Natural Law is that man's                                     

power is a special dispensation of the Creator and is closely akin to the rational or reasoning 

power of the Creator himself. In other words, man shares with his Creator this quality of utilizing 

a rational approach to solving problems, and the reasoning of the mind will generally lead to 

common-sense conclusions based on what Jefferson called “the laws of Nature and of Nature's 

God” (The Declaration of Independence). 

 

Let us now examine the major precepts of Natural Law which so profoundly impressed 

the Founding Fathers. 

 

Natural Law Is Eternal and Universal 

First of all, Cicero defines Natural Law as “ law.” Then he says: 

“True law is right reason in agreement with nature; it is of universal application, 

unchanging and everlasting; it summons to duty by its commands, and averts from wrongdoing by 

its prohibitions.... It is a to try to alter this law, nor is it allowable to repeal any part 

of it, and it is impossible to abolish entirely. We cannot be freed from its obligations by senate or 

people, and we need not look outside ourselves for an expounder or interpreter of it. And there 

will not be different laws at Rome and Athens, or different laws now and in the future, but one 

eternal and unchangeable law will be valid for all nations and all times, and there will be one 

master and ruler, that is God, over us all, for he is the of this law, its 

promulgator, and its enforcing judge. Whoever is disobedient is fleeing from himself and denying 

his human nature, and by reason of this very fact he will suffer the worst punishment.” (Quoted in 

Ebenstein, Great Political Thinkers, p. 133.) 

 

In these few lines the student encounters concepts which were repeated by the American 

Founders a thousand times. The Law of Nature or Nature's God is eternal in its basic 

  ; it is in its application. It is a code of “right 

reason” from the Creator himself. It cannot be altered. It cannot be repealed.   It cannot be 



 
The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 39  

abandoned by legislators or the people themselves, even though they may pretend to do so. In 

Natural Law we are dealing with factors of absolute reality. It is basic in its principles, 

comprehensible to the human mind, and totally correct and morally right in its general operation. 

 

To the Founding Fathers as well as to Blackstone, John Locke, Montesquieu, and Cicero, 

this was a monumental discovery. 

 

The Divine Gift of Reason 
 

To Cicero it was an obvious and remarkable thing that man had been endowed with a rich 

quality of that does not exist among other forms of life except in the most 

minuscule proportions. Between man and other creatures there is a gigantic gap insofar as mental 

processes are concerned. Cicero as well as the Founders viewed this as a special, divine 

endowment from the Creator. Cicero wrote: 

 

“The animal which we call man, endowed with foresight and quick intelligence, complex, 

keen, possessing memory, full of reason and prudence, has been given a certain distinguished 

   by the Supreme God who created him; for he is the only one among so many 

different kinds and varieties of living beings who has a share in reason and thought, while all the 

rest are deprived of it. But what is more divine, I will not say in man only, but in all heaven and 

earth, than reason? And reason, when it is full grown and perfected, is rightly called 

  . Therefore, since there is nothing better than reason, and since it exists both in 

man and God, the first common possession of man and God is reason. 

 

“But those who have reason in common must also have reason in 

common. And since right reason is  , we must believe that men have Law also in 

common with the gods. Further, those who share Law must also share Justice; and those who 

share these are to be regarded as members of the same commonwealth. If indeed they obey the 

same authorities and powers, this is true in a far greater degree; but as a matter of fact they do 

obey this celestial system, the divine mind, and the God of transcendent power. Hence we must 

now conceive of this whole universe as one commonwealth of which both gods and men are 

members.”  (Quoted in Ebenstein, Great Political Thinkers, p.  133.) 

 

No prophet of the Old Testament or the Gospel teachers of the New Testament ever said 

it any better. 

 

The First Great Commandment 
 

Cicero had comprehended the magnificence of the first great commandment to love, 

respect, and obey the all-wise Creator. He put this precept in proper perspective by saying that 

God's law is “ reason.” When perfectly understood it is called “wisdom.” When 

applied by government in regulating human relations it is called “justice.” When people unite 

together in a covenant or compact under this law, they become a true “  ,” 

and since they intend to administer their affairs under God's law, they belong to his 

commonwealth. 
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Thus Cicero came to what Jews and Christians call the first great commandment. 

 
It will be recalled that a lawyer tried to discredit Jesus by asking him, “Master, which is  

the great commandment in the Law?” Of course, there were hundreds of commandments, and the 

question was designed as a clever stratagem to embarrass Jesus. But Jesus was not embarrassed. 

 

He simply replied: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and 

with all thy mind. This is the and commandment.” 

 

The lawyer was amazed by this astute and ready response from the Galilean carpenter. But 

Jesus was not through. He added: “And the second is like unto it. Thou shalt love thy neighbor as 

  . On these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.”  (Matthew 22:36- 

40.) 

The astonished lawyer simply replied: “Well, Master, thou hast said the truth!” 

Jesus had picked out what he considered to be the foremost commandment from 

Deuteronomy 6:4-5, and then selected what he considered to be the second most important 

commandment clear over in Leviticus 19:18. 

 

The Second Great Commandment 
 

It is interesting that Cicero, without being either a Christian or a Jew, was able to discover 

the power and fundamental significance of  , not only to the first great 

commandment, but to the second one as well. His great mind instinctively led him to comprehend 

the beauty and felicity of what Jesus had identified as the second great commandment: “Thou 

shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.” 

 

Dr. William Ebenstein comments on this rather fascinating insight among Cicero's writings 

by saying: 

 

“There is another note, too, in Cicero that points forward, toward Christianity, rather than 

backward, to Plato and Aristotle: Cicero's consciousness of love as a mighty    

bond.”  (Ebenstein, Great Political Thinkers, p. 124.) 

 

Cicero raises this point in connection with his discussion of Justice. He points out that 

Justice is except under the principles of God's just law: 

“... For these virtues originate in our natural inclination to love our fellow-men, and this is 

the of justice.” (Ibid., p. 134) 

 

So to Cicero, the which holds a body of human beings together in the 

commonwealth of a just society is  -- love of God; love of God's great law of 

Justice; and love of one's fellow-men which provides the desire to promote true justice among 

mankind. 
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All Mankind Can Be Taught God's Law or Virtue 
 

Cicero projected throughout his writings a particularly optimistic view of the potential 

improvement of human beings by teaching them the elements of virtue through 

  . He wrote: 

 
“Out of all the material of the philosophers' discussion, surely there comes nothing more 

valuable than the full realization that we are born for   , and the right is based, 

not upo n men's opinions, but upo n Nature. This fact will immediately be plain if you once get a 

clear conception of man's fellowship and union with his fellow-men.... However we may define 

man, a single definition will apply to  . This is a sufficient proof that there is no 

difference in kind between man and man.... in fact, there is no human being of any race who, if he 

finds a guide, cannot attain to virtue.” (Ibid.) 

 

Legislation in Violation of God's Natural Law Is a Scourge To Humanity 
 

We cannot complete our review of Cicero's discourse on Natural Law without including 

his warning against legislators who undertake to pass laws which violate the “laws of Nature and 

of Nature's God.” Cicero wrote: 

 

“But the most foolish notion of all is the belief that everything is just which is found in the 

customs or laws of nations.... What of the many deadly, the many pestilential statutes which 

nations put in force? These no more deserve to be called laws than the rules a band of robbers 

might pass in their assembly. For if and men have 

prescribed deadly poisons instead of healing drugs, these cannot possibly be called physicians' 

prescriptions; neither in a nation can a statute of any sort be called a law, even though the nation, 

in spite of being a ruinous regulation has accepted it.” (Ibid.) 

 

All Law Should Be Measured Against God's Law 
 

Cicero then set forth the means by which people may judge between good and evil laws. 

All laws must be measured by Law, which is described by Cicero as follows: 

 

“Therefore Law [of the Creator] is the distinction between things and 

  , made in agreement with that primal and most ancient of all things, Nature; 

and in conformity to Nature's standard are framed those human laws which inflict punishment 

upon the wicked and protect the good.”  (Ibid., p. 135) 

 

Cicero also emphasizes that the essence of an evil law cannot be mended through 

ratification by the legislature or by popular acclaim. Justice can never be expected from laws 

arbitrarily passed in violation of set up under the laws of Nature or the 

laws of the Creator. Here is his argument: 

 

“But if the principles of Justice were founded on the decrees of peoples, the edicts of 

princes, or the decisions of judges, then Justice would sanction robbery and adultery and forgery 
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of wills, in case these acts were approved by the votes or decrees of the populace. But if so great 

a power belongs to the decisions and decrees of fools that the laws of Nature can be changed by 

their votes, then why do they not ordain that what is bad and baneful shall be considered good  

and salutary? Or, if a law can make Justice can it not also make good out of 

  ?” (Ibid.) 

 
Cicero's Conclusion 

 

It was clear to Cicero as he came toward the close of his life that men must eliminate the 

depravity that had lodged itself in society. He felt they must return to the high road of Natural 

Law. They must pledge obedience to the mandates of a and 

   Creator. What promise of unprecedented grandeur awaited that future 

society which would undertake it! He wrote: 

 

“As one and the same Nature holds together and supports the universe, all of whose parts 

are in harmony with one another, so men are united in Nature; but by reason of their depravity 

they quarrel, not realizing that they are of one blood and subject to one and the same protecting 

power. If this fact were understood, surely man would live the life of the  !” 
(Ibid.) 

 

The American Founders believed this. They embraced the obvious necessity of building a 

highly and society. The Founders wanted to lift mankind 

from the common depravity and chicanery of past civilizations, and to lay the foundation for a 

new kind of civilization built on freedom for the individual and prosperity for the whole 

commonwealth. This is why they built their system on Natural Law. 

 

Let us consider a few examples. 

 

Examples of Natural Law 
 

It may be surprising, even to Americans, to discover how much of their Constitution and 

their life-style is based on principles of Natural Law. For example: 

 

The concept of unalienable is based on Natural Law. Twenty-two of 

these unalienable rights are listed later on in this book. 

 

The concept of unalienable is based on Natural Law. Twenty of these 

unalienable duties are also listed later on in this book. 

 

The concept of habeas corpus is based on Natural Law. 

 

The concept of government is based on Natural Law. 

The concept of separation of  is based on Natural Law. 
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The concept of checks and balances to correct abuses by means is 

based on Natural Law. 

The right of  -preservation is based on Natural Law. 

The right to is based on Natural Law. 

Laws protecting the family and the institution of are all based on 

Natural Law. 

 
The concept of justice by  or paying for damages is based on Natural Law. 

The right to bear is based on Natural Law. 

The principle of no taxation without is based on Natural Law. 

 
 

These few examples will illustrate how extensively the entire American constitutional 

system is grounded in Natural Law. In fact, Natural Law is the foundation and encompassing 

framework for everything we have come to call “ Law.” 

 

This is precisely what Thomas Jefferson was talking about when he wrote in the 

Declaration of Independence: “We hold these truths to be -  , that 

all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights, 

that among these are Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.” 

 

These well-remembered phrases from America's initial charter of liberty are all primary 

pre-suppositions under the principles of Natural law. 

 

Now, having covered the highlights of the Founders' first fundamental precept, let us 

proceed to the second principle. 
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Second Principle 
A free people cannot survive under a 

republican constitution unless they remain 

virtuous and __________________  strong. 

 
Modern Americans have long since forgotten the heated and sometimes violent debates 

which took place in the thirteen colonies between 1775 and 1776 over the issue of 

  . For many thousands of Americans the big question of independence hung 

precariously on the single, slender thread of whether or not the people were sufficiently “virtuous 

and moral” to govern themselves. Self-government was generally referred to as “republicanism,” 

and it was universally acknowledged that a and people could 

never make the principles of republicanism operate successfully. As Franklin  wrote: 

 

“Only a virtuous people are capable of freedom. As nations become corrupt and vicious, 

they have more need of  .” (Smyth,  Writings of  Benjamin  Franklin, 9:569.) 

 

George Washington later praised the American Constitution as the “palladium of human 

rights,” but pointed that it could survive only “so long as there shall remain in the 

body of the people.” (Saul K. Padover, editor, The Washington Papers, Harper & Brothers, New York, 1955, p. 

244.) 

 

What Is “Public Virtue”? 
 

Morality is identified with the Ten Commandments and obedience to the Creator's 

mandate for “right conduct,” but the early Americans identified “public virtue” as a very special 

quality of human maturity in character and service closely akin to the Rule. As a 

modern historian epitomized it: 

 

“In a Republic, however, each man must somehow be persuaded to submerge his personal 

wants into the greater good of the  . This willingness of the individual to sacrifice 

his private interest for the good of the community -- such patriotism or love of country -- the 

eighteenth century termed public virtue.... The eighteenth century mind was thoroughly convinced 

that a popularly based government 'cannot be supported without virtue'.” (Gordon S. Wood, The 

Creation of the American Republic, 1776-1787, The University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, 1969, p. 68.) 

 

Self-Doubts 
 

The people had an instinctive thirst for independence, but there remained a haunting 

   that they might not be “good enough” to make it  work. 

 
These self-doubts were actually the eye of the hurricane during those final 

pre-revolutionary years when Americans were trying to decide whether they had the moral 
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capacity for self-government. Great names of later years were among the doubters in those 

pre-revolutionary days. John Jay, Robert Morris, Robert Livingston, and even John Dickinson 

were among them. Their doubts gradually diminished as their patriotic indignation was aroused by 

the harsh and sometimes brutal policies of the British crown. They were also moved by the 

powerful expressions of and pouring forth from men of 

“admired virtue” such as John Adams, George Washington, Richard Henry Lee, and Josiah 

Quincy. 

 

Spirits continued to rise so that by the spring of 1776, thousands of confident voices were 

heard throughout the colonies affirming that there was sufficient “public virtue” in the people to 

make republican principles work successfully. 

 

Thomas Paine 
 

One of the most strident voices in the debate was Tom Paine, whose Common Sense had 

been a best-seller. He followed up this initial success with other writings assuring Americans they 

were ripe for independence. He pointed out that most of the people were “industrious, frugal,  and 

  .” 

 
He added that few Americans had been corrupted with riches the way people had been 

debilitated in Europe, where all they wanted was “luxury, indolence, amusement, and pleasure.” 

Furthermore, there was a spirit of equality and public virtue unheard of in other nations because 

“the people of America are a people of  ; almost every man is a freeholder.” 
(Quoted in Wood,  The Creation  of  the American  Republic, p. 100.) 

 

Nevertheless, there were many newspapers in New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and 

Charleston which printed numerous letters pointing out dramatically and gruesomely the 

deficiencies of American society in many serious respects. 

 

This self-examination over a period of several years resulted in a remarkable reform 

movement which spread up and down the entire Atlantic seaboard. 

 

The Tide of Reform 
 

Many Americans became extremely self-conscious about their lack of “public virtue” 

because of non-involvement in the affairs of  . They began to acknowledge 

their obsession with self-interest, the neglect of public affairs, and their disdain for the needs of 

the community as a whole. Gradually, a spirit of “sacrifice and reform” became manifest in all 

thirteen colonies.  Looking back on that period, one historian wrote: 

 

“In the eyes of the Whigs, the two or three years before the Declaration of Independence 

always appears to be the great period of the Revolution, the time of greatest denial and cohesion, 

when men ceased to and one another, when families and 

communities seemed peculiarly united, when the courts were wonderfully free of that constant 

bickering over land and credit that had dominated their colonial  life.” (Ibid., p. 102) 
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How the Moral Reform Accelerated the Revolution 
 

Many Americans became so impressed with the improvement in the quality of life as a 

result of the reform movement that they were afraid they might lose it if they did not hurriedly 

separate from the corrupting influence of British manners. They attributed this corruption to the 

monarchial aristocracy of England. Even Americans such as John Jay, Robert Morris, and Robert 

Livingston were beginning to see that the people were exhibiting a potential capacity for virtue 

and morality which would the success of a free, self-governing society. 

Therefore, it became popular to express the sentiment that the sooner they became independent 

the better. 

 

The non-importation resolution of the Continental Congress, which required great 

sacrifice and devastating losses to many business houses, was carried out extensively even though 

it operated on a voluntary basis. It was so successful that John Page wrote to Jefferson that it 

appeared to him “a spirit of public virtue may transcend every consideration.” 
(Ibid.) 

 

Young James Madison gloried in the atmosphere of national purpose, saying that “a spirit 

of liberty and patriotism animates all degrees and denominations of men.” (Ibid.) 

 

It was in this climate of reform and commitment that Americans saw themselves 

sublimating and improving their social consciousness to the point where the continuing presence 

of British manners did indeed seem to be a threat to the new reform. As Gordon Wood relates it: 

 

By 1776 it had become increasingly evident that if they were to remain the kind of people 

they wanted to be they must become free of Britain. The calls for independence thus took on a 

tone of imperativeness.... Only separating from the British monarch and instituting republicanism, 

it seemed, could realize the image the Enlightenment had drawn of them. (Ibid., 

p. 108) 

 

British influence was already taking its toll. One alarmed American wrote, “Elegance, 

luxury and effeminacy begin to be established.” David Ramsay declared that if Americans had not 

revolted “our  frugality, industry, and simplicity of manners, would have been lost in an imitation  

of British  , and false  .” (Ibid., p. 110) 

 

The Lessons of History 
 

It is only in this historical context that the modern American can appreciate the profound 

degree of anxiety which the Founders expressed concerning the quality of virtue and morality in 

their descendants. They knew that without these qualities, the Constitution they had written and 

the republican system of government which it provided could not be  . As 

James Madison said: 

 

“Is there no virtue among us? If there be not, we are in a wretched situation. No 

theoretical checks, no form of government, can render us secure. To suppose that any form of 
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government will secure liberty or happiness without any virtue in the people, is a chimerical idea. 

If there be sufficient virtue and intelligence in the community, it will be exercised in the selection 

of these men; so that we do not depend upon their virtue, or put confidence in our rulers, but in 

the who are to choose them.” (Quoted in Jonathan Elliot, ed., The Debates in the 

Several State Conventions  on  the Adoption  of  the Federal Constitution,  5  vols., J. B. Lippincott Company,) 

 

Of course, as Jefferson said, “Virtue is not  .” (Ford, Writings of 

Thomas  Jefferson,  p. 227.) 

 

Virtue has to be and it has to be  . Neither is 

virtue a permanent quality in human nature. It has to be cultivated continually and exercised from 

hour to hour and from day to day. The Founders looked to the home, the school, and the 

churches to fuel the fires of virtue from generation to generation. 

 

In his Farewell Address, George Washington declared: 

 
“Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality 

are supports. In vain would that man claim the tribute of patriotism, 

who should labor to subvert these great pillars of human happiness, these firmest props of the 

duties of men and citizens.... Let it simply be asked, where is the security for property, for 

reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the instruments   

of investigation in courts of justice? And let us with indulge the supposition that 

morality can be maintained without religion. Whatever may be conceded to the influence of  

refined education ... reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can 

prevail in exclusion of religious  principle.”  (Padover, The Washington Papers, pp.  318-319.) 

 

Benjamin Franklin stressed the same point and added how precious good teachers are: 

 
“I think with you, that nothing is of more importance for the public weal, than to form and 

train up in wisdom and virtue. Wise and good men are in my opinion, the 

strength of the state; more so than riches or arms.... 

 

“I think also, that general virtue is more probably to be expected and obtained from the 

   of youth, than from the exhortations of adult persons; bad habits and 

vices of the mind being, like diseases of the body, more easily prevented [in youth] than cured [in 

adults]. I think, moreover, that talents for the education of youth are the gift of God; and that he 

on whom they are bestowed, whenever a way is opened for the use of them, is as strongly called 

as if he heard a voice from heaven....” (Quoted in Adrienne Koch, ed., The American Enlightenment, George 

Braziller, New York, 1965, p.  77.) 

 

A Warning from the Founders 
 

At the conclusion of the Revolutionary War, Samuel Adams, who is sometimes called the 

“father of the revolution,” wrote to Richard Henry Lee: 
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“I thank God that I have lived to see my country independent and free. She may long 

enjoy her independence and freedom if she will. It depends on her  .” 
(Wells, Life of  Samuel Adams,  3:175.) 

 

John Adams pointed out why the future of the United States depended upon the level of 

virtue and morality maintained among the people. He said: 

 

“Our Constitution was made for a moral and religious people. It is wholly 

inadequate to the government of any other.” (Quoted in John R. Howe, Jr., The Changing Political Thought 

of  John  Adams, Princeton University Press, Princeton, N.J., 1966, p.  189.) 

 

Samuel Adams knew the price of American survival under a Constitutional form of 

government when he wrote: 

 

“The sum of all is, if we would most truly enjoy the gift of Heaven, let us become a 

virtuous people; then shall we both deserve and enjoy it. while, on the other hand, if we are 

universally vicious and debauched in our manners, though the form of our Constitution carries the 

face of the most exalted freedom, we shall in reality be the most abject  .” (Wells, 

Life of  Samuel Adams,  1:22-23.) 

 

What is the Key to Preserving a Virtuous Nation? 
 

Since the quality of virtue and morality in the character of a nation is the                          

to its survival, one cannot help but wonder if there is some special ingredient which is 

fundamentally necessary to provide the greatest assurance that these qualities of our national life 

will be preserved. 

 

The Founders had an answer to this question, which brings us to our next basic precept. 
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Third Principle 
The most promising method of securing a virtuous 

and morally stable people is to elect virtuous leaders. 

Samuel Adams pointed out a sobering fact concerning our political survival as a free 

people when he said: 

 

“But neither the wisest constitution nor the wisest laws will secure the liberty and 

happiness of a people whose manners are universally  . He therefore is the truest 

friend to the liberty of his country who tries most to promote its virtue, and who, so far as his 

power and influence extend, will not suffer a man to be chosen into any office of power and trust 

who is not a and man.” (Wells, Life of Samuel Adams, 1:22.) 

 

He then went on to say that public officials should not be chosen if they are lacking in 

experience, training, proven  , and demonstrated   . He said 

the task of the electorate is to choose those whose “fidelity has been tried in the nicest and 

tenderest manner, and has been ever  and  .” (Ibid.) 

 

A favorite scripture of the day was Proverbs 29:2, which says: “When the righteous are in 

authority, the people rejoice; but when the wicked beareth rule, the people  .” 

 

In the Absence of Angels 
 

The Founders recognized human nature for what it is -- a of good 

and evil. They reasoned that if people are to govern themselves and have the best possible 

government, then a political process should be developed through which the wisest, the most 

experienced, and the most virtuous can be precipitated to the surface and elected to public office. 

Actually, mankind has no sensible option. As Madison said: 

 

“If men were  , no government would be necessary. If angels were to 

govern men, neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary.” (The 

Federalist Papers, No. 51, p.  322.) 

 

Unfortunately, that utopian dream will never be possible in view of the obvious limitations 

of human nature. The next best thing is to take the most promising element in society and draft 

them into public service. What the Founders hoped to do was develop a spirit of    

   by having leaders of strong private virtue. It would be a new kind of “freemen 

aristocracy” or “natural aristocracy” which would be open to  , but  inheritable by 

  . Every leader would have to rise to his high office on personal merit, not the wealth 

and reputation of his ancestors. 
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Jefferson's “Natural Aristocracy” 
 

Thomas Jefferson typified the Founders' philosophy of social responsibility. They strongly 

believed that the best citizens accept major roles in public life. They believed 

people with talent and demonstrated qualities of leadership should have the same sense of 

   as that which Washington exhibited when he allowed himself to be called out of 

retirement three separate times to serve the country. Jefferson referred to such people as the 

nation's “natural aristocracy.” He said it was an aristocracy of virtue, talent, and patriotism 

without which the nation could not  . 

 

In contrast to the natural aristocracy, he said there was an “artificial” aristocracy which 

dominated the elite ruling class of Europe. These were those who obtained their high offices 

because of  , their in life, or some special                                      

which had been brought to bear in their behalf. He wanted no artificial aristocracy in America. 

Jefferson wrote in 1813: 

 
“There is a natural aristocracy among men. The grounds of this are and 

  .... There is, also, an artificial aristocracy, founded on and 

  , without either virtue or talents; for with these it would belong to the first class.  

The natural aristocracy I consider as the most precious gift of nature for the instruction, the trusts, 

and government of society. And indeed, it would have been inconsistent in creation to have  

formed man for the social state, and not to have provided virtue and wisdom enough to manage 

the concerns of the society. May we not even say, that that form of government is the best, which 

provides the most effectually for a pure selection of these natural aristoi into the offices of 

government?”  (Ford, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 9:425.) 

 

Jefferson felt it should be the goal of the whole nation to use education and every other 

means to stimulate and encourage those citizens who clearly exhibited a special talent for public 

service. He felt one of the greatest to the new government would be the day 

when the best qualified people to undertake the tedious, arduous, and 

sometimes unpleasant task of filling important public offices. In 1779  he  said: 

 

“For promoting the public happiness, those persons whom nature has endowed with 

genius and virtue, should be rendered by liberal education worthy to receive, and able to guard the 

   deposit of the rights and liberties of their fellow citizens; and they should be 

called to that charge without regard to ... birth, or other accidental condition or circumstance.” 
(Ford, Writings  of Thomas  Jefferson, 2:221.) 

 

Capturing the Founders' Perspective on “Politics” 
 

The natural tendency of nearly all people is to encourage to run for office, 

but not get involved themselves. The Founders knew we could never enjoy strong 

self-government unless this general perspective was changed. They wanted it to be counted an 

honor to be into “politics.” A popular quotation from Cicero emphasized this 

theme. He had said: 
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“For there is really no other occupation in which human virtue approaches more closely 

the august function of the gods than that of new States or    

those already in existence.” (Quoted in Koch, The American Enlightenment, p. 189.) 

 
John Adams on the “Divine Science of Politics” 

 

American history will show that both Samuel Adams and his younger cousin, John Adams, 

sacrificed their fortunes to serve in politics. They both considered politics to be a “               

science.” 

John Adams had this to say about the high calling of a servant of the people in politics: 

“Politics are the divine science, after all. How is it possible that any  man should ever think 

of making it subservient to his own little and mean private  ? 

Ye baseborn sons of fallen Adam, is the end of politics a fortune, a family, a gilded coach, a train 

of horses, and a troop of livery servants, balls at Court, splendid dinners and suppers? Yet the 

divine science of politics is at length in Europe reduced to a mechanical system composed of these 

materials.”  (Quoted in Koch,  The American Enlightenment,  p. 189.) 

 

Some might feel inclined to smile at such a pur itanical ideology in a practical politician 

such as John Adams, but he had a ready answer for the skeptic. Said he: 

 

“What is to become of an independent statesman, one who will bow the knee to no 

  , who will worship nothing as a divinity but  ,  , and his 

  ? I will tell you; he will be regarded more by posterity than those who 

worship hounds and horses; and although he will not make his own fortune, he will make the 

fortune of his country.” (Ibid.) 

 

Preparation for Service in Politics 
 

John Adams, like so many of the Founders, laid great stress on the importance of broad, 

in-depth preparation for a career in public service. Early in his professional life, John Adams 

wrote to his wife explaining what he felt he must do to prepare himself for leadership in the 

“divine science” of politics. He wrote: 

 

“The science of government is my to study, more than all other sciences; the 

arts of legislation and administration and negotiation ought to take place of, indeed to exclude, in 

a manner, all other arts. I must study politics and war, that my sons may have liberty to study 

mathematics and philosophy. My sons ought to study mathematics and philosophy, geography, 

natural history and naval architecture, navigation, commerce, and agriculture, in order to give 

their children a right to study painting, poetry, music, architecture, statuary, tapestry, and 

porcelain.”  (Ibid., p. 188) 
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John Adams was never very popular as an individual, but the people knew he could be 

  . He was elected over and over again, finally becoming President of the United 

States. Years later, he wrote: 

 

“I do not curse the day when I engaged in public affairs.... I cannot repent of any thing I 

ever did conscientiously and from a sense of duty. I never engaged in public affairs for my own 

interest, pleasure, envy, jealousy, avarice, or ambition, or even the desire of fame. If any of these 

had been my motive, my conduct would have been very different. In every considerable 

 

transaction of my public life, I have invariably acted according to my best judgment, and I can 

look up to God for the sincerity of my intentions.”  (Ibid., p. 208-209) 

 

If one is astonished by the level of idealism which Founders such as Adams and Jefferson 

attached to the role of political public service, it cannot be more surprising than the supreme 

desire they expressed to prevent those offices from becoming attractions. 

Benjamin Franklin remonstrated both in Europe and America against extravagant compensation 

for positions of public service. 

 

Making Public Office an Honor 

Rather Than a Position of Profit 
 

As Benjamin Franklin traveled in Europe, he noted that there was a violent struggle for 

appo intments to public offices because they paid so well. He felt this was a serious 

  . 

 
In the early history of the United States, community offices were looked upon as stations 

of honor granted to the recipients by an admiring community, state, or nation. These offices were 

therefore often filled by those who performed their services with little or no compensation. Even 

when an annual salary of $25,000 was provided in the Constitution for President Washington, he 

determined to somehow manage without it. Some might think that this was no sacrifice because  

he had a large plantation. However, the Mount Vernon plantation had been virtually ruined during 

the Revolutionary War, and he had not yet built it back into efficient production when he was 

called to be President. Washington his salary on principle. He did the same 

thing while serving as Commander-in-Chief of the armed forces during the Revolutionary War. 

Not all could afford to do this, but it was considered the proper procedure when circumstances 

permitted it. 

 

While in Europe in 1777, Franklin explained to a friend the widespread support for the 

American attitude concerning public service: 

 

“In America, salaries, where indispensable, are extremely low; but much of public business 

is done  . The of serving the public ably and faithfully is deemed 

sufficient. Public spirit really exists there, and has great effects. In England it  is universally  

deemed a nonentity, and whoever pretends to it is laughed at as a fool, or suspected as a knave.” 
(Smyth,  Writings  of Benjamin Franklin, 7:4.) 
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Franklin's Address to the Constitutional Convention 
 

Franklin fervently hoped this policy could be perpetuated in America from generation to 

generation. At the Constitutional Convention in 1787, he gave a discourse on the need to fix the 

course of American public service so that it would always attract men of public virtue and repel 

scoundrels scrambling for a job. He said: 

 

“Sir, there are two passions which have a powerful influence in the affairs of men. These 

are and  ; the love of and the love of 

  . Separately, each of these has great force in prompting men to action; but 

when united in view of the same object, they have in many minds the most                          

effects. Place before the eyes of such men a post of honor, that shall at the same time be a place of 

profit, and they will move heaven and earth to obtain it. The vast number of such places it is that 

renders the British government so tempestuous. The struggles for them are the true source of all 

those factions which are perpetually dividing the nation, distracting its councils, hurrying it 

sometimes into fruitless and mischievous wars, and often compelling a submission to 

   terms of peace.” (Smyth, Writings of  Benjamin Franklin, 9:591.) 

 

Haggling for High-Salaried Public Offices 

Was Repugnant to the Founders 
 

Franklin had seen enough of the world to make a general observation to the Constitutional 

Convention which the members could not help but hear with deep respect. The men at the 

Convention were there at great personal  ; some, like Madison, on 

borrowed money. Franklin warned that high salaries for government offices are the best way to 

attract scoundrels and drive from the halls of public office those men who possess true merit and 

virtue. He asked: 

 

“And of what kind are the men that will strive for this profitable preeminence, through all 

the bustle of cabal, the heat of contention, the infinite mutual abuse of parties, tearing to pieces 

the best of characters? It will not be the wise and moderate, the lovers of peace and good order, 

the men fittest for the trust. It will be the bold and the violent, the men of strong passions and 

indefatigable activity in their pursuits. These will thrust themselves into your 

government, and be your rulers. And these, too, will be mistaken in the expected happiness of 

their situation; for their vanquished competitors, of the same spirit, and from the same motives, 

will perpetually be endeavoring to distress their administration, thwart their measures, and render 

them odious to the people.” (Smyth, Writings of  Benjamin Franklin, 9:591-592.) 

 

Benjamin Franklin's Prophecy 
 

Peering down through the corridor of time, Franklin proclaimed his prophetic judgment as 

to what could be expected if future generations of Americans permitted the Jure of high 

   to be associated with public  . Here are the remarkably pro- 

found insights from the “Sage of Philadelphia” to the members of the Constitutional Convention: 
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“Sir, though we may set out in the beginning with moderate salaries, we shall find that 

such will not be of long continuance. Reasons will never be wanting for proposed augmentations; 

and there will always be a party for giving more to the rulers, that the rulers may be able in return 

to give more to them. Hence, as all history informs us, there has been in every state and kingdom 

a constant kind of warfare between the governing and the governed, the one striving to obtain 

   for its support, and the other to pay   . And this has alone occasioned 

great convulsions, actual civil wars, ending either in dethroning of the princes or enslaving of the 

people. Generally, indeed, the ruling power carries its point, and we see the revenues of princes 

constantly increasing, and we see that they are never satisfied, but always in want of more. The 

more the people are discontented with the oppression of taxes, the greater need the prince has of 

money to distribute among his partisans, and pay the troops that are to suppress all resistance, and 

enable him to at  .”  (Smyth,  Writings of Benjamin Franklin, 9:592.) 

 
Prelude to Monarchy 

 

Franklin foresaw the possibility of profit in public office becoming the means by which an 

American monarchy could eventually arise; not called a monarchy, of course, but an 

   with powers. He continued his speech as follows: 

 
“There is scarce a king in a hundred who would not, if he could, follow the example of 

Pharaoh -- get first all the people's  , then al] their   , and then make 

them and their children servants forever. It will be said that we do not propose to establish kings.  

I know it. But there is a natural inclination in mankind to government. It 

sometimes relieves them from aristocratic domination. They had rather have one tyrant than 500. 

It gives more of the appearance of equality among citizens; and that they like. I am apprehensive 

-- therefore -- perhaps too apprehensive -- that the government of these states may in future times 

end in a monarchy. But this catastrophe, I think, may be long delayed, if in our proposed system 

we do not sow the seeds of contention, faction, and tumult, by making our posts of honor places 

of profit. If we do, I fear that, though we employ at first a number and not a single person, the 

number will in time be set aside; it will only nourish the fetus of a king (as the honorable  

gentleman from Virginia very aptly expressed it), and a king will the sooner be set over us.” 
(Smyth,  Writings  of Benjamin Franklin, 9:592-593.) 

 

Franklin Cites an Exceptional but Admirable Example in England 
 

“It may be imagined by some that this is a utopian idea, and that we can never find men to 

serve us in the executive department without paying them well for their services. I conceive this to 

be a  . Some existing facts present themselves to me, which incline me to a 

contrary opinion. The high sheriff of a county in England is an honorable office, but it is not a 

profitable one. It is rather expensive, and therefore not sought for. But yet it is executed, and well 

executed, and usually by some of the principal gentlemen of the county.... I only bring the instance 

to show that the pleasure of doing good and serving their country, and the respect such conduct 

entitles them to, are sufficient motives with some minds to give up a great portion of their time to 

the public, without the mean inducement of pecuniary satisfaction.” (Ibid., p.  593-594) 
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Franklin Points to the Example of George Washington 
 

The most notable example of such altruistic service in the United States was    

  . At that moment he was presiding over the Convention which Franklin 

was addressing. Had Washington been elsewhere, Franklin undoubtedly would have gone into a 

comprehensive history of the notable example which Washington represented in practicing the 

principles that Franklin was trying to have institutionalized as a part of the American philosophy of 

government. To avoid embarrassing Washington, however, he simply said: 

 

“To bring the matter nearer home, have we not seen the greatest and most important of 

our offices, that of general of our armies, executed for eight years together, without the smallest 

salary, by a patriot whom I will not now offend by any other praise; and this, through fatigues and 

distresses, in common with the other brave men, his military friends and companions, and the 

constant anxieties peculiar to his station? And shall we doubt finding three or four men in all the 

United States, with public spirit enough to bear sitting in peaceful council, for perhaps an equal 

term, merely to preside over our civil concerns, and see that our laws are duly executed? Sir, I 

have a better opinion of our country. 

 

“I think we shall never be without a sufficient number of and                     

men to undertake, and execute well and faithfully, the office  in question.” (Ibid., p. 594-595) 

 

Franklin then concluded his remarks by emphasizing that his plea for giving modest 

salaries to those filling public office was not motivated by a parsimonious passion for  saving 

  , but  simply to avoid the evils that go  with high salaries. He said: 

 
“Sir, the saving of the salaries, that may at first be proposed, is not an object with me. The 

subsequent mischiefs of proposing them are what I apprehend. And therefore it is that I move the 

amendment. If it is not seconded or accepted, I must be contented with the satisfaction of having 

delivered my opinion frankly, and done my duty.” (Ibid.) 

 

Putting Principles into Practice 
 

For nearly a half century, Franklin and most of the Founders had practiced these principles 

in their own lives. No better example can be found than Franklin himself. Take the summer of 

1775, for instance, when Franklin was serving as a businessman, a member of Congress, and 

chairman of the Pennsylvania Committee of Safety. This committee had to provide weapons, 

munitions, gunboats, and stockades in preparation for the coming conflict. He describes a typical 

day to a friend in England as follows: 

 

“My time was never more fully employed. In the morning at six, I am at the Committee of 

Safety, appointed by the [Pennsylvania] Assembly to put the province in a state of defense; which 

committee holds till near nine, when I am in Congress, and that sits till after four in the afternoon. 

Both of these bodies proceed with the greatest unanimity, and their meetings are well attended. It 

will scarce be credited in Britain, that men can be as diligent with us from zeal for the public 
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good, as with you for thousands per annum. Such is the difference between 

   new states, and old ones.” (Smyth, Writings of 

Benjamin  Franklin, 6:409.) 

 

Long before the Constitutional Convention, where Franklin had made his plea for modest 

salaries, Pennsylvanians had put  the following provision in their State Constitution: 

 

“As every freeman, to preserve his independence, (if he has not a sufficient estate) ought 

to have some profession, calling, trade, or farm, whereby he may honestly subsist, there can be no 

necessity for, nor use in, establishing offices of  ; the usual effects of which are 

dependence and servility, unbecoming freemen, in the possessors and expectants; faction, 

contention, corruption, and disorder among the people. Wherefore, whenever an office, through 

increase of fees or otherwise, becomes so profitable, as to occasion many to apply for it, the 

profits ought to be by the legislature.” (Ibid.) 

 

The Formula for Producing Leaders of Character and Virtue 
 

A modern American cannot read the writings of men such as Jefferson, Adams, Franklin, 

or Washington without feeling a certain sense of pride that the United States produced and had 

available leaders of this supreme quality to launch the first “noble experiment” for freedom in 

modern times. 

 

However, one important question remains: “How are such qualities of superior character 

and virtue in human beings?” 

 

The answer will be found in the writings of the themselves. As we shall 

see in the numerous quotations appearing in the following pages, the beliefs of the Founders were 

based on careful study. They had also been carefully taught. In their respective churches, families, 

schools, or elsewhere, they had been allowed to acquire a comprehensive system of strong, basic 

  . Throughout their writings and speeches, the Founders project themselves as 

positive believers in a broad spectrum of fundamental precepts which they called “self-evident 

  .” 

 
These beliefs are remarkable in and of themselves, but the fact that they all seem to have 

shared them in common is even more remarkable. 

 

Beliefs Which the Founders Rejected 
 

It is interesting that their acceptance of these beliefs necessarily required that they 

categorically some of the more popular intellectual fads which were widespread 

in Europe during their day. It further required that they reject some of the less tenable positions of 

certain popular   ; even denominations to which some of them 

belonged. 
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What we are seeing in the Founders, therefore, is a group of very independent, 

tough-minded men whose beliefs were based on empirical evidence and the light of careful 

  . Even their acceptance of things which are not seen -- the existence of 

the Creator, for example -- were based on observable phenomena and precise reasoning. 

 

The well-known psychologist Abraham Maslow, in his book entitled  The    

  , concludes after extensive that a mind-set based on a 

spectrum of well-established beliefs, such as the Founders possessed, definitely produces a higher 

   of human behavior and a more adjustment to the 

stresses of life. 

 

No doubt Cicero would respond to such a conclusion with the observation that these 

results should have been expected. Beliefs based on and self-evident 

   bring a human being into harmony with natural law and the eternal realities of the 

cosmic universe. 

 

Now we will examine what the Founders had to say about some of their better-known 

basic beliefs. 
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Fourth Principle 
Without religion the government of a 

free people cannot be maintained. 

 
Americans of the twentieth century often fail to realize the supreme importance which the 

Founding Fathers originally attached to the role of religion in the structure of the unique 

civilization which they hoped would emerge as the free people in modern times. 

Many Americans also fail to realize that the Founders felt the role of religion would be as 

important in our own day as it was in theirs. 

 

In 1787, the very year the Constitution was written and approved by Congress, that same 

Congress passed the famous Northwest Ordinance. In it they emphasized the essential need to 

teach and in the  . Here is the way they said 

it: 

 

“Article 3: Religion, morality, and knowledge being necessary to good government and 

the happiness of mankind, schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged.” 
(George B. de Huszar, Henry W. Littlefield, and Arthur W, Littlefield, editors, Basic American Documents Littlefield, 

Adams  & Co., Ames, Iowa,  1953, p, 66.) 

 

Notice that formal education was to include among its responsibilities the teaching of three 

important subjects: 

 

1. Religion, which might be defined as a “fundamental system of beliefs concerning man's 

origin and relationship to the cosmic universe as well as his relationship with his 

  .” 

 
2. Morality, which may be described as “a standard of behavior distinguishing 

   from  .” 

 
3. Knowledge, which is “an intellectual and of 

established facts relating to any field of human experience or inquiry (i.e., history, geography, 

science, etc.).” 

 

Washington Describes the Founders' Position 
 

The position set forth in the Northwest Ordinance was re-emphasized by President George 

Washington in his Address: 

 

“Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality 

are supports.... And let us with caution indulge the supposition that 
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morality can be maintained without religion ... Reason and experience both forbid us to expect 

that morality can prevail to the exclusion of religious principle. 

 

“It is substantially true that virtue or morality is a necessary spring of popular government. 
(Basic American Documents, pp. 108-109.) 

 

The Teaching of Religion in Schools Restricted 

to Universal Fundamentals 
 

Having established that “religion” is the of morality and that both are 

essential to “good government and the happiness of mankind,” the Founders then set about to 

exclude the creeds and biases or dissensions of individual denominations so as to make the 

teaching of religion a unifying cultural adhesive rather than a divisive apparatus. Jefferson wrote a 

Bill for Establishing Elementary Schools in Virginia and made this point clear by stating: 

 

“No religious reading, instruction, or exercise shall be prescribed or practiced inconsistent 

with the tenets of religious sect or denomination.” (J. Randolph, ed., Early History of the 

University of Virginia,  1856,  pp. 96-97.) 

 

Obviously, under such restrictions the only religious tenets to be taught in public schools 

would have to be those which were accepted by all faiths and completely 

fundamental in their premises. 

 

Franklin Describes the Five Fundamentals of “All Sound Religion” 
 

Several of the Founders have left us with descriptions of their basic religious beliefs, and 

Benjamin Franklin summarized those which he felt were the “fundamental points in all 

   religion.” This is the way  he said it in a letter to Ezra Stiles, president of Yale 

University: 

 

“Here is my creed: I believe in one God, the Creator of the universe. That he governs it by 

his providence. That he ought to be  . That the most acceptable service we 

render to him is in doing good to his other children. That the soul of man is  , 

and will be treated with justice in another life respecting its conduct in this. These I take to be the 

fundamental points in all sound religion.” (Smyth, Writings of  Benjamin Franklin, 10:84.) 

 

The “Fundamental Points” to Be Taught in the Schools 
 

The five points of fundamental religious belief expressed or implied in Franklin's statement 

are these: 

 

1. There exists a Creator who made all things, and mankind should   

and Him. 

 

2. The Creator has revealed a code of behavior for happy living 

which  distinguishes right from wrong. 
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3. The Creator holds mankind for the way they treat each 

other. 

 

4. All mankind live beyond this life. 

 
5. In the next life mankind are judged for their conduct in this  one. 

 
All five of these tenets run through practically all of the Founders' writings. These are the 

beliefs which the Founders sometimes referred to as the “religion of  ,” and they 

felt these Fundamentals were so important in providing “good  and the 

   of mankind” that they wanted them taught in the public 

   along with morality and knowledge. 

 

Statements of the Founders Concerning These Principles 
 

Samuel Adams said that this group of basic beliefs which constitute “the religion of 

America is the religion of mankind.” (Wells, Life of Samuel Adams, 3:23.)  In other words, these 

fundamental beliefs belong to all world faiths and could therefore be taught without being 

offensive to any “sect or denomination” as indicated in the Virginia bill for establishing elementary 

schools. 

 

John Adams called these tenets the “general  ” on which the American 

civilization had been founded.  (Letter  to Jefferson cited in Bergh, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 13:293.) 

 

Thomas Jefferson called these basic beliefs the principles “in which God has 

   us all.” (Letter to Jefferson cited in Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 14:198.) 

 
From these statements it is obvious how significantly the Founders looked upon the 

fundamental precepts of religion and morality as the of a free 

government. This gives additional importance to the previously quoted warning of Washington 

when he said: “Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and 

morality are supports.... Who that is a sincere friend to it  can look 

with indifference upon attempts to shake the foundation of the fabric?” (Basic American Documents, 

pp.  108-109.) 

 

Washington issued this solemn warning because in France, shortly before he wrote his 

Farewell Address (1796), the promoters of atheism and amorality had seized control and turned 

the French Revolution into a shocking blood bath of wild excesses and violence. Washington 

obviously never wanted anything like that to happen in the United States. Therefore he had said: 

“In vain would that man claim the tribute of  , who should labor to 

   these great pillars of human happiness [religion and morality].” (Ibid.) 
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Alexis de Tocqueville Discovers the Importance 

of Religion in America 
 

When the French jurist, Alexis de Tocqueville, visited the United States in 1831, he 

became so impressed with what he saw that he went home and wrote one of the best definitive 

studies on the American culture and Constitutional system that had been published up to that 

time. His book was called in America. Concerning religion in 

America, de Tocqueville said: 

 

“On my arrival in the United States the aspect of the country was the 

first thing that struck my attention; and the longer I stayed there, the more I perceived the great 

political consequences resulting from this new state of things.” (Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in 

America, 2 vols., 1840, Vintage Books, New York, 1945, 1:319.) 

 

He described the situation as follows: 

 
“Religion in America takes no direct part in the government of society, but it must be 

regarded as the of their political institutions.... I do not know whether all 

Americans have a sincere faith in their religion -- for who can search the human heart? -- but I am 

certain that they hold it to be indispensable to the maintenance of republican institutions. This 

opinion is not peculiar to a class of citizens or to a party, but it belongs to the    

nation and to every rank of society.” (Ibid., p. 316) 

 

European Philosophers Turned Out to Be Wrong 
 

In Europe, it had been popular to teach that religion and liberty were                                 

of each other. De Tocqueville saw the very opposite happening in America. He wrote: 

 

“The philosophers of the eighteenth century explained in a very simple manner the gradual 

decay of religious faith. Religious zeal, said they, must necessarily fail the more generally liberty is 

established and knowledge diffused. Unfortunately, the facts by no means accord with their 

theory. There are certain populations in Europe whose unbelief is only equaled by their ignorance 

and debasement; while in America, one of the freest and most enlightened nations in the world, 

the people fulfill with fervor all the outward of religion.” (Ibid., p. 319) 

 

A New Kind of Religious Vitality Emerges in America 
 

De Tocqueville pointed out that “in France I had almost always seen the spirit of religion 

and the spirit of freedom marching in oppo site directions. But in America I found they were 

intimately united.” 13 He then pointed out that the early American colonists “brought with them 

into the New World a form of Christianity which I cannot better describe than by styling it a 

democratic and republican religion. This contributed powerfully to the establishment of a republic 

and a democracy in public affairs; and from the beginning, politics and religion contracted an 

   which has never been  .” (Ibid., p. 311) 
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However, he emphasized the fact that this religious undergirding of the political structure 

was a common denominator of moral teachings in different denominations and not the political 

pressure of some national church hierarchy. Said he: 

 

“The sects [different denominations] that exist in the United States are innumerable. They 

all differ in respect to the worship which is due to the Creator; but they all agree in respect to the 

duties which are due from  to  . Each sect adores the Deity in its own 

peculiar manner, but all sects preach the same moral law in the name of God.... All the sects of the 

United States are comprised within the great unity of Christianity, and Christian morality is 

everywhere the same.... There is no country in the world where the Christian religion retains a 

greater over the souls of men than in America.” (Ibid., p. 314) 

 

It was astonishing to de Tocqueville that liberty and religion could be combined in such a 

balanced structure of harmony and good order. He wrote: 

 

“The revolutionists of America are obliged to profess an ostensible respect for Christian 

morality and equity, which does not permit them to violate wantonly the laws that oppose their 

designs.... Thus, while the law permits the Americans to do what they please, religion 

   them from conceiving, and them to commit, what is rash or 

unjust.” (Ibid., p. 316) 

 

De Tocqueville Describes the Role of Religion in the Schools 
 

De Tocqueville found that the schools, especially in New England, incorporated the basic 

tenets of religion right along with history and political science in order to prepare the student for 

adult life. He wrote: 

 

“In New England every citizen receives the elementary notions of human knowledge; he is 

taught, moreover, the doctrines and the evidences of his  , the history of his 

  , and the leading of its Constitution. In the states of 

Connecticut and Massachusetts, it is extremely rare to find a man imperfectly acquainted with all 

these things, and a person wholly ignorant of them is a sort of phenomenon.”  (Ibid., p. 327) 

 

De Tocqueville Describes the Role of the American Clergy 
 

Alexis de Tocqueville saw a unique quality of cohesive strength emanating from the clergy 

of the various churches in America. After noting that all the clergy seemed anxious to maintain 

“separation of church and state,” he nevertheless observed that collectively they had a great 

influence on the morals and customs of life. This indirectly reflected itself in the 

formulating of laws and ultimately in fixing the moral and political climate of the American 

commonwealth. As a result, he wrote: 

 

“This led me to examine more attentively than I had hitherto done the station which the 

American clergy occupy in political society. I learned with surprise that they filled no public 

  ; I did not see one of them in the administration, and they are not 

even represented in the legislative assemblies.” (Ibid., p. 320) 
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How different this was from Europe, where the clergy nearly always belonged to a 

national church and occupied seats of power. He wrote: 

 

“The unbelievers in Europe attack the Christians as their political opponents rather than as 

their religious adversaries; they hate the Christian religion as the opinion of a [political] party 

much more than as an error of belief; and they reject the clergy less because they are the 

representatives of the Deity than because they are the of government.” (Ibid., p. 

325) 

 

In America, he noted, the clergy remained politically separated from the government but 

nevertheless provided a moral  among the people which permitted the 

government to prosper. In other words, there was separation of church and state but not 

separation of and   . 

 

The Clergy Fueled the Flame of Freedom, Stressed Morality, 

and Alerted the Citizenry To Dangerous Trends 
 

The role of the churches to perpetuate the social and political culture of the United States 

provoked the following comment from de Tocqueville: 

 

“The Americans combine the notions of and of    

so intimately in their minds  that it is impossible to make  them conceive the one without the 

other.... I have known of societies formed by Americans to send out ministers of the Gospel into 

the new Western states, to found schools and churches there, lest religion should be allowed to 

die away in those remote settlements, and the rising states be less fitted to enjoy free institutions 

than the people from whom they came.” (Ibid., p. 317) 

 

De Tocqueville discovered that while the clergy felt it would be demeaning to their 

profession to become involved in partisan politics, they nevertheless believed implicitly in their 

duty to keep a message of religious  and moral flowing out 

to the people as the best for America's freedom and political security. In 

one of de Tocqueville's most frequently quoted passages, he stated: 

 

“I sought for the greatness and genius of America in her commodious harbors and her ample 

rivers, and it was not there; in her fertile fields and boundless prairies, and it was not there; in her  

rich mines and her vast world commerce, and it was not there. Not until I went to the churches of 

America and heard her pulpits with  did I 

understand the secret of her genius and power. America is great because she is   , and if 

America ever ceases to be good, America will cease to be  .” (Quoted in Ezra Taft 

Benson, God, Family, Country:  Our  Three Great Loyalties, Deseret Book Company,  Salt Lake  City,  1975, p.  360.) 

 

The Founders' Campaign for Equality of All Religions 
 

One of the most remarkable undertakings of the American Founders was to do something 

no other nation had ever successfully achieved -- the task of providing    

   for all religions, both Christian and non-Christian. 
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Jefferson and Madison were undoubtedly the foremost among the Founders in pushing 

through the first of these statutes in Virginia. Jefferson sought to disestablish the official church of 

Virginia in 1776, but this effort was not completely successful until ten years later. 

 

Meanwhile, in 1784, Patrick Henry was so enthusiastic about strengthening the whole 

spectrum of Christian churches that he introduced a bill “Establishing a Provision for Teachers of 

the Christian Religion.” (This document is reproduced in the supplementary appendix of Everson v. Board of 

Education, 330  U.S. 1, p. 72.) 

 

It was the intention of this bill to provide that each taxpayer would designate “to what 

society of Christians” his money should go. The funds collected by this means were to make 

“provision for a minister or teacher of the Gospel ... or the providing places of divine worship [for 

that denomination], and to other use whatever....” (Ibid., p. 94) 

 

Madison immediately reacted with his famous “Memorial and Remonstrance” against 

religious assessments, in which he proclaimed with the greatest possible energy the principle that 

the government should not prefer one religion over another. Equality of religions 

was the desired goal. He wrote: 

 
“Who does not see that the same authority which can establish Christianity, in exclusion of all other 

religions, may establish with the same case any particular sect of Christians, in exclusion of all other sects? ... 

The bill violates that equality which ought to be the __________ of every _________.” (William C. Rives and 

Philip R. Fendall, eds., Letters and Other Writings of James Madison, 4 vols., J. B. Lippincott, Philadelphia, 1865, 

1:163-164.) 

 

Why the Founders Wanted the Federal Government Excluded 

from All Problems Relating to Religion and Churches 
 

The Supreme Court has stated on numerous occasions that to most people freedom of 

   is the most precious of all the unalienable rights next to itself. 

When the United States was founded, there were many Americans who were not enjoying 

freedom of religion to the fullest possible extent. At least seven of the States had officially 

established religions or denominations at the time the Constitution was adopted. These included: 
(Kruse, The Historical Meaning and Judicial Construction of the Establishment of Religion Clause of the First 

Amendment,  1962,  2:65  and 2:94-107.) 

 

Connecticut (Congregational church) 

New Hampshire (Protestant faith) 

Delaware (Christian faith) 

New Jersey (Protestant faith) 

Maryland (Christian faith) 

South Carolina (Protestant faith) 

Massachusetts (Congregational church) 

 

Under these circumstances the Founders felt it would have been catastrophic and might 

have precipitated civil strife if the federal government had tried to establish a national policy on 

religion or disestablish the denominations which the states had adopted. Nevertheless, the 

Founders who were examining this problem were anxious to eventually see complete 
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   of all faiths and an of all religions, both Christian and 

non-Christian. How could this be accomplished without  stirring up  civil strife? 

 

Justice Story Describes the Founders' Solution 
 

In his famous Commentaries on the Constitution, Justice Joseph Story of the Supreme 

Court pointed out why the Founders as well as the states themselves felt the                   

government should be absolutely excluded from any authority in the field of settling questions on 

religion. He stated: 

 

“In some of the states, Episcopalians constituted the predominant sect; in others, 

Presbyterians; in others, Congregationalists; in others, Quakers; and in others again, there was a 

close numerical rivalry among contending sects. It was impossible that there should not arise 

perpetual strife and perpetual jealousy on the subject of ecclesiastical ascendancy, if the national 

government were left free to create a religious establishment. The only security was in extirpating 

the power. But this alone would have been an imperfect security, if it had not been followed up by 

a declaration of the right of the free exercise of religion, and a prohibition (as we have seen) of all 

religious tests. Thus, the whole power over the subject of religion is left exclusively  to the 

   governments, to be acted upon according to their own sense of justice, and the 

   constitutions.” (Joseph Story, Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States, 3rd ed,, 2 

vols. Little, Brown and Company, Boston, 1858, 2:666-667, art. 1879; emphasis added.) 

 

This is why the First Amendment of the Constitution provides that “                             

shall make NO law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise 

thereof.” 

 

Jefferson and Madison Emphasize the Intent of the Founders 
 

It is clear from the writings of the Founders as well as the Commentaries of Justice Story 

that the First Amendment was designed to eliminate forever the interference of the federal 

government in any religious matters within the various states. As Madison stated during the 

Virginia ratifying convention: “There is not a shadow of right in the general government to 

intermeddle with religion. Its least interference with it would be a most flagrant usurpation.” 
(Elliot, Debates in the State  Conventions,  3:330.) 

 

Jefferson took an identical position when he wrote the Kentucky Resolutions of 1798: “It 

is true, as a general principle, ... that no power over the freedom of religion, freedom of speech, 

or freedom of the press being delegated to the United States by the Constitution ... all lawful 

powers respecting the same did of right  , and were reserved to the 

  , or to the people.” (Mortimer J. Adler et al., eds., The Annals of America, 18 vols., 

Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., Chicago, 1968, 4:63.) 
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The Supreme Court as Well as Congress Excluded 

from Jurisdiction over Religion 
 

In the Kentucky Resolutions, Thomas Jefferson also made it clear that the federal 

   system was likewise prohibited from intermeddling with religious matters 

within the states. He wrote: 

 

“Special provision has been made by one of the amendments to the Constitution, which 

expressly declares that 'Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or 

prohibiting the free exercise thereof ...', thereby guarding in the same sentence, and under the 

same words, the freedom of religion, of speech, and of the press, insomuch that whatever violates 

either throws down the sanctuary which covers the others; and that libels, falsehood, and 

defamation, equally with heresy and false religions, are withheld from the cognizance of federal 

  .” (Ibid.) 

 

The Federal “Wall” Between Church and State 
 

When Thomas Jefferson was serving in the Virginia legislature he helped initiate a bill to 

have a day of fasting and prayer, but when he became President, Jefferson said there was no 

authority in the federal government to proclaim religious holidays. In a letter to the Danbury 

Baptist Association dated January 1, 1802, he explained his position and said the Constitution had 

created “a wall of separation between and  .” (Bergh, Writings 

of  Thomas  Jefferson, 16:282.) 

 

In recent years the Supreme Court has undertaken to use this metaphor as an excuse for 

meddling in the religious issues arising within the various states. It has not only presumed to take 

jurisdiction in these disputes, but has actually forced the states to take the same hands-off position 

toward religious matters even though  this restriction originally applied only to the 

   government. This obvious distortion of the original intent of Jefferson (when 

he used the metaphor of a “wall” separating church and state) becomes entirely apparent when the 

statements and actions of Jefferson are examined in their historical context. 

 

It will be recalled that Jefferson and Madison were anxious that the states intervene in 

religious matters so as to provide for equality among all religions, and that all churches or 

religions assigned preferential treatment should be disestablished from such preferment. They 

further joined with the other Founders in expressing an anxiety that ALL religions be 

   in order to promote the moral and religious 

   of the people. This, of course, would be impossible if there were an 

impenetrable “wall” between church and state on the state level. Jefferson's “wall” was obviously 

intended only for the federal government, and the Supreme Court application of this metaphor to 

the states has come under severe criticism. (Dallin Oaks, ed., The Wall Between Church and State, University 

of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1963, pp.  2-3.) 
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Religious Problems Must Be Solved Within the Various States 
 

In Thomas Jefferson's second inaugural address, he virtually signalled the states to press 

forward in settling their religious issues since it was within their jurisdiction and not that of the 

federal government: 

 

“In matters of religion, I have considered that its free exercise is placed by the 

Constitution independent of the powers of the general government. I have therefore undertaken 

on no occasion to prescribe religious exercises suited to it; but have left them, as the Constitution 

found them, under the direction and discipline of state or church authorities acknowledged by the 

several religious  societies.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 3:378.) 

 

Jefferson, along with the other Founders, believed that it was within the power of the 

various states to eliminate those inequities which existed between the various faiths, and then 

pursue a policy of  religious institutions of all kinds because it was in 

the public interest to use their influence to provide the moral stability needed for “          

government and the   of mankind.”  (Northwest Ordinance of 1787, Article 3.) 

 

Jefferson's resolution for disestablishing the Church of England in Virginia was not to set 

up a wall between the state and the church but simply, as he explained it, for the purpose of 

“taking away the privilege and preeminence of one religious sect over another, and thereby 

[establishing] ... equal rights among all.” (Julian P. Boyd, ed., The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, 19 vols. by 

1974, Princeton University,  Princeton, N.J., 1950, 1:531, note  1; emphasis  added.) 

 

Affirmative Programs to Encourage All Religions 

on the State Level 
 

In view of the extremely inflexible and rigid position which the U.S. Supreme Court has 

taken in recent years concerning the raising up of a “wall” between state government and religion, 

it is remarkable how radically different the Founders' views were upon such matters. 

 

Take, for example, their approval of religious meetings in tax-supported                    

buildings. With the Founders there was no objection as to the propriety of using public buildings 

for religious purposes, for that was to be encouraged. The only question was whether or not the 

facilities could be made available equally to all denominations desiring them. Notice how Jefferson 

reflects his deep satisfaction in the way the churches were using the local courthouse in 

Charlottesville, near Jefferson's home: 

 

“In our village of Charlottesville, there is a good degree of religion, with a small spice only 

of fanaticism. We have four sects, but without either church or meeting-house. The court-house is 

the temple, one Sunday in the month to each. Here, Episcopalian and 

Presbyterian, Methodist and Baptist, meet  , join in hymning their 

Maker, listen with attention and devotion to each others' preachers, and all mix in society with 

perfect  harmony.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson,  15:404.) 
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One cannot help asking the modern Supreme Court: “Where is the wall of separation 

between church and state when the courthouse is approved for the common temple of all the 

religious  sects of a village?” 

 

Of course, Jefferson would be the first to require some other arrangement if all of the 

churches could not be accommodated equally, but so long as they were operating equally and 

harmoniously together, it was looked upon as a commendable situation. The fact that they were 

utilizing a tax-supported public building was not even made an issue. 

 

Religious Principles Undergird Good Government 
 

What doctrines were Americans so anxious to teach one another in order that they might 

remain united and well governed? These religious precepts turned out to be the    

and of the entire American political philosophy. They were taken from the books 

of John   , Sir William  , and other great thinkers of the 

day, who took them directly from the Bible. Thus, religion and the American institutions of 

freedom were combined. In fact, the Founders had taken the five truths we have already identified 

as “religion” and had built the whole Constitutional framework on top of them. The sanctity of 

   rights and rights, as well as the obligation of citizens to 

support the Constitution in  their unalienable rights, were all based on 

these religious precepts. Therefore, having established the general principle that “without religion 

the government of a free people cannot be maintained,” we now turn to the specific principles on 

which this general concept was based. 
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Notes 
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Fifth Principle 
All things were created by God, therefore upon 

Him all mankind are equally__________________, 

and to Him they are equally ___________________. 

 
The Reality of a Divine Creator 

 

The Founders vigorously affirm throughout their writings that the                                         

of all reality is the existence of the Creator, who is the designer of all things in nature and the 

promulgator of all the laws which govern nature. 

 

The Founders were in harmony with the thinking of John Locke as expressed in his 

famous Essay Concerning Human Understanding. In it Locke pointed out that it defies the most 

elementary aspects of reason and experience to presuppose that everything in existence developed 

as a result of fortuitous circumstance. The mind, for example, will not accept the proposition that 

the forces of nature, churning about among themselves, would ever produce a watch, or even a 

lead pencil, let alone the marvelous intricacies of the human eye, the ear, or even the simplest of  

the organisms found in nature. All these are the product of design and 

high-precision  . 

 

Locke felt that a person who calls himself an “atheist” is merely confessing that he has 

never dealt with the issue of the Creator's existence. Therefore, to Locke an atheist would be to 

that extent “  ,” and out of touch with reality; in fact, out of touch with the 

most important and fundamental reality. 

 

How Can One Know There Is a God? 
 

In his Essay Concerning Human Understanding, John Locke insisted that everyone can 

know there is a divine Creator. It is simply a case of thinking about it. (Concerning Human 

Understanding, Great Books of the Western World, vol. 35, Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc., Chicago, 1952, pp. 349- 

352.) 

 

To begin with, each person knows that he exists. With Descartes each person can say, 

“Cogito ergo sum.” With God, each person can say, “     !” 

 

Furthermore, each person knows that he is something. He also knows that a 

   could not be produced by a  . Therefore, whatever 

brought man and everything else into existence also had to  be something. 

 

It follows that this something which did all of this organizing and arranging would have to 

be all-knowing to the full extent required for such an organization and arrangement. 
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This something would therefore have to be to everything which had 

resulted from this effort. This element of superiority makes this something the ultimate “good” for 

all that has been organized and arranged. In the Anglo-Saxon language, the word for supreme or 

ultimate good is “God.” 

 

Getting to Know God 
 

Man is capable of knowing many things about God, Locke said. The Creator must of 

necessity be a cogitative (reasoning or thinking) being, for man is a cogitative (reasoning) being. 

Certainly a non-cogitative being like a rock could never have produced a cogitative being like a 

man. We may also know that the divine Creator has a sense of and 

  , for he gave mankind these sublime qualities. 

 
The Creator would also reflect a fine sense of  and  , 

and also a sense of indignation or even anger with those who violate the laws of “right” action. In 

other words, God has a strong sense of “  .” Remorse for wrong also arouses a 

sense of compassion in the Creator, just as it does in human beings whom  he designed. 

 

There are other attributes of man which human beings must necessarily share with their 

Creator if man is “made in the image of God.” One would be a sense of  . The 

Creator must also be a great artist on the visual plane. Everything the Creator organizes is in 

terms of beauty through color, form, and contrasts. Obviously, man can enjoy only to a finite 

degree the capacity of his Creator to appreciate the vast panorama of sensory satisfaction which 

we call “beauty.” 

 

So, as John Locke says, there are many things man can know about God. And because any 

   person can gain an appreciation and conviction of these many attributes 

of the Creator, Locke felt that an atheist has failed to apply his divine capacity for reason and 

observation. 

 

The American Founding Fathers agreed with Locke. They considered the existence of the 

Creator as the most fundamental premise underlying self-evident truth. It will be 

noted as we proceed through this study that every single self-evident truth enunciated by the 

Founders is rooted in the presupposition of a divine Creator. 

 

Concerning God's Revealed Law Distinguishing Right from Wrong 
 

The Founders considered the whole foundation of a just society to be structured on the 

basis of God's revealed law. These laws constituted a moral code clearly distinguishing right from 

wrong. This concept was not new with the Founders. This was the entire foundation of all 

religious cultures world-wide. It was particularly emphasized in the Judeo-Christian structure of 

the English law. No authority on the subject was more widely read than William 

   (1723-1780). He established the classes for the first law school at 

Oxford in 1753. His lectures on the English law were published in 1765 and were as widely read 

in America as they were in England. 
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In his Commentaries on the Laws of England, Blackstone propounded the generally 

accepted idea that “when the Supreme Being formed the universe” he organized it and then 

“impressed certain principles upon that matter, from which it can never  , and 

without which it would cease to be.” (Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England, ed. William Carey 

Jones, 2 vols., Bancroft-Whitney Co., San Francisco, 1916, 1:52.) 

 

He then went on to say that the will of God which is expressed in the orderly arrangement 

of the universe is called “the law of  ,” and that there are laws for “human” 

nature just as surely as they exist for the rest of the universe. (Ibid., pp. 56-58) He said the laws for 

human nature had been revealed by God, whereas the laws of the universe (natural law) must be 

learned through scientific investigation. (Ibid., p. 64) Blackstone stated that “upon these two 

foundations, the law of nature and the law of   , depend all human 

lives....”  (Ibid., p. 65) 

 

As we shall see later, the attitude of the Founders toward God's law (both natural and 

revealed) gave early Americans a very high regard for the “law” as a social institution. They 

respected the sanctity of the law in the same way that it was honored among the Anglo-Saxons 

and by ancient Israel. 

 

The Nearness of God 
 

It is also important to note that the Founders did not look upon God as some mysterious 

teleological force operating automatically and indifferently in nature (as modern Deists claim), but 

they believed in a Creator who is both intelligent and benevolent and therefore 

   and to respond to people's petitions when they are 

deserving of needed blessings and engaged in a good cause. Days of fasting and prayer were 

commonplace in early America. Most of the Founders continually petitioned God in fervent 

prayers, both public and private, and looked upo n his divine intervention in their daily lives as a 

singular blessing. They were continually expressing gratitude to God as the nation survived one 

major crisis after another. 

 

George Washington 
 

George Washington was typical of the Founders in this respect: Charles Bracelen Flood 

discovered in his research that during the Revolutionary War there were at least    

desperate moments when Washington acknowledged that he would have suffered disaster had not 

the hand of God intervened in behalf of the struggle for independence. (Charles Bracelen Flood, Rise  

and Fight Again, Dodo, Mead & Co., New York, 1976, p. 377.) 

 

After being elected President, Washington stressed these sentiments in his first inaugural 

address when he said: 

 

“No people can be bound to and the 

invisible hand which conducts the affairs of men more than the people of the United States. Every 

step, by which they have advanced to the character of an independent nation, seems to have been 

distinguished  by some token of providential agency.” (Fitzpatrick, Writings of George Washington,  30:292.) 
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James Madison 
 

Madison was equally emphatic on this point when he contemplated the work of the 

Constitutional Convention and saw the guiding influence of God just as Washington had seen it 

on the battlefield. Said he: 

 

“The real wonder is that so many difficulties should have been surmounted ... with an 

unanimity almost as unprecedented as it must have been unexpected. It is impossible for any man 

of candor to reflect on this circumstance without partaking of the astonishment. It is impossible  

for the man of pious reflection not to perceive in it a finger of that Almighty hand which has been 

so and signally extended to our relief in the critical stages of the 

revolution.”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 37, pp. 230-231.) 

 

“In God We Trust” 
 

From all of this it will be seen that the Founders were not indulging in any idle gesture 

when they adopted the motto, “In God we trust.” Neither was it a matter of superfluous formality 

when they required that all witnesses who testify in the courts or before Congressional hearings 

must take an oath and swear or affirm before God that they will tel] the truth. As Washington 

pointed out  in his Farewell Address: “Where is the for property, for 

reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the instruments  

of investigation in courts of justice?” (Fitzpatrick, Writings of George Washington, 35:229.) In fact, it was 

not at all uncommon, as Alexis de Tocqueville discovered, to look with the greatest precaution 

upon an individual who had no religious convictions.  He wrote: 

 

“While I was in America, a witness who happened to be called at the Sessions of the 

county of Chester (state of New York) declared that he did not believe in the existence of God or 

in the immortality of the soul. The judge refused to admit the evidence, on the ground that the 

witness had destroyed beforehand all the of the court in what he was 

about  to say.” (Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 1:317.) 

 

In a note de Tocqueville added: 

 
“The New York Spectator of August 23, 1831, related the fact in the following terms: 

‘... The presiding judge remarked that he had not before been aware that there was a man living 

who did not believe in the existence of God; that this belief constituted the sanction [in law, that 

which gives binding force] of all testimony in a court of justice; and that he knew of no case in a 

    country where a witness had been permitted to testify without such belief.’” 

This now brings us to the next important principle enunciated by the Founders. 
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Sixth Principle 
All men are created equal. 

 
The Founders wrote in the Declaration of Independence that some truths are self-evident, 

and one of these is the fact that all men are equal. 

 

Yet everyone knows that no two human beings are exactly alike in any respect. They are 

different when they are born. They plainly exhibit different natural skills. They acquire different 

tastes. They develop along different lines. They vary in physical strength, mental capacity, 

emotional stability, inherited social status, in their oppo rtunities for self-fulfillment, and in scores 

of other ways. Then how can they be equal? 

 

The answer is, they can't, except in  ways. They can only be treated as equals in the 

sight of  , in the sight of the  , and in the protection of their 

  . In these three ways all men are created equal. It is the task of society, as it is 

with God, to accept people in all their vast array of individual differences, but treat them as equals 

when it comes to their role as human beings. As members of society, all persons should have their 

equality guaranteed in two areas. Constitutional writer Clarence Carson describes them: 

 

“First, there is equality before the  . This means that every man's case is tried by 

the same law governing any particular case. Practically, it means that there are no different laws  

for different classes and orders of men [as there were in ancient times]. The definition of 

premeditated murder is the same for the millionaire as for the tramp. A corollary of this is that no 

classes are created or recognized by law. 

 

“Second, the Declaration refers to an equality of  .... Each man is 

equally entitled to his life with every other man; each man has an equal title to God-given liberties 

along with every other.” (Clarence Carson, The American Tradition, Foundation for Economic Education, Irvington-

on-Hudson,  New  York,  1970,  pp. 112-113.) 

 

Rousseau's Error 
 

John Adams was in France when Jean Jacques Rousseau was teaching that all men were 

designed to be equal in every way. Adams wrote: 

 

“That all men are born to equal rights is true. Every being has a right to his own, as clear, 

as moral, as sacred, as any other being has.... But to teach that all men are born with equal powers 

and faculties, to equal influence in society, to equal property and advantages through life, is as 

gross a  , as glaring an imposition on the credulity of the people, as ever was 

practiced by monks, by Druids, by Brahmins, by priests of the immortal Lama, or by the 

self-styled  philosophers of the French Revolution.”  (Quoted in Koch, The American Enlightenment, p. 222.) 
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What It Means to Have Equal “Rights” 
 

The goal of society is to provide “equal justice,” which means    

the rights of the people  : 

 

At the bar of  , to secure their rights. 

 
At the box, to vote for the candidate of their choice. At the public 

school, to obtain their education. 

 

At the office, to compete for a job, 

At the real estate agency, to purchase or rent a home. 

At the  , to enjoy freedom of religion. 

At the podium, to enjoy freedom of speech. 

At the microphone or before the TV camera, to present views on the issues of the day. 

At the meeting hall, to peaceably assemble. 

At the shop, to enjoy freedom of the press. 

At the store, to buy the essentials or desirable things of life. 

At the bank, to save and prosper. 

 
At the tax collector's office, to pay no more than their fair share. 

 
At the probate court, to pass on to their heirs the fruits of  life's labors. 

 

The Problem of Minorities 
 

Admittedly, equal rights have not been completely established in all of these areas, but the 

Founders struck a course which has thus far provided a better balance in administering the 

equality of rights than has occurred at any time in history. The breakdown occurs in connection 

with the treatment of  . 

 

Minorities in any country consider themselves “  ” who want to 

become “  ,” As long as they are treated as outsiders they do not feel equal. 

The interesting part of it is that every ethnic group in the American society was once a minority. 

We are a nation of minorities! 

 

There is no spot on the planet earth where so many different ethnic groups have been 

poured into the same milieu as in the United States. It was appropriate that America should be 

called the melting pot of the world. 
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Two things are especially notable about this. First of all, it is remarkable that the Founders 

were able to establish a society of freedom and opportunity which would so many 

millions of immigrants. Secondly, it is even more remarkable that within two or three generations 

nearly all of these millions of immigrants became  -class citizens. 

 

As we noted above, newcomers to any nation are not considered first-class citizens 

immediately. Human nature does not allow it. In some countries “outsiders” are still treated with 

hostility after they have resided in those countries for three or four hundred years. In the United 

States, immigrants or outsiders can become insiders much more rapidly. Nevertheless, the 

transition is painful. 

 

Crossing the Culture Gap 
 

Being a minority, even in the United States, is painful because acceptance depends on 

“crossing the culture gap.” This means learning the language -- with an 

American dialect more or less; attaining the general norm of education -- which in America is  

fairly high; becoming economically independent -- which often means getting out of the ghetto; 

and becoming recognized as a social asset to the community -- which always takes time. Usually it 

requires far more time than the minority group can patiently endure. 

 

But the impatience of a minority can be an advantage. It expedites their assimilation by 

motivating greater effort to gain acceptance. In the United States, as a result, many members of a 

minority group are assimilated in a single generation. Others must wait until the second 

generation, and a few are still struggling in the third. But these are the exceptions. They can't 

quite get across the culture gap. It is a fact of life in America, as everywhere else, that no ethnic 

group are going to be entirely comfortable or treated completely as equals in an adopted society 

until they have crossed the gap. 

 

A Nation of Minorities 
 

As mentioned above, there is not a single ethnic group in the United States but what has 

been treated at one time or another as a minority, or less than first-class  citizens. 

 

The story of minorities in the United States is a fascinating tale. Beginning with the French 

in the 1500's and the English in the 1600's (and the Dutch, Germans, Swedes, Scots, and Irish in 

between), it was one grand conglomerate of tension, discrimination, malice, and sometimes 

outright persecution. But the miracle of it all is the fact that they fought side by side for freedom  

in the Revolutionary War, and all of them could boast of descendants in the White House or the 

Congress as the years passed by. So all of this became America -- a nation of minorities. 

 

The Japanese and Chinese 
 

One of the best examples of minority adjustment under adverse circumstances is the 

American saga of the Japanese and Chinese. 

 

The treatment they received is an to modern Americans. They 

were not only shabbily treated, but sometimes they were treated brutally. (In certain situations this 
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happened to other minorities as well.) But practically none of the Japanese and Chinese went 

home. They became domestics, field workers, and truck farmers; they ran laundries, worked for a 

pittance on railroads, ate their simple fare, and slept on bare boards. Meanwhile, they sent their 

children to school and endured their mistreatment with  . By 1940 the Chinese 

were virtually assimilated and the Japanese had almost made it. Then came the attack on Pearl 

Harbor. 

 

Within weeks the vast Japanese population in California had been hauled off to 

concentration camps in the Rocky Mountains.   J. Edgar Hoover knew there were practically no 

   agents among them. The few security risks had already been identified 

and incarcerated. He vigorously the Japanese evacuation and so did many 

others, but all to no avail. 

 

The Japanese could have been very bitter, but to the ultimate embarrassment and chagrin 

of those who had engineered this fiasco, they loyally mobilized their  and sent them 

into the American armed services as volunteers! Japanese-American regiments were among the 

most decorated in World War II. They went into the military ranks under suspicion and 

resentment, but they came out in hero roles. A few years later the entire State of California was 

represented in the Senate by a -  . 

 

The Black Minority 
 

But of all the minorities in America, the blacks have undertaken assimilation as first-class 

citizens under the greatest number of handicaps. Many early political leaders of the United States, 

including Abraham Lincoln, were fearful the blacks might never achieve complete adjustment 

because of the slavery culture in which the first few generations were raised. 

 

Nevertheless, and brought a whole new 

horizon of hope to the blacks within three generations. Tens of thousands of them hurdled the 

culture gap, and soon the blacks in other countries saw their ethnic cousins in the United States 

enjoying a higher standard of living than blacks in any part of the world. In fact, by 1970 a black 

high school student in Alabama or Mississippi had a better opportunity to get a 

   education than a white student in  . 

 
Providing equality for the blacks has never been approached with any degree of consensus. 

Some felt that with education and job opportunities the blacks could leap the culture gap just as 

other minorities had done. Others felt they should be made the beneficiaries of substantial 

government gratuities. Experience soon demonstrated, however, that government gratuities are as 

   and to blacks as they are to the Indians or any 

other minorities. The blacks themselves asked for equal opportunity at the hiring hall. Thus, the 

trend began to shift in the direction which no doubt the Founders such as Washington, Jefferson, 

and Franklin would have strongly approved. 
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Violence Proves Counter-Productive 
 

In the mid- there were groups of Marxist agitators who moved in among the 

blacks to promote direct action by violence. One of these was Eldridge Cleaver, who had been 

trained in philosophy and tactics while serving a fifteen-year sentence in a 

California state penitentiary. In 1967 he became the Minister of Information for the Black 

Panthers. In his books, Eldridge Cleaver describes the rationale behind their philosophy of 

violence. It was to  the whole economic and social structure of the United 

States so that blacks could enjoy equal rights under an American Communist regime. The 

crescendo of violence increased year after year. During the summer of 1968 over a hundred 

American cities were burning. But the burning was always in black ghettos. The idea was to put 

the blacks in direct confrontation with the police and state militia in order to solidify their 

apparent need to become a racial bloc for the coming  . 

 

But the burning and fire-bombing backfired. The black population began to realize it was 

only the homes of that were being burned. Other than police, it was primarily 

blacks that were being hurt in the melee of the riots. In the shoot-outs with the police, nineteen of 

the Black Panther leaders were killed. Eldridge Cleaver was wounded. He and his wife later fled 

to Cuba and then to other Communist countries. 

 

The whole scenario of violence had proved tragically  -productive. It 

temporarily jolted out of joint a broad spectrum of reforms which the blacks were really seeking 

and the rest of the nation was trying to provide. 

 

A Dissident Returns 
 

After nearly years as an exile in Communist and Socialist countries, Eldridge 

Cleaver asked to be allowed to return to the United States and pay whatever penalty was due on 

charges pending against him. He and his wife were no longer atheists. They were no longer 

Communists. Those bitter years behind the iron and bamboo curtains had dispelled all the 

propaganda concerning “equality” and “justice” under Communism. Cleaver told the press: “I 

would rather be in  in America than anywhere else.” He then went on to say: 

 

“I was wrong and the Black Panthers were wrong.... We [black Americans] are inside the 

system and I feel that the number one objective for Black America is to recognize that they have 

the same equal rights under the Constitution as Ford or Rockefeller, even if we have no blue-chip 

stocks. But our membership in the United States is the supreme blue-chip stock and the one we 

have  to  exercise.”  (Laile  Bartlett, "The Education of Eldridge Cleaver," Reader's Digest, Sept. 1976, pp. 65-72.) 

 

By 1981 Eldridge Cleaver had paid his final debt to society. No further charges were 

pending against him. Although he had been involved in a police shoot-out in Oakland, California, 

he had not been accused of causing any deaths. In fact, it was in the Oakland shoot-out that he 

was wounded. As he was released on parole, the judge required that he finish his obligation to 

society by putting in several hundred hours of public service at a California college. 

 

Soon after that he began accepting speaking engagements before schools, churches, 

community gatherings, and even prison groups to describe his new and yet profound appreciation 
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for America. He described the despondency which came over him when he found what a betrayal 

of human rights and human dignity Communism turned out to be. He described the long and 

strenuous intellectual] struggle with his Marxist atheism before he recognized its fraudulent 

fallacies. He frankly and patiently dialogued with university students still struggling with similar 

philosophical problems. He assured them, as Locke had done, that a persistent pursuit of the truth 

would bring them to the threshold of reality, where the Creator could be recognized and 

thereafter have a place in their lives. 

 

The Eldridge Cleaver story is simply the account of a prodigal American who found 

himself and returned home. 

 

Constitutional Amendments to Insure Equal Rights 
 

After the Constitution was adopted in  , Americans added four amendments 

to make certain that everyone, including racial minorities, could enjoy equal rights. These 

amendments are as follows: 

 

The Thirteenth Amendment to provide universal  . 

 
The Fourteenth Amendment to provide universal of citizenship. 

 
The Fifteenth and the Nineteenth Amendments to provide universal    

rights regardless of race, color, or sex. 

 

The Founders distinguished between equal rights and other areas where equality is 

impossible. They recognized that society should seek to provide equal opportunity but not expect 

equal  ; provide equal freedom but not expect equal   ; 

provide equal rights but not equal possessions; provide equal protection but not equal status; 

provide equal educational opportunities but not equal  . 

 

They knew that even if governmental compulsion were used to force its citizens to appear 

equal in material circumstances, they would immediately become unequal the instant their freedom 

was restored to them. As Alexander Hamilton said: 

 

“Inequality would exist as long as existed.... It would unavoidably 

result from that very liberty itself.” (Harold C. Syrett et al., eds., The Papers of Alexander Hamilton, 19 vols. by 

1973, Columbia University Press, New York, 1961, 4:218.) 

 

Nevertheless, there are some who insist that people do not have equal rights unless they 

have “equal things.” The Founding Fathers were well acquainted with this proposition and set 

forth their belief concerning it in the next principle. 
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Seventh Principle 
The proper role of government is to protect 

equal rights, not provide equal things. 

 
In Europe, during the days of the Founders, it was very popular to proclaim that the role 

of government was to take from the “  ” and give to the “have  ” so that 

all might be truly “equal.” However, the American Founders perceived that this proposition 

contained a huge fallacy. 

 

What Powers Can Be Assigned to Government 
 

The Founders recognized that the people cannot delegate to their government the power 

to do anything except that which they have the lawful right to do  . 

 

For example, every person is entitled to protection of his life and property. Therefore it is 

perfectly legitimate to delegate to the government the task of setting up a    

force to protect the lives and property of all the people. 

 

But suppose a kind-hearted man saw that one of his neighbors had two cars while another 

neighbor had none. What would happen if, in a spirit of benevolence, the kind man went over and 

took one of the cars from his prosperous neighbor and generously gave it to the neighbor in need? 

Obviously, he would be arrested for car theft. No matter how kind his intentions, he is guilty of 

flagrantly violating the rights of his prosperous neighbor, who is entitled 

to be protected in his property. 

 

Of course, the two-car neighbor could donate a car to his poor neighbor, if he liked, but 

that is his decision and not the prerogative of the kind-hearted neighbor who wants to play Robin 

Hood. 

 

How Governments Sometimes Commit “Legal” Crimes 
 

But suppose the kind-hearted man decided to ask the mayor and city council to force the 

man with two cars to give one to his pedestrian neighbor. Does that make it any more legitimate? 

Obviously, this makes it even worse because if the mayor and city council do it in the name of the 

law, the man who has lost his car has not only lost the rights to his property, but (since it is the 

“law”) he has lost all right to for help in protecting his property. 

 

The American Founders recognized that the moment the government is authorized to start 

   the material possessions of the rich in order to have an “equal 

distribution of   ,” the government thereafter has the power to deprive any of the 

people of their “    ” rights to enjoy their lives, liberties, and property. 
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A Popular Fallacy 
 

Those on the receiving end of the program may think this is very “just” to take from the 

“haves” and give to the “have nots.” They may say, “This is the way the government provides 

equal for all.” But what happens when the government comes around and 

starts taking from those who count themselves “poor”? They immediately declare with indignation 

that they have “rights” in the property the government gave them. The government replies, “WE 

decide who has rights in things.” 

 

The power given to the government to take from the rich automatically cancelled out the 

principle of “ equal rights.” It opened the floodgate for the 

government to meddle with everybody's rights, particularly property rights. 

 

A Lesson from Communism 
 

When the Communists seized power in Hungary, the peasants were delighted with the 

“justice” of having the farms confiscated from their owners and given to the 

  . Later the Communist leaders seized of the peasant land 

and took it back to set up government communal farms. Immediately the peasants howled in 

protest about their property “rights.” 

 
Those who protested too loudly or too long soon found that they not only lost their land, 

but also their liberty. If they continued to protest, they lost their lives. 

 

Equal Rights Doctrine Protects the Freedom to Prosper 
 

The American Founders took a different approach. Their policy was to guarantee the 

equal protection of all the people's rights and thus insure that all would have the freedom to 

  . There was to be no special penalty for getting  . The 

French philosophers cried out in protest, “But then some of the people will become very rich!” 

“Indeed they will,” the Founders might have responded -- “the more the better.” 

 

In fact, it was soon discovered that the new industrial age required large quantities of 

   funds in order to build factories, purchase complicated machinery and tools, 

and provide millions of jobs which had never existed before. 

 

The Founders felt that America would become a nation dominated by a prosperous middle 

class with a few people becoming rich. As for the poor, the important thing was to insure the 

freedom to prosper so that no one would be into the poverty level the way 

people have been in all other parts of the world. 

 

Making the Whole Nation Prosperous 
 

It was realized, of course, that some would prosper more than others. That is inevitable as 

long as there is liberty. Some would prosper because of talent, some because of good fortune, 

some because of an inheritance, but most would prosper because of work. 
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The entire American concept of “freedom to  ” was based on the belief 

that man's instinctive will to succeed in a climate of liberty would result in the whole people 

prospering  . It was thought that even the poor could lift themselves 

through education and individual effort to become independent and self-sufficient. 

 

The idea was to maximize  , minimize  , 

and make the whole nation rich. Where people suffered the loss of their crops or became 

unemployed, the more fortunate were to help. And those who were enjoying “good times” were 

encouraged to save up in store for the misfortunes which seem to come to everybody someday. 

Hard work, frugality, thrift, and compassion became the key words in the American ethic. 

 

Why the Founders Made European Theories Unconstitutional 
 

What happened in America under these principles was remarkable in every way. Within a 

short time the Americans, as a people, were on the way to becoming the most     

and best-educated nation in the world (which was amazing to de Tocqueville when he arrived in 

1831). They were also the people in the world. Eventually, the world found that 

they were also the most  people on earth. And all this was not because they 

were Americans. The Founders believed these same principles would work for any nation. The 

key was using the government to   equal rights, not to    

equal things. As previously mentioned, Samuel Adams said the ideas of a welfare state were made 

unconstitutional: 

 

“The utopian schemes of leveling [redistribution of the wealth], and a community of goods 

[central ownership of all the means of production and distribution], are as visionary and 

impracticable as those which vest all property in the Crown. [These ideas] are arbitrary, despotic, 

and, in our government,  .”   (Wells, Life of Samuel Adams, 1:154.) 

 

Nevertheless, the Founders Had a Deep Concern 

for the Poor and Needy 
 

As mentioned earlier, disciples of the collectivist Left in the Founders' day as well as our 

own have insisted that compassion for the poor requires that the Federal government become 

involved in taking from the “haves” and giving to the “have nots.” Benjamin Franklin had been 

one of the “have nots,” and after living several years in England where he saw government 

welfare programs in operation, he had considerable to say about these public charities of 

   compassion. 

 
Franklin wrote a whole essay on the subject and told one of his friends, “I have long been 

of your opinion, that your  legal provision for the poor [in England]  is a very great evil, operating 

as it does to the encouragement of  . We have followed your example, and 

begin now to see our error, and, I hope, shall reform  it.” (Smyth, Writings of Benjamin Franklin, 10:64.) 

 

A survey of Franklin's views on counter-productive compassion might be summarized as 

follows: 



 

The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 86 
 

1. Compassion which gives a drunk the means to increase his drunkenness is 

counter-productive.  (Ibid., 5:538) 

 

2. Compassion which breeds debilitating dependency and weakness is counter-productive. 
(Ibid., 5:123) 

 
3. Compassion which blunts the desire or necessity to work for a living is  counter-productive. 

(Ibid., 3:135-136) 

 
4. Compassion which smothers the instinct to strive and excel is counter-productive. (Ibid., 

3:136-137) 

 

Nevertheless, the Founders recognized that it is a of God to help 

the poor and underprivileged. It is interesting how they  said this should be done. 

 

The Founders' Formula for “Calculated” Compassion 
 

Franklin wrote: 

 
“To relieve the misfortunes of our fellow creatures is concurring with the Deity; it is 

godlike; but, if we provide encouragement for laziness, and supports for folly, may we not be 

found fighting against the order of God and Nature, which perhaps has appointed want and misery 

as the proper punishments for, and cautions against, as well as necessary consequences of, 

   and  ? Whenever we attempt to amend the 

scheme of Providence, and to interfere with the government of the world, we had need be very 

circumspect, lest we do more harm than good.” 

 

Nearly all of the Founders seem to have acquired deep convictions that assisting those in 

need had to be done through means which might be called “calculated” compassion. Highlights 

from their writings sugge st the following: 

 

1. Do not help the needy completely. Merely help them to help themselves. 

 
2. Give the poor the satisfaction of “ achievement” instead of 

rewarding them without achievement. 

 

3. Allow the poor to climb the “ ladder” -- from tents to 

cabins, cabins to cottages, cottages to comfortable  houses. 

 

4. Where emergency help is provided, do not prolong it to the point where it becomes 

habitual. 

 

5. Strictly enforce the scale of “fixed responsibility.” The first and foremost level of 

responsibility is with the individual himself; the second level is the family; then the 

church; next the community; finally the county, and, in a disaster or emergency, the 

state. Under no circumstances is the federal government to  become involved in public 
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welfare. The Founders felt it would corrupt the government and also the poor. No 

Constitutional authority exists for the federal government to participate in charity or 

welfare. 

 

Motives of the Founders 
 

By excluding the national government from intervening in the local affairs of the people, 

the Founders felt they were protecting the unalienable rights of the people from abuse by an 

over-aggressive government. But just what are “unalienable” rights? This brings us to our next 

principle. 
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Eighth Principle 
Men are endowed by their Creator 

with certain unalienable rights. 

Endowed by the Creator ... 
 

The Founders did not believe that the basic rights of mankind originated from any social 

compact, king, emperor, or governmental authority. Those rights, they believed, came 

   and from God. Therefore, they were to be 

maintained sacred and inviolate, John Locke said it this way: 

 

“The state of Nature has a law of Nature to govern it, which ... teaches all mankind who 

will but consult it, that being all equal and independent, no one ought to harm another in his life, 

health, liberty or possessions; for men being all the workmanship of one omnipotent and infinitely 

wise maker; all the servants of one sovereign master, sent into the world by His order and about 

His business; they are His property.... 

 

“And, being furnished with like faculties, sharing all in one community of Nature, there 

cannot be supposed any such subordination among us that may authorize us to destroy one 

another.” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil Government, Great Books of the Western World, vol. 35, 

Encyclopedia  Britannica, Inc., Chicago, 1952,   p. 26, par. 6.) 

 

When Is a Right Unalienable? 
 

The substantive nature of those rights which are inherent in all mankind was described by 

William Blackstone in his Commentaries on the Laws of England: 

 

“Those rights, then, which God and nature have established, and are therefore called 

   rights, such as are life and liberty, need not the aid of human laws to be more 

effectually invested in every man than they are; neither do they receive any additional strength 

when declared by the municipal laws to be inviolable. On the contrary, no                    

legislature has power to or them, unless the owner shall 

himself commit some act that amounts to a forfeiture.” (William Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws  of 

England, 1:93.) 

 

In other words, we may do something ourselves to forfeit the unalienable rights endowed 

by the Creator, but no one else can take those rights from us without being subject to God's 

justice. This is what makes certain rights unalienable. They are inherent rights given to us by the 

Creator. That is why they are called natural rights. 

 

We also have certain other rights called rights which are created by the 

community, state, or nation for our protection or well-being. However, these can be changed any 

time the feel like it. 
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An example of a vested right would be the right to go hunting during certain seasons. Or 

the right to travel on the public highway. Notice that the government can change both of these 

“rights” or prohibit them altogether. The region could be declared off-limits for hunting. The 

highway could be closed. 

 

But the government could not pass a law to destroy all babies under the age of two, or  

lock up everybody with blonde hair. In the one case it would be destroying the unalienable right to 

life, and in the other case it would be destroying the unalienable right to liberty. A person can  lose 

his liberty through his misbehavior, but not because he has blonde hair! 
 

The Founders Did Not List All of the Unalienable Rights 
 

When the Founders adopted the Declaration of Independence, they emphasized in phrases 

very similar to those of Blackstone that God has endowed all mankind “with                        

unalienable rights, that these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” 

 

Let us identify some of the unalienable or natural rights which the Founders knew existed 

but did not enumerate in the Declaration of Independence: 

 

The right  of self-government. 

The right to bear arms for self-defense. 

The right to own, develop, and dispose of property. 

The right to make personal choices. 

The  right  of free  conscience. 

The right to choose a profession. 

The right to choose a mate. 

The right to beget one's kind. 

The right to assemble. 

The right to petition. 

The right to free speech. 

The right to a free press. 

The right to enjoy the fruits of one's labors. 

The right to improve one's position through barter and sale. 

The right to contrive and invent. 

The right to explore the natural resources of the earth. 

The right to privacy. 

The right to provide personal security. 

The right to provide nature's necessities -- air, food, water, clothing, and shelter. 

The right to a fair trial. 

The right of free association. 

The right to contract. 
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Many Founders Used Similar Language 

Emphasizing “Unalienable Rights” 
 

It was very common among the Founders to express their sentiments concerning man's 

unalienable rights in almost the same language as Jefferson. Here are the words of the Virginia 

Declaration of Rights adopted by the Virginia assembly June 12, 1776 (before the Declaration of 

Independence!): 

 

“All men are by nature free and independent and have certain inherent 

rights, of which, when they enter into a state of society, they cannot, by any compact, deprive or 

divest their posterity; namely, the enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means  of 

   and property, and and 

   happiness and safety.” (Annals of America, 2:432.) 

 
Notice that the words of the Declaration of Independence are very similar when it says, 

“We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by 

their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of 

happiness.” 
 

   Rights Essential to the Pursuit of Happiness 
 

Some scholars have wondered just what Jefferson mean by “the pursuit of happiness,” but 

the meaning of this phrase was well understood when it was written. Perhaps John Adams said it 

even more clearly: 

 

“All men are born free and independent, and have certain natural, essential, and 

unalienable rights, among which may be reckoned the right of enjoying and defending their lives 

and liberties; that of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property; in fine, that of 

   and their safety and happiness.” (George A. 

Peek, Jr., ed., The Political Writings of John Adams, Liberal Arts Press, New York, 1954, p. 96.) 

 

Three Great Natural Rights 
 

Of course, the concept of unalienable rights was by no means exclusive to the American 

Founders. It was well understood by English defenders of the common law. Eleven years before 

the Declaration of Independence, Sir William Blackstone had written this concerning the natural 

rights of man: 

 

“And these [great natural rights] may be reduced to three principal or primary articles: the 

right of personal   ; the right of personal  ; and the right 

of private  ; because as there is no other known method of compulsion, 

or of abridging man's natural free will, but by an infringement or diminution of one or other of 

these important rights, the preservation of these, inviolate, may justly be said to include the 

preservation of our civil immunities in their largest and most extensive sense.” (Blackstone, 

Commentaries  on the Laws  of England, 1:219-220; emphasis  added.) 
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State Constitutions 
 

The protection of these rights was later carried over into the constitutions of the various 

states. Here is how the Constitution of Pennsylvania stated it: 

 

“Article I, Section 1. All men are born equally free and independent, and have certain 

inherent and indefeasible rights, among which are those of and 

   life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property and 

reputation, and of pursuing their happiness.”. (Quoted in Judson A. Crane, Natural Law in the 

United States, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh,  6:144.) 

 

All Rights Founded on the Protection of Life 
 

Over a century ago, Frederic Bastiat, who was trying to preserve freedom in France, 

wrote that man's unalienable rights are actually those which relate to itself and that 

the preservation of those rights is primarily a matter of self-preservation. He wrote: 

 

“We hold from God the gift which includes all others. This gift is life--physical, 

intellectual, and moral life. But life cannot maintain itself alone. The Creator of life has entrusted 

us with the responsibility of  ,  , and 

   it. In order that we may accomplish this, He has provided us with a 

collection of marvelous faculties. And He has put us in the midst of a variety of natural resources. 

By the application of our faculties to these natural resources we convert them into products, and 

use them. The process is necessary in order that life may run its appointed course. 

 

“Life, faculties, production -- in other words, individuality, liberty, property --  this is man. 

And in spite of the cunning of artful political leaders, these three gifts from God precede all 

human legislation, and are to it. 

 

“Life, liberty, and property do not exist because men have made laws. On the contrary, it 

was the fact that life, liberty, and property existed beforehand that caused men to make laws [for 

the protection of them] in the first place.” (Frederic Bastiat, The Law, The Foundation for Economic  

Education, Inc., Irvington-on-Hudson, New York, 1974], pp. 5-6.) 

 

But on what basis are the unalienable rights of mankind to be protected? This brings us to 

the principle which is a corollary to the one we have just discussed. 
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Ninth Principle 
To protect man's rights, God has revealed 

certain principles of divine law. 

 
Rights, though endowed by God as unalienable prerogatives, could not remain unalienable 

unless they were protected as enforceable rights under a code of divinely proclaimed law. 

William Blackstone pointed out  that the Creator is not only omnipotent (all-powerful), 

“... but  as He is also a Being of infinite wisdom. He has laid down only such laws as were 

founded in those relations of justice, that existed in the nature of things ... These are the eternal, 

immutable laws of and  , to which the Creator Himself in all His 

dispensations conforms; and which He has enabled human reason to discover, so far as they are 

necessary for the conduct of human actions. Such, among others, are these principles: that we 

should live honestly, should hurt nobody, and should render to everyone his due.” (Blackstone, 

Commentaries  on the Laws  of England, 1:59-60.) 

 

Sound Principles of Law All Based on God's Law 
 

Blackstone also said it was necessary for God to disclose these laws to man by direct 

revelation: 

 

“The doctrines thus delivered we call the revealed or divine law, and they are to be found 

only in the Holy  . These precepts, when revealed, are found upon 

comparison to be really a part of the original law of nature, as they tend in all their consequences 

to man's  felicity.”  (Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws  of England, 1:64.) 

 

An analysis of the essential elements of God's code of divine law reveals that it is designed 

to promote, preserve, and protect man's unalienable rights. 

 

This divine pattern of law for human happiness requires a recognition of God's supremacy 

over all things; that man is specifically forbidden to attribute God's power to false gods; that the 

name of God is to be held in reverence, and every taken in the name of God is to be 

carried out with the utmost fidelity, otherwise the name of God would be taken in  ; 

that there is also a requirement that one day each week be set aside for the study of God's law; 

that it is also to be a day of worship and the personal renewing of one's commitment to obey 

God's law for happy living; that there are also requirements to strengthen family ties by children 

honoring parents and parents maintaining the sanctity of their marriage and not committing 

adultery after marriage; that human life is also to be kept sacred; that he who willfully and 

wantonly takes the life of another must forfeit his own; that a person shall not lie; that a person 

shall not steal; that every person must be willing to work for the things he desires from life and 

not covet and scheme to get the things which belong to  his neighbor. 
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These principles will be immediately recognized as the famous Ten Commandments. There 

are many additional laws set forth in the Bible which clarify and define these principles. (For a 

complete codification of these laws, see W. Cleon Skousen, The Third Thousand Years, Bookcraft, Inc., Salt Lake City, 

1964,  pp. 651-682.) 

 

Divine Law Endows Mankind with Unalienable Duties 

as Well as Unalienable Rights 
 

In recent years the universal emphasis on “rights” has seriously obscured the unalienable 

duties which are imposed upon mankind by divine law. As Thomas Jefferson said, man “has no 

natural right  in oppo sition to his social dut ies.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 16:282.) 

 

There are two kinds of duties --  and  . Public duties 

relate to public morality and are usually supported by local or state ordinances which can be 

enforced by the power of the state. Private duties are those which exist 

between the individual and his Creator. These are called principles of private morality. The only 

enforcement agency is the   -discipline of the individual himself. William Blackstone 

was referring to public and private morality when he said: 

 

Let a man therefore be ever so abandoned in his principles, or vicious in his practice, 

provided he keeps his to   , and does not offend 

against the rules of public decency, he is out of the reach of human laws. But if he makes his vices 

public, though they be such as seem principally to affect himself (as drunkenness, or the like), they 

then become by the bad example they set, of pernicious effects to society; and therefore it is then 

the business of human laws to correct them.... Public sobriety is a relative duty [relative to other 

people], and therefore enjoined by our   ; private sobriety is an absolute duty, which, 

whether it be performed or not, human tribunals can never know; and therefore they can never 

enforce it  by any civil sanction. (Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England, 1:208.) 

 

In a sense we could say that our unalienable duties, both public and private, are an 

inherent part of Natural Law. They constitute a responsibility imposed on each individual to 

respect the absolute rights or unalienable rights of others. 

 

Examples of Public and Private Duties 
 

Here are some of the more important responsibilities which the Creator has imposed on 

every human being of normal mental capacity: 

 

1. The duty to honor the supremacy of the Creator and his laws. (As Blackstone states, 

the Creator's law is the supreme law of the world: “This law of nature, being coeval 

with mankind and dictated by God himself, is of course in 

obligation to any other. It is binding over all the globe in all   , 

and at all  ; no human laws are of any validity, if contrary to this....” 

Blackstone, Commentaries  on the Laws  of England, Introduction,  sec. 2, par. 39) 

2. The duty not to take the life of another except in self-defense. 
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3. The duty not to steal or destroy the property of another. 

 
4. The duty to be honest in all transactions with others. 

 
5. The duty of children to honor and obey their parents and elders. 

 
6. The duty of parents and elders to protect, teach, feed, clothe, and provide shelter for 

children. 

 

7. The duty to support law and order and keep the peace. 

 
8. The duty not to contrive through a covetous heart to despoil another. 

 
9. The duty to provide insofar as possible for the needs of the helpless -- the sick, the 

crippled, the injured, the poverty-stricken. 

 

10. The duty to honorably perform contracts and covenants both with God and man. 

 
11. The duty to be temperate. 

 
12. The duty to become economically self-sufficient. 

 
13. The duty not to trespass on the property or privacy of another. 

 
14. The duty to maintain the integrity of the family structure. 

 
15. The duty to perpetuate the race. 

 
16. The duty not to promote or participate in the vices which destroy personal and 

community life. 

 

17. The dut y to perform civic responsibilities -- vote, assist public officials, serve in 

official capacities when called upon, stay informed on public issues, volunteer where 

needed. 

 

18. The duty not to aid or abet those involved in criminal or anti-social activities. 

 
19. The duty to support personal and public standards of common decency. 

 
20. The duty to follow rules of moral rectitude. 

 
The Creator's Superior Law of Criminal Justice 

 

The Creator revealed a divine law of justice which is far 

superior to any kind being generally followed in the world today. This is a most important element 

of God's revealed law, and let us therefore emphasize it again even though we discussed it  earlier. 
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It will be recalled that God's revealed law provided true “justice” by requiring the criminal 

to completely the property he had stolen or to otherwise pay the damages for 

losses he had caused. It was the law of “  ” -- repairing the damage. In 

addition, the criminal had to pay his victim punitive damages for all the trouble he had caused. 

This was also to remind him not to do  it again. 

 
This system of justice through reparation was practiced by the ancient 

   and also the  . In recent years a 

number of states have begun to adopt the “reparation” system. This requires the judge to call in 

the victim and consult with him or her before passing sentence. This discussion includes the 

possibility of the criminal's working to pay back the damages he caused his victim. 

 

If the criminal is too irresponsible to be trusted to get a job and repay his 

  , then he is given a heavy prison term with the provision that he cannot be 

considered for parole until he will guarantee full cooperation in repayment to his victim. 

 

The State of Utah recently adopted such a law. Judges are required to have offenders 

indemnify their victims for damages wherever possible. A copy of this law may be obtained from 

the Secretary of State, Utah Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 84104. 

 

Should Taxpayers Compensate Victims of Crimes? 
 

In some states, the victims of criminal activities may apply to the state for damages. This 

most unfortunate policy is a  -productive procedure which encourages crime 

rather than deters it. It encourages a bandit to say to his victim, “Don't worry, mister. You'll get it 

all back from the state.” 

 

Now we must respond to one final question concerning God's revealed laws of “true 

justice”: What if a law is passed by Congress or some legislature which is contrary to God's law? 

What then? 

 

God's Law the Supreme Law of the Land 
 

Among the Anglo-Saxons and the ancient Israelites, the law enunciated by God was 

looked upon as and not subject to change by legislative 

bodies. In an authoritative text entitled England Constitutional and Legal History, Dr. Colin Rhys 

Lovell of the University of Southern California writes this concerning the Anglo-Saxons: 

 
 

“To most Anglo-Saxons the law was either divinely inspired or the won of their ancestors, 

[being] of such antiquity that it was that it should be changed. Alfred 

the Great ... was one of the few rulers of the period who issued new laws, but he too regarded the 

body of traditional Anglo-Saxon law as sacred and God-given.” (Colin Rhys Lovell, English 

Constitutional and Legal  History,  Oxford  University Press, New York, 1962, p. 36.) 
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Dr. Lovell explains the attitude of the Anglo-Saxon race toward their divine code of law. 

He says they considered it: 

 
“... immutable [emphasis in the original]. Even the all-powerful tribal assembly had no 

legislative power, and this theory of legislative impotence endured for a long time in the 

development of the English constitution and disappeared only very gradually; even many centuries 

later the fiction that specific legislation was not making new law but reinforcing ancient customs 

was preserved. Most of the great steps forward in the development of the English constitution 

have been taken with loud assertions that nothing new was being contemplated, only the old was 

being  .” (Ibid., p. 7) 

 

Natural Law Constitutes Eternal Principles 
 

Even when it was finally acknowledged that Parliament was writing new statutes and 

dealing with problems not mentioned in the law of ancient times, it was still required that none of 

the new laws the provisions of divine law. John Locke set forth the 

principle which carried over into the thinking of the American Founders when he wrote: 

 

“The law of Nature stands as an eternal rule to all men, legislators as well as others. The 

rules that they make for man's actions must ... be to the law of Nature 

-- i.e., to the will of God.” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil Government, p. 56, par. 135.) 

 
Sir William Blackstone, contemporary of the Founders, wrote: 

 
“Man, considered as a creature, must necessarily be subject to the laws of his Creator.... 

This will of his Maker is called the     .... This law of nature, 

being coeval with mankind, and dictated by God, Himself, is of course superior in obligation to 

any other. It is binding over all the globe in all countries, and at all times: no human laws are of 

any validity,  if contrary to this.” (William Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of  England, 1:54, 56, 63.) 

 

But who will decide? When it comes to lawmaking, the nations of most of the world 

throughout history have been subject to the whims and arbitral despotism of kings, emperors, 

rulers, and magistrates. How can the people be from the autocratic 

authority of their  ? Where does the source of sovereign authority lie? 

 

The Founders had strong convictions on this point. 
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Tenth Principle 
The God-given right to govern is vested in 

the sovereign authority of the whole people. 

 
During the 1600's, the royal families of England did everything in their power to establish 

the doctrine that governed the people by “ right of  .” 

In other words, it was declared a “God-given right.” 

 

Algernon Sidney Is Beheaded 
 

King Charles II beheaded Algernon Sidney in 1683 for saying that there is no divine right 

of kings to rule over the people. Sidney insisted that the right to rule is actually in the people and 

therefore no person can rightfully rule the people without their  . 
 

In responding to the question, “Whether the supreme power be ... in the people,” he 

replied: 
 

“I say, that they [including himself] who place the power [to govern] in a multitude, 

understand a multitude composed of  , who think it for their convenience 

to join together, and to establish such laws and rules as they oblige to 

observe.” (Algernon Sidney, Discourses on Government, 3 vols., Printed for Richard Lee by Deare and Andres, New 

York,  1805, 2:18.) 

 

John Locke on the Source of Political Power 
 

The very year Algernon Sidney was beheaded, John Locke fled from England to Holland 

where he could say the same thing Sidney did, but from a safer distance. After the 

“ Revolution” which he helped in plotting, Locke returned from Holland 

on the same boat as the new Queen (Mary). In 1890 he published his two famous essays on The 

Original Extent and End of Civil Government. In the second essay he wrote: 

 

“In all lawful governments, the designation of the persons who are to bear rule being as 

natural and necessary a part as the form of the government itself, and that which had its 

establishment originally from the ... all commonwealths, therefore, with the 

form of government established, have rules also of appointing and conveying the right to those  

who are to have any share in the public authority; and whoever gets into the exercise of any part 

of the power by other ways than what the laws of the community have prescribed hath no right to 

be  , though the form of the commonwealth be still preserved, since he is not 

the person the laws have appointed, and, consequently, not the person the people have consented 

to. Nor can such an usurper, or any deriving from him, ever have a till the people 

are both at liberty to consent, and have actually consented, to allow and confirm in him the power 

he  hath till then usurped.” (John Locke,  Second Essay Concerning Civil Government,  pp. 70-71, par. 198.) 
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View of the American Founders 
 

There was no place for the idea of a divine right of kings in the thinking of the American 

Founders. They subscribed to the concept that rulers are of the people 

and all sovereign authority to appoint or remove a ruler rests with the people. They pointed out 

how this had been so with the Anglo-Saxons from the beginning. 

 

Dr. Lovell describes how the tribal council, consisting of the entire body of freemen, 

would meet each month to discuss their problems and seek a solution through consensus. The 

chief or king (taken from the Anglo-Saxon word cyning--chief of the kinsmen) was only one 

among  : 

 

“The chief owed his office to the tribal assembly, which selected and could also depose 

him. His authority was limited at every turn, and though he no doubt commanded respect, his 

opinion carried no more weight in the debates of the assembly than that of any 

  .” (Lovell, English Constitutional and Legal History, p. 5.) 

 

Alexander Hamilton 
 

In this same spirit, Alexander Hamilton declared: 

 
“The fabric of American empire ought to rest on the solid basis of the consent of the 

people. The streams of national power ought to flow immediately from that pure, original fountain 

of all legitimate  .”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 22, p. 152.) 

 

The divine right of the people to govern themselves and exercise exclusive power of 

sovereignty in their official affairs was expressed by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts in its 

Proclamation of January 23, 1776: 

 

“It is a maxim that in every government, there must exist, somewhere, a supreme, 

sovereign, absolute, and uncontrollable power; but this power resides always in the body of the 

people; and it never was, or can be, to man, or a few; the 

great Creator has never given to men a right to vest others with authority over them, unlimited 

either in duration or degree.” (Quoted by Hamilton Albert Long, Your American Yardstick, Your Heritage 

Books, Inc., Philadelphia, 1963, p. 167; emphasis  added.) 

 

James Madison 
 

James Madison discovered many people frightened by the Constitution when it was 

presented for ratification because they felt a federal government was being given autocratic 

authority. Madison declared: 

 

“The adversaries of the Constitution seem to have lost sight of the people altogether in 

their reasonings on this subject; and to have viewed these different establishments not only as 

mutual rivals and enemies, but as uncontrolled by any common superior in their efforts to usurp 

the authorities of each other. These gentlemen must here be reminded of their error. They must be 
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told that the ultimate authority, wherever the derivative may be found, resides in the people 

  .” (The Federalist Papers, No. 46, p. 294; emphasis added.) 

 
But even if it is acknowledged that the people are divinely endowed with the sovereign 

power to govern, what happens if elected or appointed officials usurp the authority of the people 

to impose a dictatorship or some form of abusive government on them? 

 

This brings us to the fundamental principle on which the Founders based their famous 

Declaration of Independence. 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 102  

Notes 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 103  

Eleventh Principle 
The majority of the people may alter or 

abolish a government which has become tyrannical. 

Philadelphia, 1776 
 

The Founders were well acquainted with the vexations resulting from an abusive, 

autocratic government which had imposed injuries on the American colonists for thirteen years in 

violation of the English constitution. Thomas Jefferson's words in the Declaration of 

Independence therefore emphasized the feelings of the American people when he wrote: 

 

“Prudence, indeed, will dictate that governments long established should not be changed 

for light and transient causes; and, accordingly, all experience has shown, that mankind are more 

disposed to suffer, while evils are  , than to right themselves by 

abolishing the forms to which they are   . 

 

“But, when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, 

evinces a design to reduce them under despotism, it is their right, it is 

their duty, to throw off such government, and to provide new guards for their future security.” 
(Annals  of America, 2:447-48.) 

 

Once again, we find John Locke setting forth this same doctrine in his classical Second 

Essay Concerning Civil Government: 

 

“The reason why men enter into society is the of their 

  .... [Therefore,] whenever the legislators endeavor to take away and 

destroy the property of the people, or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they [the 

officials of government] put themselves into a state of war with the people, who are thereupon 

absolved from any further obedience, and are left to the common refuge which God hath provided 

for all men against force and violence. Whensoever, therefore, the legislative shall transgress this 

fundamental rule of society, and either by ambition, fear, folly, or corruption, endeavor to grasp 

themselves, or put into the hands of any other, an absolute power over the lives, liberties, and 

estates of the people, by this breach of trust they [the government officials] forfeit the power the 

people had put into their hands ... and it devolves to the people, who have a right to resume their 

original liberty, and ... provide for their own safety and security.” ( John Locke, Second Essay  

Concerning Civil Government, pp. 75-76, par. 222; emphasis added.) 

 

Power Rests in the Majority 
 

However, it is important to recognize that the “government” was established by the 

   of the people, and a majority of the people can authorize an 

appeal to alter or abolish a particular establishment of government. As Locke pointed out: 
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“When any number of men have, by the consent of every individual, made a community, 

they have thereby made that community body, with a power to act as one body, which is 

only by the will and determination of the majority.... 

 

“And thus every man, by consenting with others to make one body politic under one 

government, puts under an obligation to every one of that society to 

   to the determination of the majority, and to be concluded by it.” (John Locke, 

Second Essay Concerning Civil Government,  p. 47, par. 96-  97.) 

 

No Right of Revolt in a Minority 
 

“This being true, Locke pointed out that there is no right of in an 

individual, a group,  or a minority. Only in the majority. As he stated elsewhere: 

 

“For if it [the unlawful act of government] reach no farther than some                                

men's cases, though they have a right to defend themselves ... yet the right to do so will  not easily 

engage them in a contest ... it being as impossible for one or a few oppressed men to disturb the 

government where the body of the people do not think themselves concerned in it.... 

 

“But if either these illegal acts have extended to the of the people, or 

if the mischief and oppression has light [struck] only on some few, but in such cases as the 

precedent and consequences seem to threaten  , and they are persuaded in their 

consciences that their laws, and with them, their estates, liberties, and lives are in danger, and 

perhaps their religion too, how they will be hindered from resisting illegal force used against them  

I  cannot  tell.”  (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil Government, p. 73, par. 208-9; emphasis added. 

 

Virginia Declaration of Rights 
 

In other words, the majority are then likely to revolt just as the American Founders did 

when their plight had finally become  . Certainly there was no 

significant confusion in the minds of the Founders as to their rights and proper recourse when 

they approached their moment of critical decision in 1776. The Virginia assembly passed the 

Virginia Declaration of Rights on June 12, 1776, which provided in Section 3 as follows: 

 

“That government is, or ought to be, instituted for the common benefit, protection, and 

security of the people.... And that, when any government shall be found                                          

or to these purposes. A majority of the community hath an indubitable, 

inalienable, and indefeasible right to reform, alter, or abolish it, in such manner as shall be judged 

most conducive to the public weal.” (Annals of America, 2:432; emphasis added.) So, granted that the 

people are sovereign and the majority of them can take over whenever necessary to restructure 

the political machinery and restore liberty, what is likely to be the best form of government which 

will preserve   ? The answer to this question was a favorite theme of the 

American nation-builders. 
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Twelfth Principle 
The United States of America shall be a republic. 

This principle is highlighted in the pledge  of allegiance when it says: 

I pledge allegiance to the flag 

Of the United States of America 

And to the    

For which it [the flag] stands.... 

 

There are many reasons why the Founders wanted a republican form of government rather 

than a democracy. Theoretically, a democracy requires the full participation of the masses of the 

people in the legislative or decision making processes of government. This has                       

worked because the people become so occupied with their daily tasks that they will not properly 

study the issues, nor will they take the time to participate in extensive hearings before the vote is 

taken. The Greeks tried to use democratic mass participation in the government of their 

city-states, and each time it ended in tyranny. 

 

A Democracy and a Republic Compared 
 

A democracy becomes increasingly unwieldy and inefficient as the population grows. A 

republic, on the other hand, governs through elected representatives and can be expanded 

  . James Madison contrasted these two systems when he wrote: 

 
“Democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been 

found with personal security or the rights of property; and have in 

general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.... 

 

“A republic, by which I mean a government in which the scheme of representation takes 

place, opens a different prospect and promises the cure for which we are seeking.” (The Federalist 

Papers, No. 10, p.  81.) 

 

Madison later went on to point out how an expanding country like the United States could 

not possibly confine itself to the limitations of a democracy, but must rely upon a representative or 

republican form of government to protect the ever-expanding interests of its people. He said: 

 

“In a democracy the people meet and exercise the government in   ; in a 

republic they assemble and administer it by their and 

  . A democracy, consequently, must  be confined to a small spot. A republic may 

be extended over a large region.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 14, p. 100.) 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 106  

A Republic Defined 
 

To make his position completely clear, Madison offered a concise definition of a republic 

as follows: 

 

“We may define a republic to be ... a government which derives all its powers directly or 

indirectly from the great body of the people, and is administered by persons holding their offices 

during pleasure for a period, or during behavior. It is 

essential to such a government that it be derived from the great body of the society, not from an 

inconsiderable proportion or a favored class of it; otherwise a handful of tyrannical nobles, 

exercising their oppressions by a delegation of their powers, might aspire to the rank of 

republicans and claim for their government the honorable title of republic.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 

39,  p. 241.) 

 

Modern Emphasis on “Democracy” 
 

During the early 1900s an ideological war erupted, and the word “democracy” became  

one of the casualties. Today, the average American uses the term “democracy” to describe 

America's traditional Constitutional republic. But technically speaking, it is not. The Founders had 

hoped that their descendants would maintain a clear distinction between a democracy and a 

republic. 

 

The creation of the current confusion developed as a result of a new movement in the 

United States. Approximately 100 people met in New York in 1905 and organized what they 

called the Intercollegiate Socialist Society (ISS). Chapters were established on more than        

college and university campuses coast-to-coast. In time the co-directors of the movement became 

Harry W. Laidler and Norman Thomas. Laidler explained that the ISS was set up to “throw light 

on the world-wide movement of industrial democracy known as  .” (The 

New York Times, January 28,  1919.) 

 

What was this new movement attempting to accomplish? Socialism is defined as 

“government ownership or control of all the means of production (farms, factories, mines, and 

natural resources) and all the means of distribution (transportation, communications, and the 

instruments of commerce).” Obviously, this is not a “democracy” in the classical sense. And it is 

the very antithesis of a free-market economy in a republic. 

 

The ISS adopted a snappy slogan for the times: “Production for  , not for 

  .” This seemed to catch on. Hundreds of men and women who later became big 

names in government, press, radio, television, and motion pictures were among the early recruits. 

 

The League for Industrial Democracy 
 

However, by 1921 the violence associated with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 

(USSR) had given the term “socialism” a strongly repugnant meaning to many people. The ISS 

therefore decided to change its name to “The League for Industrial Democracy.” The word 
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“democracy” was supposed to carry the message that through the nationalization (government 

expropriation) of all the means of production and distribution, the nation's fabulous resources 

would become the  of “ the people” -- hence a democracy. Then 

America could enjoy “production !or use, not for profit.” This meant that the word “democracy” 

was  . Various devices were used to alert the public to the true meaning 

of the word. For example, the U.S. Army's Training Manual No. 2000-25, published in 1928, 

contained a whole section explaining the difference between a democracy and a republic in their 

original,  historical sense. 

 

Government Manual Defines a “Democracy” 
 

The manual had the following to say concerning the characteristics of a democracy: 

“A government of the masses. 

“Authority derived through mass meetings or any other form of “direct” expression. 

“Results in  . 

“Attitude toward property is communistic -- negating property  . 

 
“Attitude toward law is that the will of the majority shall regulate, whether it be based 

upon deliberation or government by passion, prejudice, and impulse, without restraint or regard to 

consequences. 

 

“Results in demagogism, license, agitation, discontent, anarchy.” 

 
It will be recalled that James Madison was almost as strong in his own historical 

evaluation of past democracies. His words, as indicated above, were: 

 

“Democracies have ever been spectacles of turbulence and contention; have ever been 

found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property; and have in general been as 

short in their lives as they have been violent in their deaths.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 10, p. 81.) 

 

Government Manual Defines a Republic 
 

The government manual then proceeded to outline the characteristics of a republic, which 

all of the Founders had vigorously recommended over a pure democracy or any other form of 

government. 

 

Authority is derived through the election by the people of public officials best fitted to 

represent  . 

 

Attitude toward property is for laws and individual rights, and a 

sensible economic procedure. 
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Attitude toward law is the administration of justice in accord with                   

principles and established evidence, with a strict regard for consequences. 

 

A greater number of citizens and extent of territory may be brought within its compass. 

Avoids the dangerous extreme of either tyranny or mobocracy. 

Results in statesmanship, liberty, reason, justice, contentment, and  . 

James Madison, as we mentioned earlier, had defined a republic along the same  lines: 

“We may define a republic to be ... a government which derives all its powers directly or 

indirectly from the great body of the people, and is administered by persons holding their offices 

during [the people's] pleasure for a limited period, or during good behavior.” (Federalist Papers, No. 39) 

 

Identifying the United States as a “Democracy” 
 

In spite of these efforts to clarify the difference between a democracy and a republic, the 

United States began to be consistently identified in both the press and the school books as a 

“democracy.” President helped contribute to the confusion when he identified 

World War I as the effort of the allied forces to “make the world safe for  .” 

President Wilson had surrounded himself with many of the early recruits to the ISS movement, 

and these may have encouraged the adoption of this slogan just as they later changed the name of 

their ISS organization to the League for Industrial Democracy. 

 

A review of the roster of early ISS members will also reveal that by the 1930s the more 

brilliant young leaders of the movement from World War I days had risen to some of the most 

prestigious positions in politics, press, publishing houses, radio, academic circles, teacher-training 

colleges, the National Council of Churches, and just about every other major center of 

   - influence. 

 
However, the intellectual development of the ISS members had not followed the same line 

of maturation. Some wanted the new “United States democracy” to become a socialist state with 

the consent (democratic socialism). Others wanted a “mixed system” of part 

socialism, part free-enterprise. Some were becoming disillusioned and had started swinging back 

to the Founders' traditional formula. A few had become enamored with the seizure of power by 

force and violence and had become leaders in the Communist party movement. Nevertheless, all 

of them continued to refer to the United States as a democracy. 

 

“Democracy” Loses Its Identification with Socialism 
 

Following World War II, an interesting semantic transition began to take place in the 

American mind with reference to the use of the word “democracy.” 

 

To begin with, the Communists, the National Socialists of Germany, and the Democratic 

Socialists throughout the rest of Europe had all misused the word “democracy” to the point  where 
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it had become virtually as a descriptive term. As a euphemism for 

socialism, the word had become totally innocuous. 

 

Furthermore, socialism, whether spelled with a capital or small “s,” had lost its luster. All 

over the world, socialist nations -- both democratic and communistic -- were drifting into deep 

trouble. All of them were verging on economic collapse in spite of tens of billions of dollars 

provided by the  to prop them up. Some had acquired a 

notorious and abhorrent reputation because of the violence, torture, starvation, and 

concentration-camp tactics they had used against their own civilian population. All over the 

world, socialism had begun to emerge as an abject failure formula. To the extent it was tried in 

America (without ever being called “socialism”), it had created colossal problems which the 

Founding Fathers' formula would have avoided. 

 

All of this created a subtle change in the American mind set. People continued referring to 

the United States as a “democracy,” but mentally they had begun to equate “democracy” with the 

traditional Constitutional republic. It became popular to refer to American democracy as though it 

were quite different from everybody else's kind of democracy. That is the status of the word 

“democracy” in the United States today. The majority of the people are instinctively leaning more 

and more toward the fundamental thinking of the Founders. They will probably end up calling the 

United States a “democratic republic,” which is the term used by the followers of Thomas 

Jefferson! 

The Attack on the Constitution 
 

With the preceding historical picture in mind, it will be readily appreciated that the 

introduction of the word “democracy” (to describe the United States) was actually designed as an 

   on the Constitutional structure of government and the basic rights it was 

designed to protect. As Samual Adams pointed out, the Founders had tried to make socialism  

“   .” Therefore, to adopt socialism, respect and support for 

traditional constitutionalism had to be  and then emasculated. In view of this 

fact, it should not surprise the student of history to discover that those who wanted to have 

“democracy” identified with the American system were also anxious to have Americans believe 

their traditional Constitution was   , perhaps totally  . 

 

In this author's college days, it was popular in political science and economics classes to 

point out that the Constitution was written some two centuries ago by a people who were about 

95 percent farmers. Now, they would say, we live in an industrial society, and the needs of the 

people can no longer be accommodated under the system provided under the 

U.S. Constitution. Not only certain teachers expressed this opinion, but U.S. Senators proclaimed 

it. Occasionally, even a President would say it! In this writer's file there is an interesting collection 

of such statements. 

 

But this does raise an important question. No doubt our economic and social 

circumstances have changed tremendously since the days of the Founders. Has this made the 

Constitution obsolete? In the next chapter we will address this question. 
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Thirteenth Principle 
A constitution should be structured to permanently 

protect the people from the human frailties of their rulers. 

“Let no more be said of in man, but bind him down from 

   by the chains of the Constitution.” -- Thomas Jefferson 

 
 

At the Constitutional Convention, the Founding Fathers were concerned with the one 

tantalizing question which no political scientist in any age had yet been able to answer with 

complete satisfaction. The question was, “How can you have an efficient government but still 

protect the freedom and unalienable rights of the people?” 

 

Distrust of Power Not Necessarily Disrespect for Leaders 
 

The Founders had more confidence in the than they did in the 

   of the people, especially trusted leaders, even themselves. They felt the 

greatest danger arises when a leader is so completely trusted that the people feel no anxiety to 

watch him.  Alexander Hamilton wrote: 

 

“For it is a truth, which the experience of all ages has attested, that the people are 

commonly most in danger when the means of injuring their rights are in the possession of those 

[toward] whom they entertain the suspicion.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 25, p. 164.) 

 

Two hundred years of American history have demonstrated the wisdom of the Founders in 

proclaiming a warning against the frailties of human nature in the people's elected or appointed 

leaders. Every unconstitutional action has usually been justified because it was for a “good 

  .” Every illegal transfer of power from one department to another has been 

excused as “necessary.” The whole explosion of bureaucratic power in Washington has been the 

result of “   ” benign political leaders, most of whom really did have good 

intentions. Thomas Jefferson struck out with all the force that tongue and pen could muster 

against trusting in human nature. Said he: 

 

“It would be a  delusion were a confidence in the men of our 

choice to our fears for the safety of our rights; that confidence is 

everywhere the parent of despotism; free government is founded in jealousy, and not in 

confidence; it is jealousy, and not confidence, which prescribes limited constitutions to bind down 

those whom we are obliged to trust with power; that our Constitution has accordingly fixed the 

limits to which, and no farther, our confidence may go.... 

 

“In questions of power, then, let no more be said of confidence in man, but bind him down 

from mischief by the chains of the Constitution.” (The Kentucky Resolutions of 1798, Annals of America, 

4:65-66;  emphasis added.) 
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Government Is Coercive Force 
 

George Washington made it very clear why all of this was necessary. The Founders looked 

upon “government” as a volatile instrument of explosive power which must necessarily be 

harnessed within the confines of a interpreted Constitution, or it would destroy 

the very freedom it was designed to preserve. Said he: 

 

“Government is not  , it is not -- it is 

  ! Like fire, it is a servant and a    

master.” (Quoted in Jacob  M. Braude, Lifetime  Speaker's Encyclopedia,  2  vols., Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, 

N.J.,  1962, 1:326.) 

 

Leaders Are Not Angels But Fragile Human Beings 
 

James Madison saw the problem of placing power in the hands of fallible human beings 

who, by nature, contain a complexity of elements reflecting both and 

  . The purpose of a constitution is to define the area in which a public official can 

serve to his utmost ability, but at the same time provide strict limitations to chain him down from 

mischief. In every human being there is a natural tendency to practice Parkinson's law of perpetual 

expansion and to exercise personal proclivities toward ego-mania and self-aggrandizement. As we 

indicated earlier, Madison was very concerned about human frailties in the leaders of the people. 

He said: 

 

“It may be a reflection on human nature that such devices [as Constitutional chains] should 

be necessary to control the abuses of government. But what is government itself but the greatest 

of all reflections on human  ? ... If angels were to govern men, neither external 

nor internal controls on government would be necessary. [But lacking these,] in framing a 

government which is to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must 

first enable the government to control the governed; and in the next place oblige it to control 

itself.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 51, p. 322; emphasis added.) 

 

Why the Original Constitution Will Never Be Obsolete 
 

And that is what the Constitution is all about -- providing freedom from                                

by those in authority. Anyone who says the American Constitution is obsolete just because social 

and economic conditions have changed does not understand the real genius of the Constitution. It 

was designed to control something which has not changed and will not change -- namely, 

       . 

 

Danger of Losing Constitutional Rights 
 

Furthermore, the Founders knew from experience that the loss of freedom through the 

gradual erosion of Constitutional principles is not always so obvious that the people can readily 

detect it. Madison stated: 
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“I believe there are more instances of the abridgement of the freedom of the people by 

   and encroachments of those in power, than by violent 

and sudden usurpations.... This danger ought to be wisely guarded against.” (Elliot, Debates in the 

State  Conventions, 3:87.) 

 

When Erosion Occurs, Act Quickly 

In 1785, Madison had occasion to issue a vigorous warning to his own state of Virginia: 

“It is proper to take alarm at the first experiment on our liberties. We hold this prudent 

jealousy to be the first duty of citizens and one of the noblest characteristics of the late 

Revolution. The freemen of America did not wait till usurped power had strengthened itself by 

exercise and entangled the question in precedents. They saw all the consequences [of 

governmental abuses] in the principle, and they avoided the consequences by denying the principle 

[on which the abuses were based]. We revere this lesson too much ... to forget it.” (“Memorial and 

Remonstrance,” in Rives and Fendall, Letters  and Other  Writings of James Madison, 1:163; emphasis  added.) 

 

But where are the encroachments of abusive rulers most likely to attack? Is there some 

basic right which self-aggrandizing politicians seek to destroy first? The Founders said there was. 

Mankind has so many rights that it is sometimes difficult to keep a watchful eye on all of them. 

Therefore, the Founders said we should especially concentrate on the preservation of    

particular right because all other rights are related to it. This special object of concern is identified 

in the next principle. 
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Fourteenth Principle 
Life and liberty are secure only so long 

as the right to property is secure. 

Under English common law, a most unique significance was attached to the unalienable 

right of  ,  , and of 

property. Land and the products of the earth were considered a gift of God which were to be 

cultivated, beautified, and brought under dominion. As the Psalmist had written: 

 

“... even the heavens are the Lord's: but the earth hath he given to the children of men.” 
(Psalm 115:16.) 

 
Mankind Given the Earth “In Common” 

 

John Locke pointed out that the human family originally received the planet earth as a 

common gift and that mankind was given the and                                       

to improve it. Said he: 

 

“God, who hath given the world to men in common, hath also given them reason to make 

use of it to the best advantage of life and convenience.” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil 

Government,  p. 30, par. 25.) 

 

Development of the Earth Mostly by Private Endeavor 
 

Then Locke pointed out that man received the commandment from his Creator to 

“subdue” the earth and “have dominion” over it. (Genesis 1:28.) 

 

But because dominion means control, and control requires exclusiveness,    

rights in property became an inescapable or an inherent aspect of 

subduing the earth and bringing it under dominion. 

 

It is obvious that if there were no such thing as “ownership” in property, which means 

legally protected  , there would be no subduing or extensive 

development of the resources of the earth. Without private “rights” in developed or improved 

property, it would be perfectly lawful for a lazy, covetous neighbor to move in as soon as the 

improvements were completed and take possession of the fruits of his industrious neighbor. And 

even the covetous neighbor would not be secure, because someone stronger than he could take it 

away from him. 

 

Without Property Rights, Four Things Would Occur 
 

Note that if property rights did not exist, four things would occur which would completely 

frustrate the Creator's command to multiply and replenish the earth and subdue it and bring it 

under dominion: 
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1. One experience like the above would tend to completely destroy the 

   of an industrious person to develop and improve any more property. 

 
2. The industrious individual would also be deprived of the of his labor. 

 
3. Marauding bands would even be tempted to go about the country confiscating by 

   and violence the good things which others had frugally and painstakingly 

provided. 

 

4. Mankind would be impelled to remain on a bare subsistence level of hand-to-mouth 

survival because the accumulation of anything would attack. 

 

A Person's Property is a Projection of Life Itself 
 

Another interesting point made by Locke is the fact that all property is an 

   of a person's life, energy, and ingenuity. Therefore, to destroy or 

confiscate such property is, in reality, an attack on the essence of itself. 

 

The person who has worked to cultivate a farm, obtained food by hunting, carved a 

beautiful statue, or secured a wage by his labor, has projected his very being -- the very essence of 

his life -- into that labor. This is why Locke maintained that a threat to that property is a threat to 

the of life itself. Here is his reasoning: 

 

“Though the earth and all inferior creatures be common [as the gift from God] to all men, 

yet every man has a “property” in his own “person.” This, nobody has any right to but himself. 

The “  ” of his body and the “  ” of his hands, we may say, are 

properly his. Whatsoever, then, he removes out of the state that Nature hath provided and left it 

in, he hath mixed his labor with it, and joined to it something that is his own, and thereby makes  it 

   property.... 

 
“He that is nourished by the acorns he picked up under an oak, or the apples he gathered 

from the trees in the wood, has certainly appropriated them to himself. Nobody can deny but the 

nourishment is his. I ask, then, when did they begin to be his? When he digested? or when he ate? 

or when he boiled? or when he brought them home? or when he picked them up? And it is plain, if 

the first gathering made them not his, else could.” (John Locke, Second Essay 

Concerning Civil Government, pp. 30-31, par. 26-27.) 

 
How Is Ownership Acquired? 

 

Locke then deals with a very important question: If all things were originally enjoyed in 

common with the rest of humanity, would a person not have to get the consent of every other 

person on earth before he could call certain things his own? Locke answers by saying: 

 

“That labor ... added something to them [the acorns or apples] more than Nature, the 

common mother of all, had done, and so they became his right. And will any 

one say he had no right to those acorns or apples he thus appropriated because he had not the 
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consent of mankind to make them his?.... If such a consent as that was necessary, [the] 

man [would have] starved, notwithstanding the plenty God had given him.... 

 

“It is the taking any part of what is common, and removing it out of the state Nature  

leaves it in, which begins the property, without which the common [gift from God] is of no use.... 

Thus this law of reason makes the deer that [property of the Indian] who hath killed it; it is 

allowed to be goods who hath bestowed his upon it, though, before, it 

was the common right of every one.” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil Government, p. 31, par. 27- 

29.) 

 

Property Rights Sacred? 
 

It is important to recognize that the common law does not make property sacred, but only 

the right which someone has acquired that property. Justice George Sutherland of the U.S. 

Supreme Court once told the New York State Bar Association: 
 

“It is not the right property which is protected, but the right property. 

  , per se, has no rights; but the  -- the man -- has 

three great rights, equally sacred from arbitrary interference: the right to his   , the 

right to his   , the right to his  .... The three rights are so 

bound together as to be essentially one right. To give a man his life but  deny him his liberty, is to 

take from him all that makes his life living. To give him his liberty but take  from 

him the property which is the fruit and badge  of his liberty, is to still leave him a 

  .” (George Sutherland, "Principle or Expedient?", Annual Address to the New York State Bar 

Association, 21 January 1921, p. 18.) 

 

In this same spirit Abraham Lincoln once said: 

 
“Property is the fruit of labor. Property is  , is a positive good in 

the world. That some should be rich shows that others may become rich and hence is just 

encouragement to industry and enterprise. Let not him who is houseless pull down the house of 

another, but  let him work diligently to build one for himself, thus by example assuring that his  

own shall be safe from violence.... I take it that it is best for all to leave each man                          

to acquire property as as he can. Some will get wealthy. I don't believe in a law to 

prevent a man from getting rich; it would do more harm than good.” (Quoted in The Freeman: Ideas on 

Liberty,  May 1955,  p. 7.) 

 

Primary Purpose of Government Is to Protect Property 
 

The early American colonists had much to say about property and property rights because 

it was a issue leading to the Revolutionary War. The effort of the Crown to 

take their property through various kinds of taxation without their consent (either individually or 

through their representatives) was denounced as a violation of the English constitution and 

English common law. They often quoted John Locke, who had said: 
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“The supreme power cannot take from any man any part of his property without his own 

consent. For the of property being the of government, 

and that for which men enter into society, it necessarily supposes and requires that the people 

should have property, without which they must be supposed to lose that [property] by entering 

into society, which was the end for which they entered into it.” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning 

Civil Government,  p. 57, par.  138.) 

 

Property Rights Essential to Liberty 
 

John Adams saw private property as the most important single foundation stone 

undergirding human liberty and human happiness. He said: 

 

“The moment the idea is admitted into society that property is not as sacred as the laws of 

God, and that there is not a force of law and public justice to protect it, anarchy and tyranny 

commence. Property must be or cannot exist.” (Charles 

Francis Adams, ed., The Works of John Adams, 10 vols., Little, Brown and Company, Boston, 1850-1856, 6:9, 280; 

emphasis added.) 

 

Should Government Take from the “Haves” 

and Give to the “Have Nots”? 
 

As we have pointed out earlier, one of the worst sins of government, according to the 

Founders, was the exercise of its coercive taxing powers to take property from one group and 

give it to another. In our own day, when the government has imposed a multi-hundred-billion- 

dollar budget on the American people with about one half being “transfer payments” from the 

tax-paying public to the wards of the government, the following words of James Madison may 

sound strange: 

 

“Government is instituted to property of every sort.... This being the 

end of government, that alone is not a just government, ... nor is property secure under it, where 

the property which a man has in his personal safety and personal liberty is violated by arbitrary 

seizures of one class of citizens for the service of the rest.” (Saul K. Padover, ed., The Complete Madison, 

Harper  &  Bros., New York, 1953, p. 267.) 

 

Redistribution of the Wealth Unconstitutional 
 

In earlier years the American courts held that the expropriating of property to transfer to 

other citizens was unlawful, being completely outside the constitutional power delegated to the 

government. It was not until after 1936 (the Butler case) that the Supreme Court began arbitrarily 

distorting the meaning of the “ welfare” clause to permit the distribution of 

federal bounties as a demonstration of “   ” for the poor and the needy. Before 

that time, this practice was prohibited. The Supreme Court had declared: 

 

“No man would become a member of a community in which he could not enjoy the fruits 

of his honest labor and industry. The preservation of property, then, is a primary object of the 

social compact.... The legislature, therefore, had no authority to make an act divesting one citizen 
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of his freehold, and vesting it in another, without a just compensation. It is inconsistent with the 

principles of reason, justice and moral rectitude; it is incompatible with the comfort, peace and 

happiness of mankind; it is contrary to the principles of social alliance in every free government; 

and lastly, it is contrary to the and of the Constitution.” (2 Dall 

304, 310  [Pa. 1795]; emphasis added.) 

 

Property Rights the Foundation of All Civilizations 
 

One of the world's foremost economists, Dr. Ludwig von Mises, pointed out that the 

preservation of private property has tremendous social implications as well as legal ramifications. 

He wrote: 

 

“If history could prove and teach us anything, it would be the private ownership of the 

means of production as a necessary requisite of civilization and material well-being. All 

civilizations have up to now been based on private property. Only nations committed to the 

principle of property have risen above penury and produced science, art, and 

literature. There is no experience to show that any other social system could provide mankind 

with any of the achievements of civilization.” (Ludwig von Mises, Socialism, Yale University Press, New 

Haven, Connecticut, 1951, p.  583.) 

 

Caring for the Poor Without Violating Property Rights 
 

But, of course, the nagging question still remains. If it corrupts a society for the 

government to take care of the poor by violating the principle of property rights, who will take 

care of the poor? The answer of those who built America seems to be: “Anybody but the federal 

government.” 

 

Americans have never tolerated the suffering and starvation which have plagued the rest of 

the world, but until the present generation help was given almost exclusively by the 

   sector or on the community or state level. President Grover  Cleveland vetoed 

legislation in his day designed to spend federal taxes for private welfare problems. He wrote: 

 

“I can find no warrant for such an appropriation in the Constitution, and I do not believe 

that the power and duty of the General Government ought to be extended to the relief of 

individual suffering which is in no manner properly related to the public service or benefit. A 

prevalent tendency to disregard the limited mission of this power and duty should, I think, be 

steadfastly resisted, to the end that the lesson should be constantly enforced that though the 

people support the Government the Government should not support the people. 

 

“The friendliness and charity of our countrymen can always be relied upon to relieve 

their fellow-citizens in misfortune. This has been repeatedly and quite lately demonstrated. 

Federal aid in such cases  the expectation of paternal care on the part 

of the Government and the sturdiness of our national character, while it 

prevents the indulgence among our people of that kindly sentiment and conduct which strengthens 

the bonds of a common brotherhood.” (“Why the President Said No,” in Essays on Liberty, 12 vols., The 

Foundation for Economic Education, Inc., Irvington-on-Hudson, New York, 1952-65, 3:255; emphasis added.) 
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Fifteenth Principle 
The highest level of prosperity occurs when there 

is a free-market economy and a minimum of 

government regulations. 

The Founders were fascinated with the possibility of setting up a political and social 

structure based on natural law, but what about economics? Were there natural laws for the 

marketplace? 

 

A tome of five books on the subject was published just in the nick of time which gave 

them the answer. It came out in 1776 and was called The Wealth of Nations. It was written by a 

college professor in Scotland named Smith. 

 

This brilliant work is not easy reading, but it became the watershed between mercantilism 

and the doctrines of free-market economics. It fitted into the thinking and experiences of the 

Founders like a hand in a glove. Thomas Jefferson wrote: “In political economy, I think Smith's 

Wealth of Nations the book extant.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 8:31.) 

 

Adam Smith's Free-enterprise Economics Tried First in America 
 

Other writers in Europe, such as the Physiocrats in France, were advocating a free-market 

economy, but nowhere on earth were these principles being practiced by any nation of size or 

consequence. Therefore, the United States was the people to undertake the 

structuring of a whole national economy on the basis of  law and the 

  -market concept described by Adam Smith. Among other things, this formula called 

for the following: 

 

1. Specialized -- let each person or corporation persons do what 

they do best. 

 

2. Exchange of goods takes place in a free-market environment without governmental 

   in production, prices, or wages. 

 
3. The free market provides the needs of the people on the basis of and 

  , with no government imposed monopolies. 

 
4. Prices are regulated by on the basis of supply and demand. 

 
5.    are looked upon as the means by which production of goods and 

services is made   . 

 

6. Competition is looked upon as the means by which is improved, 

   is increased, and prices are  . 
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The Four Laws of Economic Freedom 
 

Prosperity also depends on a climate of wholesome stimulation protected by law. Reduced 

to its simplest formula, there are four  laws of economic freedom which a nation must maintain if 

its people are to prosper at the level. These are: 

 

1. The Freedom to  . 

 
2. The Freedom to  . 

 
3. The Freedom to  . 

 
4. The Freedom to  . 

 
By 1905 the United States had become the richest industrial nation in the world. With only 

   percent of the earth's continental land area and merely percent of the world's 

population, the American people were producing over of almost everything -- 

clothes, food, houses, transportation, communications, even luxuries. It was a great tribute to 

Adam Smith. 

 

The Role of Government in Economics 
 

The Founding Fathers agreed with Adam Smith that the greatest threat to economic 

prosperity is the arbitrary intervention of the government into the economic affairs of private 

business and the buying public. Historically, this has usually involved fixing  , 

fixing  , controlling  , controlling   , 

granting   , or  certain products. 

 

Nevertheless, there are four areas of responsibility which 

properly belong to government. These involve the policing responsibilities of government to 

prevent: 

 

1. Illegal in the market place to compel purchase or sale of products. 

 
2.    in misrepresenting the quality, location, or ownership of the item 

being sold or bought. 

 

3.    which eliminates competition and results in restraint of trade. 

 
4.    of the cultural standards and moral fiber of society by 

commercial exploitation of vice -- pornography, obscenity, drugs, liquor, prostitution, or 

commercial gambling. 

 

The perspective of the Founders in the economic role of government may be gathered 

from sentiments such as these by Washington: 
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Let vigorous measures be adopted; not to the prices of articles, for this I 

believe is inconsistent with the very nature of things, and impracticable in itself, but to 

   speculators, forestallers, and extortioners, and above all to sink the money by 

heavy taxes. To  public and private economy; encourage manufacturers, etc. 
(Fitzpatrick, Writings of George  Washington,  14:313.) 

 

After 1900 Adam Smith Got Lost in the Shuffle 
 

In spite of the fact that the fruits of the free-market economy were making the United 

States the biggest and richest industrial nation in the world, the beginning of the twentieth century 

saw many prominent and influential leaders losing in the system. 

These included wealthy industrialists, heads of multi-national banking institutions, leaders in the 

academic world, and some of the more innovative minds in the media. The same feverish 

restlessness was taking hold in similar circles in Europe. 

 

It was true, as it is with all systems, that the free-market economy was in need of some 

adjustments and fine tuning, but these leaders were getting ready to throw the entire system 

overboard. The problems of the day included a number of large-scale strikes, the rise of powerful 

trusts, the mysterious recurrence of boom-and-bust cycles, and the rise of a new Populist 

movement in which certain agriculture and labor groups were demanding that the government get 

involved in the of the wealth. 

 

Many of these problems were either caused or aggravated by the very people who were 

demanding “a new  .” The new system would involve extensive government 

   if not outright expropriation of major industries and natural 

resources. In Europe, certain confederations of wealthy families had gained control of their 

respective governments and were making a financial killing. Some of the wealthy families in 

America coveted the rich government monopolies of their trans-Atlantic cousins. 

 

It was in this climate that Adam Smith and the free-market economy fell out of favor. We 

have already discussed the rise of the Intercollegiate Socialist Society, which was billed on major 

university campuses as the vanguard of the new era. Collectivism, socialism, government 

ownership of industry, subsidy of the farmers, and a whole spectrum of similar ideas were 

permeating the country when World War I broke out. This greatly accelerated the idea of 

   centralized government with power over every aspect 

of the marketplace. 

 

John Chamberlain Describes What Happened to Adam Smith 
 

By the 1920s, the debunking of the Founding Fathers was in full swing. The obsolescence 

of the Constitution was discussed openly. The ideas of Adam Smith were considered 

  . John Chamberlain, one of the foremost writers of our own day, was just 

coming up through college. He describes the academic climate of that era: 
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“When I was taking a minor in economics as a congruent part of a history major back in 

the 1920s, Robert Hutchins had not yet started his campaign to restore a reading of the “great 

books” to college courses. So we never read Adam Smith's The Wealth of Nations. We heard 

plenty about it, however. The professors treated it condescendingly; we were told it was the 

fundamentalist Bible of the old dog-eat-dog type of businessman. 

 

“The businessmen, in that Menckenian time, were considered the natural enemies of 

disinterested learning. We, as students, regarded them as hypocrites. They talked competition, and 

invoked the name of Adam Smith to bless it. Then they voted for the high-tariff Republican Party. 

Somehow Adam Smith, as the man who had justified a business civilization, got the 

   for everything. We weren't very logical in those days, and we were quite 

oblivious  to our  own hypocrisy in making use of our  businessmen fathers to pay our  college 

tuition fees and to stake us to trips to Europe.” (Introduction to The Wealth of Nations, "Heirloom Edition," 2 

vols., Arlington House, New Rochelle, New York, no date, page v.) 

 

Adam Smith Out, Karl Marx In 
 

John Chamberlain eventually came to realize what the intellectual leaders of the day were 

doing. They were the Founders and the free-market economy to create a 

   which would then be filled with a completely new formula. Their new 

economic nostrum was the very toxin the Founders had warned against. Chamberlain describes 

what happened: 

 

“The depression that began in 1929 is generally considered the watershed that separates 

the new (collectivist) age from the old, or rugged individualist, age. Before Franklin Roosevelt,  

we had had the  (checks and balances, limited government, inalienable rights to 

liberty and property, and all that). After 1933 we began to get the centralized state and 

interventionist of industry. Actually, however, the inner spirit of the old America 

had been hollowed out in the    . The  had to teach 

anything important about our     . You had to be a graduate student to catch up with 

The Federalist Papers, or with John Calhoun's Disquisition on Government, or with anything by 

Herbert Spencer, or with The Wealth of Nations. We were the  generation. 

 

“The depression began our education. But the first “great book” in economics that we 

read was Capital. We had nothing to put against it. Talk of “planning” filled the 

air. We read George Soule and Stuart Chase on the need for national blueprints and national in- 

vestment boards and “government investment.” Keynes was still in the future, but his system was 

already being laid brick by brick.  And Adam Smith was still a word of derision.” (Ibid. p.  v-vi.) 

 
The Rediscovery of Adam Smith 

 

My own education was similar to that of John Chamberlain. I was less than a decade 

behind him. We were all part of a generation of lost Americans who had to rediscover our 

heritage the hard way. For nearly a quarter of a century the Founders had been relegated to the 

pre-industrial past. Certain professors spoke disparagingly of what they called the 

“ the Founders believed.”    The Founding Fathers were all very old-fashioned. 
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Gradually, however, the intellectual light of day dawned on many thousands of that lost 

generation. Ivor Thomas wrote his book, The Socialist Tragedy (New York: The Macmillan 

Company, 1951), explaining what socialism had done to Europe. Max Eastman wrote his 

Reflections on the Failure of Socialism (New York: The Devin-Adair Company, 1962), 

explaining what socialism had done to America and the world. 

 

For some, there was a genuine awakening. The traditional values of the Founders began to 

emerge with a new message of promise so long neglected. John Chamberlain describes his 

rediscovery of Adam Smith: 

 

“We had to discover the real Adam Smith the way, by                                

our mistakes, and by being led to the whole body of the  of freedom that 

had created the American federal system. Only then were we able to appreciate Smith. Ironically, 

our education paralleled that of Adam Smith himself, which took place over a period of a dozen 

years between the close of the Seven Years War and the outbreak of the American Revolution. 

We would have been saved so much trouble if we had only been compelled to read -- and digest -- 

The Wealth of Nations in a first college course in economics, with James Madison's political  

theory as a side dressing. 

 

“Smith's book is, indeed, the beginnings of everything that is to 

economic theory, the lack of clarity on value theory notwithstanding. It should be the natural 

   point for students of economics for the simple and compelling reason that it 

anticipated Ludwig von Mises by a full century and a half in considering economics as part of a 

wider science of human choices. Smith backed into his study by way of a general preoccupation 

with human destiny in a way that should be utterly convincing to our own pragmatic day.” (Ibid., 

page vi.) 

 

As this book goes to press, America is strenuously struggling to restore a few of the lost 

jewels from the Founders' treasury. An appreciation for Adam Smith is looming larger. If it 

continues, there is hope for a brighter future for the next generation than for the one just passing. 

 

A genuine return to the Founders, however, will also involve the completion of something 

which has never been done, neither in the Founders' day nor in ours. It is the need for a genuine 

   reform along the lines the Founders envisioned but were never able to 

launch. 

 

One Responsibility of Government Never Completely Fulfilled 
 

At the Constitutional Convention, the Founders determined that they would make the 

American dollar completely of any power or combination of powers 

outside of the American people. They therefore gave the exclusive power to issue and control 

money to the people's representatives -- the Congress -- and forbade anybody, even the states, to 

meddle with it. 

 

Not only was Congress to be held responsible for the issuing of money, but it was to see 

that its purchasing power remained fixed. In other words, the “value” of the money was to  remain 
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steady and reliable not only in the United States, but also in relation to foreign money. They 

therefore stated in the Constitution that Congress would have the power “To money, 

regulate the thereof, and of foreign coin....” (Article I, Section 8, clause 5.) 

 

All money was to be “coined” in precious  . Paper “notes” were to be 

“promises to pay” in gold or silver, not legal tender as such. States were strictly forbidden to 

allow debts to be paid except in terms of gold or silver (Article I, Section  10). 

 

Washington stated: “We should avoid ... the depreciation of our currency; but I conceive 

this end would be answered, as far as might be necessary, by stipulating that all money payments 

should be made in and  , being the common medium of commerce 

among  nations.”  (Fitzpatrick, Writings of George Washington, 11:217.) 

 

What Went Wrong? 
 

Here is one area where a great idea of the Founders was never adequately implemented. 

The Founders were just coming out of a devastating depression when the Constitution was 

adopted, and under pressure from both European and American financial interests, a whole series 

of policy errors were committed which have continued to this day. For example: 

 

The issuing of money was turned over to a consortium of bankers who 

set up a privately owned bank called the Bank of the United States. (A similar arrangement exists 

today under the Federal Reserve System.)  The indignant protest of Thomas Jefferson can be 

heard across the vista of two whole centuries: 

 

“If the American people ever allow the  to  the issuance of 

their currency, first by and then by    , the 

banks and corporations that will grow up around them will deprive the people of all property until 

their children will wake up homeless on the continent their fathers occupied. The issuing power of 

money should be taken from the banks and restored to  and the people to 

whom it  belongs.” (Quoted in Olive Cushing Dwinell, The Story of Our Money, 2nd ed., Forum Publishing 

Company,  Boston, 1946], p. 84.) 

 
Fractional Banking 

 

The bank was allowed to issue three or four times more paper notes or loans than it had in 

assets. This is called “ banking” because the bank has only a fraction of the 

assets needed to back up the paper money or credit which it has issued. 

 

Once again Jefferson protested: “The banks themselves were doing business on capitals 

[assets], three-fourths of which were  ....”   (Ford, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 

10:133.) 

 

Jefferson foresaw that the banks would inflate the economy by loaning out fictitious paper 

money (with no assets behind it). This would “boom” the economy. Then, when the financiers had 
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lured borrowers into a precarious position, they would call for a “  ” and foreclose on 

the property for which the bank had virtually furnished nothing. 

 

At the first signs of a pending “bust,” Jefferson lamented: “This fictitious capital ... is now 

to be lost, and to fall on somebody; it [the bank] must take on those who have property to meet it, 

and probably on the less cautious part, who, not aware of the impending catastrophe, have 

suffered themselves to contract, or to be in  , and must now sacrifice their 

property of a value many times the amount of the debt. We have been truly    

the wind, and are now the whirlwind.”  (Ford, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 10:133.) 

 

Amazingly, this disastrous pattern of “boom and bust” has been repeated off and on for 

over 200 years without the cause of it being corrected. A sound monetary reform program is still 

begging for a hearing. 

 

An Economy of Debt Instead of Wealth 
 

The financiers who gained control of American finance built the economy on             

instead of  . Jefferson's protest came out as follows: 

 

“At the time we were funding our national debt, we heard much about “a public debt being 

a public  ”; that the stock representing it was a creation of active capital for  

the aliment of commerce, manufactures and agriculture. This paradox was well adapted to the 

minds of believers in   ....”  (Bergh, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 13:420.) 

 

Jefferson, Jackson, and Lincoln all tried to get the monetary program turned around so 

that would issue its own money and banks would be required to loan on 

   assets rather than use fictitious money based on merely a fraction of their 

assets. In other words, they wanted to get rid of the “boom and bust” cycle. At one point when 

the idea seemed to be catching on, the London Times came out with a frantic editorial stating: 

 

“If that mischievous financial policy, which had its origin in the North American Republic 

during the late war in that country (the Civil War), should become indurated down to a fixture, 

then that Government will furnish its own money without  . It will pay off its debts 

and be debt. It will have all the money necessary to carry on its commerce. It 

will become prosperous beyond precedent in the history of the civilized governments of the world. 

The brains and the wealth of all countries will go to North America. That government must be 

destroyed or it will destroy every monarchy on the globe.” (Quoted in Gertrude Margaret Coogan, Money 

Creators, Omni Publications, Hawthorne, California, 1974, p. 217.) 

 

A Pressing Opportunity 
 

All of this should demonstrate that somewhere up the trail, the leadership of the United 

States has an opportunity to add one more burst of momentum to the upward thrust of the 

5,000-year leap. It will be a monumental  based on the 

principles which the Founders understood but were never able to implement. As Jefferson said 

toward the latter days of his life: 
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“We are overdone with banking institutions, which have banished the precious metals, and 

substituted a more fluctuating and unsafe medium.... These have withdrawn capital from useful 

improvements and employments to nourish idleness.... [These] are evils more easily to be  

deplored than remedied.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 12:379-80.)   On another occasion, 

Jefferson lamented:  “We are completely and  , and ... 

the bank is so firmly mounted on us  that we must go  where [it] will guide.” (Ibid., Vol. 9:337-338) 
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Sixteenth Principle 
The government should be separated into three 

branches -- legislative, executive, and judicial. 

 
America's three-headed eagle 

 

A popular pastime among political writers in ancient times was attempting to decide what 

form of government was best. Some argued for a  with a single, powerful 

ruler. Others preferred an where the “best families” of the nation 

were allowed to rule. Yet a third favored a pure   where decisions were 

to be made by the whole people. Unfortunately none of these systems furnished the security and 

justice which were expected of them. 

 

Then came Polybius. Polybius was a Greek who lived 204 to 122 B.C. Next to Herodotus 

and Thucydides, Polybius is recognized as the greatest of all Greek historians. When Greece was 

conquered by Rome, Polybius was deported to the Roman capital. Previously, Polybius had 

rendered illustrious public service to the Achaean League, a confederation of city states. 

However, he quickly recognized the advantages of the republic which had been 

set up to govern millions. Polybius became a friend and ally of Rome, traveling widely on military 

and diplomatic missions to Europe, Asia, and Africa. His rich practical and scholarly experience 

finally culminated in his writing books of history! 

 

The Political Insights of Polybius 
 

Polybius felt there was an element of genius in each of the three types of government 

being discussed by philosophers. A monarchy had the executive strength needed to 

   the administration of the government, particularly in time of war. An 

aristocracy, on the other hand, represented the vested interests of and the 

developed resources of the nation. A democracy, meanwhile, represented the interests of the 

  of the population without which neither a monarchy nor an aristocracy could exist. 

 
Unfortunately, none of these systems, when allowed to govern, provided equality, 

prosperity, justice, or domestic tranquility for the society. Polybius felt he 

understood why this was so: 

 

“Even more keenly than Aristotle, he [Polybius] was aware that each form carried within 

itself the seed of its own degeneration, if it were allowed to operate without checks and balances 

provided by opposing principles. Monarchy could easily become  , 

aristocracy sink into  [oppressive government by a few rich families], 

and democracy turn into rule of force and violence.” (William Ebenstein, Great Political 

Thinkers,  p. 110.) 
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Polybius Proposes a “Mixed” Constitution 
 

But since all three systems represented unique and essential elements for the governing of 

a people, why not combine them into a single system? Polybius saw the synthesizing process of all 

three ingredients beginning to develop in the Roman system, but shortly after Polybius died, the 

Romans abandoned their principles of a republic and eventually set up an emperor. Thus came to 

an end what Polybius had hoped would be the first three department constitution in history. He 

visualized the strength of a monarchy being assigned the executive duties of government; the 

interests of wealth and the “established order” would be represented in the Senate; the interests of 

the general populace would be represented in the popular Assembly. Polybius felt that if these 

three departments were set up as coordinated they could perform their necessary 

functions, but at the same time counter-balance one another as a restraining mechanism so that no 

one of them would acquire sufficient power to  the people. 

 

This new approach to government was called a “mixed” constitution. It was a great idea, 

but it virtually died with Polybius. Not until the middle 1700s did the genius of Baron Charles de 

Montesquieu undertake to resurrect the inspired potentialities of a “mixed” constitution and 

submit it for the consideration of modern man. 

 

Baron Charles de Montesquieu 
 

Montesquieu became one of the best-educated scholars in France. Although his mother 

died when he was seven, and his father died when he was twenty-four, a wealthy uncle left him a 

title, a judicial office, and his whole fortune. Montesquieu traveled extensively throughout 

England and continental Europe. Then he spent approximately twenty years of research before he 

wrote his philosophical history called The of  . This has been 

described as “one of the most important books ever written,” and certainly ranks as “the 

   book of the French 18th century.” (George Saintsbury, "Montesquieu," Encyclopedia 

Britannica, 11th ed., 29 vols., University Press, Cambridge, England, 1910-1911, 18:776.) 

 

The final writing required two solid years of uninterrupted labor and was completed in his 

huge study hall, sixty by forty feet, at his palatial residence in France. However, the book was so 

full of praise for the English system that it was never popular in France and was scarcely read. 

Nevertheless, it became famous elsewhere and was greatly admired by the Founders. It 

documented the practical possibility of a government based on “ of 

powers” or a “mixed” constitution. 

 

In Book XI, Montesquieu actually set forth the ingredients for a model constitution. The 

Founders admired it sufficiently to use many portions of it as a guide in their own  work. 

However, the Founders' joint effort in constitution writing greatly excelled even that of 

Montesquieu. Nevertheless, to him must go the well-deserved credit for illuminating the minds of 

the Founders with the exciting possibilities of a government based on “separated” but 

“  ” powers. 
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The Foundation for What Became America's Three-headed Eagle 
 

Montesquieu saw the separation of powers developing under the English system 

somewhat differently than Polybius had seen it in Rome. 

 

Instead of the three departments of government being the executive, the senate, and the 

people's assembly, Montesquieu saw the powers of government developing along the lines of an 

  , a  (of both an upper and a lower house), 

and an  judiciary. In England the developing process was still in 

progress, but Montesquieu felt it was moving in the right direction. 

 

The Parliament was gradually exercising increasing independence, which Montesquieu 

pronounced essential to liberty. However, he recognized that a legislature could be tyrannical if 

the executive did not retain some of its power to check it. Said he: 

 

“When the legislative and executive powers are united in the same person, or in the same 

body of magistrates, there can be no  ; because apprehensions may arise, lest 

the same monarch or senate [legislature] should enact tyrannical laws, to execute them in a 

tyrannical manner.” (The Spirit of Laws, Great Books of the Western World, vol. 38, Encyclopedia Britannica,   

Inc., Chicago, 1952, p. 70; emphasis  added.) 

 

Montesquieu saw the legislature enacting the laws and the executive administering them. 

But he felt it was just as important to have an independent judiciary to interpret and enforce the 

laws: 

“Again, there is no liberty, if the judiciary power be not separated from the legislative and 

executive. Were it joined with the legislative, the life and liberty of the subject would be exposed 

to control, for the judge would then be the legislator. Were it joined to the 

executive power, the judge might behave with and  .” 
(Ibid.) 

 

A Single Executive 
 

Montesquieu recognized the weakness of the Roman system in setting up two or more 

consuls to preside over the people. On one occasion there were executives in Greece. 

Montesquieu said this responsibility should be concentrated in a single person who can make 

decisions quickly and decisively and cannot escape either   or for 

the consequences. 

 

It is interesting that in the American Constitutional Convention, there was a heated debate 

over the number of Presidents. The New Jersey Plan called for  . Governor 

Randolph of Virginia wanted at least  . James Wilson argued along the lines of 

Montesquieu that there should be only   . 
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Development of “Separation of Powers” in America 
 

It may come as a surprise to modern Americans to learn how slowly the doctrine of 

“separation of powers” was accepted in America. The states were perfectly willing to set up a 

single executive, a separate legislature (usually with an upper and a lower house), and also an 

independent judiciary, but they were certainly not agreeable to setting up a three department 

government on the level. 

 

It will be recalled that when the Articles of Confederation were written, neither an 

executive nor a judiciary was provided for. Provision was made for a Congress of representatives 

from the various states, but even the Congress had no taxing power or enforcement power. It was 

simply a “ of the states.” 

 

John Adams Pushes Separation-of-Powers Doctrine 
 

In 1776, when it first became apparent that the American people would have to set up 

their own government, John practically stood alone in advocating a government 

built on a separation of powers. Even before the Declaration of Independence he was advocating 

a new national government with three separate departments but found himself severely criticized 

for such a revolutionary idea. Many years later John Adams wrote a letter to one of the other 

Founders, Dr. Benjamin Rush, dated April 12, 1809, in which he described his initial effort to get 

this principle adopted: 

 

“I call you to witness that I was the first member of Congress who ventured to come out  

in public, as I did in January 1776, in my 'Thoughts on Government,' ... in favor of a government 

with three branches, and an independent judiciary. This pamphlet, you know, was very unpopular. 

No man appeared in public to support it but yourself. You attempted in the public papers to give  

it some countenance, but without much success. Franklin leaned against it. Dr. Young, Mr. 

Timothy Matlack and Mr. James Cannon, and I suppose Mr. George Bryan were alarmed and 

displeased at it. Mr. Thomas Paine was so highly offended with it that he came to visit me at my 

chamber at Mrs. Yard's to remonstrate and even scold at me for it, which he did in very ungenteel 

terms. In return, I only laughed heartily at him.... Paine's wrath was excited because my plan of 

government was essentially different from the silly projects that he had published in his 'Common 

Sense.' By this means I became and with the 

leading demagogues and the whole constitutional party in Pennsylvania.” (Koch, The American 

Enlightenment,  p. 163.) 

 

John Adams Studies the “Divine Science” of Good Government 
 

It is interesting that John Adams should have been the first among the Founding Fathers to 

capture the vision of Montesquieu in setting up a self-repairing national government under the 

separation-of-powers doctrine. As we pointed out earlier, he looked upon politics as a 

“ science,” and determined to devote his life to its study. It will be recalled 

that during the Revolutionary War he wrote to his wife: 
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“The science of government is my duty to study, more than all other sciences; the arts of 

legislation and administration and negotiation ought to take [the] place of, indeed to exclude, in a 

manner, all other arts. must study politics and war, that my sons may have liberty to study 

mathematics and philosophy. My ought to study mathematics and philosophy, 

geography, natural history and naval architecture, navigation, commerce, and agriculture, in order 

to give children a right to study painting, poetry, music, architecture, statuary, 

tapestry, and porcelain.” (Ibid., p. 188) 

 

Basic Principles of Sound Constitutionalism Unpopular at First 
 

As indicated earlier, he had discovered that the selling of the principles of his “divine 

science” was not designed for the career of a man who wanted to become a popular politician. 

Here's the way he described his experiences: 

 

“Upon my return from France in 1779, I found myself elected by my native town of 

Braintree a member of the Convention for forming a Constitution for the State of Massachusetts. 

I attended that Convention of near four hundred members. Here I found such a chaos of absurd 

sentiments concerning government that I was obliged daily, before that assembly, and afterwards 

in a Grand Committee, to propose plans and advocate doctrines, which were extremely 

   with the greater number. Lieutenant-Governor Cushing was avowedly for 

a single assembly, like Pennsylvania. Samuel Adams was of the same mind. Mr. Hancock kept 

aloof, in order to be governor. In short, I had at first no support but  from the Essex junto, who  

had adopted my ideas in the letter to Mr. Wythe.... They made me, however, draw up the 

Constitution, and it was finally adopted, with some amendments very much for the worse.” (Ibid., 

pp. 163-64 

 

John Adams Writes Separation of Powers into a State Constitution 
 

It is interesting that in spite of all the opposition John Adams encountered, he did succeed, 

almost single-handedly, in getting his state to adopt a constitution based on separation of powers. 

For the first time in the world a constitution read: 

 

“In the government of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts the legislative, executive and 

judicial powers shall be placed in  departments, to the end that it might be a 

government of and not of  ....”  (Ibid., p. 252) 

 

The Modern Apostle of the Divine Science of Good Government 

Unappreciated for a Century 
 

In later years, Adams was successful in getting his ideas incorporated in the U.S. 

Constitution, but he was never able to gain a genuine acceptance of himself. Even though he was 

elected the first Vice President of the United States and the second President, he very shortly 

disappeared into history with scarcely a ripple. A hundred years after the founding of the country, 

neither Washington nor Massachusetts had erected any kind of to John 

Adams. (Ibid. p. 154)   It was only as scholars began digging into the origins of American 
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constitutionalism that John Adams sudde nly loomed up into proper perspective. Even he 

suspected there would be very few who would remember what he had attempted to accomplish. 

He wrote to a friend: 

 

“Mausoleums, statues, monuments will never be erected to me. Panegyrical romances will 

never be written, nor flattering orations spoken to transmit me to posterity in brilliant colors.” 
(Ibid.) 

 

A Constitution for 300 Million Freemen 
 

Nevertheless his political precepts of the “divine science” of government caught on. Even 

Pennsylvania revised its constitution to include the separation of powers principle, and Benjamin 

Franklin, one of the to be converted, finally acknowledged that the Constitution of the 

United States with its separation of powers was as perfect as man could be expected to produce. 

He urged all of the members of the Convention to sign it so that it would have unanimous   

support. 

 

John Adams said it was his aspiration “to see rising in America an empire of liberty, and 

the prospect of two or three hundred millions of freemen, without one or one 

   among them.” (Ibid., p. 191) 
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Seventeenth Principle 
A system of checks and balances should be 

adopted to prevent the abuse of power. 

“The necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise 

of political power ...” -- George Washington 

 
 

It must have been astonishing to John Adams to discover that after he had sold the people 

on the separation of powers doctrine, some of them wanted the separation to be so complete that 

it would have made the system  , 

 

These people who took this puritanical view opposed the adoption of the Constitution on 

the grounds that it did not make the separation of power between the three departments 

   and  . 

 
They missed a most important factor in Montesquieu's presentation. He said each of the 

departments was to be separate in its functions, but subject to the of the other 

two departments in case it became abusive in performing those functions. 

 

James Madison Explains “Checks and Balances” 
 

It is interesting that James Madison had to spend five Federalist Papers (numbers 47 to 

51) explaining that the separation of powers between the executive, legislative, and judicial 

departments should not be absolute, but should make allowances for a built-in system of 

   and  . He said the trick was to separate the powers and 

then delicately lace them back together again as a unit. 

 

Madison conceded, however, that keeping the three departments of government separated 

was fundamental to the preservation of liberty. He wrote: 

 

“The accumulation of all powers, legislative, executive, and judiciary, in the same hands, 

whether of one, a few, or many, and whether hereditary, self appointed, or elective, may justly be 

pronounced the very definition of  .”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 47, p. 301.) 

 

Madison then proceeded to explain how Montesquieu recommended that the powers be 

separated as to function but coordinated for the prevention of usurpation or abuse. Note his 

opening tribute to Montesquieu: 

 

“The oracle who is always consulted and cited on this subject is the celebrated 

Montesquieu. If he be not the author of this invaluable precept in the science of politics, he has 

the merit at least of displaying and recommending it most effectually to the attention of 

mankind.” (Ibid.) 
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In the Federalist Papers, No. 47, Madison indicated that even those states which 

demanded an absolute separation of powers in the federal constitution employed a blending of 

power in their own state constitutions. He pointed out that just as those safeguards were 

necessary for the  , they were equally important to include in the 

   constitution. In fact, he said: 

 
“I shall undertake ... to show that unless these departments be so far connected and 

blended as to give each a constitutional control over the others, the degree of separation which 

the maxim [of Montesquieu] requires, as essential to a free government, can never in practice be 

duly maintained.”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 48, p. 308.) 

 

Blending Does Not Mean Usurping 
 

Notice that the purpose of “checks and balances” is a constitutional control in the hands of 

each department of government to prevent any usurpation of by another 

department or abusive administration of the power granted to it. This “blending” does not, there- 

fore, intrude into the legitimate functions of each of the departments. As Madison explained it: 

 

“It is agreed on all sides that the powers properly belonging to one of the departments 

ought not to be directly and completely administered by either of the other departments. It is 

equally evident that none of them ought to possess, directly or indirectly, an overruling influence 

over the others in the administration of their respective powers. It will not be denied that power is 

of an encroaching nature and that it ought to be effectually restrained from passing the limits 

assigned to it.... The next and most difficult task is to provide some practical security for each, 

against the invasion of the others.” (Ibid.) 

 

Just how difficult  this task turned out to be is demonstrated in a number of problems 

which have arisen in our own day. The failure to use the checks and balances effectively has 

allowed the to create new laws (called judicial legislation) by pretending to 

be merely interpreting old ones. Failure to use the checks and balances has also allowed the 

   to make thousands of new laws, instead of Congress, by issuing 

   orders. It has allowed the federal government to invade the reserved rights 

of the on a massive scale. It has allowed the legislature to impose                          

on the people never contemplated by the Founders or the Constitution. 

 

The whole spectrum of checks and balances needs to be more thoroughly studied and 

more vigorously enforced. Madison appropriately anticipated that “parchment barriers” in the 

Constitution would not prevent usurpation. Each department of government has the responsibility 

to rise up and protect its prerogatives by exercising the checks and balances which have been 

provided. At the same time, the have the responsibility to keep a closer watch 

on their representatives and elect only those who will function within Constitutional boundaries. 

 

Checks Were Designed to Protect the “Will of the People” 
 

All of these aberrations in the administration of government have done violence to the 

intent and desires of the people. The Founders felt that if the checks and balances as originally 
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provided were to prove inadequate, the remedy should be a device by which the people might 

more directly influence the power centers of government so that decisions would be more in 

harmony with their wishes. James Madison said it this way: 

 

“As the people are the legitimate fountain of  , and it is from 

them that the constitutional charter under which the [power of the] several branches of 

government ... is derived, it seems strictly consonant to the republican theory to recur to the same 

original authority ... whenever any one of the departments may commit encroachments on the 

chartered authorities of the others.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 49, pp. 313-314.) 

 

But how do the people protect themselves? There must be adequate legal machinery 

provided so that the representatives of the people have more direct input to project the will of the 

people when the officials of government are ignoring it. Madison discussed the various overseer 

devices which had been considered in the past to keep the departments of government within their 

Constitutional channels. had proven particularly successful. 

 

Pennsylvania tried out a Council of Censors to enforce its constitution. The council was 

effective in determining what violations had occurred, but was powerless to remedy the evil. 

 

Others suggested that the people be allowed to vote on critical constitutional issues at 

specified times. However, the tremendous emotional anguish displayed during the ratification of 

the U.S. Constitution demonstrated that this was not something to be undertaken very often. Said 

Madison: 

 

“The danger of disturbing the public tranquility by interesting too strongly the public 

passions is a still more serious objection against a frequent reference of constitutional questions to 

the decision of the whole society. Notwithstanding the success which has attended the revisions of 

our established forms of government [the ratification conventions] and which does so much honor 

to the virtue and intelligence of the people of America, it must be confessed that the experiments 

are of too ticklish a nature to be unnecessarily multiplied.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 49, p. 315.) 

 

In the end, Madison contended, there is no better device to curb the departments of 

government than the machinery of checks and balances provided in the 

Constitution as written. Said he: 

 

“The only answer that can be given is that as all these exterior provisions are found to be 

inadequate, the defect must be supplied by so contriving the interior structure of the government 

as that its several constituent parts may, by their mutual relations, be the of 

keeping each other in their places.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 51, p. 320.) 

 

What the Founders finally devised is recognized as an ingenious device when properly 

implemented. The fact that it has sometimes fallen into neglect in recent times does not detract 

from the fact that it is still the most effective way to maintain the American eagle in the balanced 

center of the political spectrum. The Constitution made the departments    

as to their assigned function, but made them upon one another to be 

fully operative. As we depicted in an earlier section of this book, the symbolic American eagle has 
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three heads, but they operate from one neck. As a former Under-Secretary of State, J. Reuben 

Clark,  Jr., explained it: 

 

“The Framers ... separated the three functions of government, and set each of them up as a 

separate branch -- the legislative, the executive, and the judicial. Each was wholly independent of 

the other. No one of them might upon the other. No one of them might 

   its power to another. 

 
“Yet by the Constitution, the different branches were bound together, unified into an 

efficient, operating whole. These branches stood together, supported one another. While severally 

independent, they were at the same time,  dependent. It is this union of 

independence and dependence of these branches -- legislative, executive, and judicial -- and of the 

governmental functions possessed by each of them, that constitutes the marvelous genius of this 

unrivalled document. The Framers had no direct guide in this work, no historical governmental 

precedent upon which to rely. As I see it, it was here that the  inspiration 

came. It was truly a  .”  (J. Reuben Clark, Stand Fast by Our Constitution, Deseret 

Book Company,  Salt Lake  City,  1973,  pp. 147-148.) 

 

The Original Intent of the Founders 
 

As it turned out, the American Founding Fathers achieved a system of checks and balances 

far more complex than those envisioned by Montesquieu. These included the following provisions: 

 

1. The of Representatives serves as a check on the                               

since no statute can become law without the approval of the House. 

 

2. At the same time the (representing the legislatures of the states 

before the 17th Amendment) serves as a check on the of 

Representatives since no statute can become law without its approval. 

 

3. A President can restrain both the House and the Senate by using his to 

send back any bill not meeting with his approval. 

 

4. The Congress has, on the other hand, a check on the President by being able to pass a 

bill over the President's veto with a majority of each house. 

 

5. The legislature also has a further check on the President through its power of 

discrimination in appropriating funds for the operation of the executive branch. 

 

6. The President must have the approval of the Senate in filling important offices of the 

   branch. 

 
7. The President must also have the approval of the Senate before any    

with foreign nations can go into effect. 
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8. The Congress has the authority to conduct investigations of the executive branch to 

determine whether or not funds are being properly expended and the    

enforced. 

 

9. The President has a certain amount of political influence on the legislature by letting it 

be known that he will not the reelection of those who oppose his 

program. 

 

10. The executive branch also has a further check on the Congress by using its 

   powers in establishing military bases, building dams, 

improving navigable rivers, and building interstate highways so as to favor those areas 

from which the President feels he is getting support by their representatives. 

 

11. The judiciary has a check on the legislature through its authority to                                  

all laws and determine their constitutionality. 

 

12. The Congress, on the other hand, has a restraining power over the judiciary by having 

the constitutional authority to the extent of its jurisdiction. 

 

13. The Congress also has the power to any of the judges who are 

guilty of treason, high  crimes, or misdemeanors. 

 

14. The President also has a check on the judiciary by having the power to 

   new judges subject to the approval of the Senate. 

 
15. The Congress has further restraining power over the judiciary by having the control of 

   for the operation of the federal court system. 

 
16. The Congress is able to initiate to the Constitution which, if 

approved by three-fourths of the states, could seriously affect the operation of both the 

executive and judicial branches. 

 

17. The Congress, by joint resolution, can certain powers 

granted to the President (such as war powers) without his consent. 

 

18. The have a check on their Congressmen every two years; on their 

President every four years; and on their Senators every six years. 

 

The Importance of Preserving the Founders' System 
 

President Washington felt that the separation of powers with its accompanying checks and 

balances was the genius of the American system of government. The task was to 

   it. In his Farewell Address he stated: 

 
“It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free country should inspire 

caution in those entrusted with its administration to confine within their 
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respective constitutional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of one department to 

encroach upon another. 

 

“The spirit of tends to consolidate the powers of all the 

departments in one and thus to create, whatever the form of government, a real despotism. A just 

estimate of that love of power and proneness to abuse it which predominates in the human heart is 

sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of this position. 

 

“The necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise of political power, by dividing and 

distributing it into different depositories and constituting each the of the 

public weal against invasions by the others, has been evinced by experiments ancient and modern, 

some of them in our country and under our own eyes. To preserve them must be as necessary as 

to institute them. If, in the opinion of the people, the distribution or modification of the 

constitutional powers be in any particular wrong, let it be corrected by an amendment in the way 

which the Constitution designates. But let there be no change by   ; for 

though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, it is the customary                                  

by which free governments are destroyed.” (Fitzpatrick, vol. 35:228) 

 

The Founders' Device for “Peaceful” Self-Repair 
 

During nearly two centuries that the Constitution has been in operation, it has carried the 

nation through a series of traumatic crises. Not the least of these have been those occasions when 

some branch of government became arrogantly officious in the administration of its assigned task 

or flagrantly violated the restrictions which the Constitution placed upon it. As President 

Washington indicated, there is a tendency for some of this to occur continually, as is the case in 

our own day, but when it reaches a point of genuine crisis there is    

Constitutional machinery to take care of it. 

 

By way of contrast, we have scores of nations which claim to have copied the United 

States Constitution, but which failed to incorporate adequate checks and balances. In those 

countries, the only remedy, when elected presidents have suspended the constitution and used the 

   to in power, has been to resort to machine guns and bombs to oust 

the usurper. This occurs time after time. What the Founders wished to achieve in the Constitution 

of 1787 was machinery for the peaceful means of when the system went 

out of balance. 

 

Watergate 
 

One of the most dramatic illustrations of the peaceful transfer of power in a time of crisis 

was in connection with the Watergate scandal. A President was found to have used his high office 

for purposes which were beyond the scope of his authority and outside the ramifications of legal 

conduct. Under of impeachment, he resigned. At the time, he was 

Commander-in-Chief of the Armed Services of the United States. He made attempt to use 

these military forces to keep himself in power. In fact, under the American Constitution, it would 

have been useless for him to have attempted it. The transfer of power was made 

   and once the issue came to a point of decision. 
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The Blessing of Domestic Tranquility 
 

Some of us have had to travel or live in nations dur ing a time of turmoil and revolution. 

Even one such experience will usually convince the most skeptical activist that there is nothing to 

be gained and a great deal to be lost by resorting to to bring about 

   change. Once a constitution has been established and the machinery 

developed for remedy or repair by peaceful means, this is the most intelligent and satisfactory 

route to pursue. It requires more patience, but given time, the results are more certain. 

 

To solve problems by peaceful means was the primary purpose of the United States 

Constitution. 
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Eighteenth Principle 
The unalienable rights of the people are most 

likely to be preserved if the principles of government are 

set forth in a written constitution. 

 
The one weakness of the Anglo-Saxon common law was that it was  . 

Since its principles were known among the whole people, they seemed indifferent to the necessity 

of writing them down. As Dr. Colin Rhys Lovell of the University of Southern California states: 

 

“The law applied by any of these Anglo-Saxon assemblies was customary. Until the 

Anglo-Saxon conversion to Christianity it was unwritten and like all customary law was 

considered immutable.”  (English Constitutional and Legal History, p. 7.) 

 

England's Need for a Written Bill of Rights 
 

However, the Norman Conquest taught the Anglo Saxons in England a bitter lesson. 

Many of their most treasured rights disappeared in a flood of blood and vindictive oppression. In 

fact, these rights were regained very slowly over a period of centuries and gradually they were 

   down. In 1215 A.D., during a national crisis, the sword was virtually put to 

the throat of King John in order to compel him to sign the     , 

setting forth the traditional rights of freemen as well as the feudal barons who had been serving 

under King John. 

 

During that same century the “Model Parliament” came into being, which compelled the 

King to acknowledge the principle of no taxation without representation. Charles I was later 

pressured into signing the people's of in 1628, and the 

English Bill of was signed by William and Mary in 1689. 

 

Through the centuries, the British have tried to manage their political affairs with no 

written constitution and have merely relied upon these fragmentary statutes as a constitutional 

reference source. These proved helpful to the American Founders, but they felt that the structure 

of government should be codified in a more  , comprehensive form. It will 

be appreciated, therefore, that the tradition of written constitutions in modern times is not of 

English origin but is entirely American, both in  and  . 

 

Beginnings of a Written Constitution in America 
 

The first written charter in America was in 1620, when the Compact 

came into being. Later the charter concept evolved into a more comprehensive type of 

constitution when Thomas Hooker and his associates adopted the Fundamental Orders of 

Connecticut in 1639. It is interesting that the Connecticut charter makes no reference to the 
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    or the British Government as the source of its authority. It is a compact of 

“  , the people.” As historian John Fiske writes: 

 

“On the 14th of January, 1639, all the of the three towns assembled at 

Hartford and adopted a written constitution in which the hand of the great preacher [the Reverend 

Thomas Hooker] is clearly discernible. It is worthy of note that this document contains none of  

the conventional references to a “dread sovereign” or a “gracious King,” nor the slightest allusion 

to the British or any other government outside of Connecticut itself, nor does it prescribe any 

condition of   -membership for the right of suffrage. It was the first written 

constitution known to [modern] history, that created a government, and it marked the beginnings 

of American democracy, of which Thomas Hooker deserves more than any other man to be called 

the  . 

 

“The government of the United States today is in lineal descent more nearly related to that 

of Connecticut than to that of any of the other thirteen colonies.... This little federal republic ... 

silently grew till it became the political structure on the continent, as was 

illustrated in the remarkable military energy and the unshaken financial credit of Connecticut 

during the Revolutionary War.” (John Fiske, The Beginnings of New England, The Historical Writings of John 

Fiske, vol. 6, Houghton  Mifflin  Company,  Boston, 1902, pp.  155-156.) 

 

American Constitution Represents Wisdom of Many 
 

Montesquieu pointed out that when it comes to legislating (which includes the setting up 

of constitutions), the writing of the statute or charter is “oftentimes better regulated by many than 

by a single person.” (The Spirit of Laws, p. 72.) In harmony with this same sentiment, the American 

Founding Fathers considered it wise to “   ” their constitution by filtering it 

through the wisdom and experiences of delegates assembled in a convention rather 

than leaving it to the genius of some individual. James Madison commented on  this: 

 

“It is not a little remarkable that in every case reported by ancient history in which 

government has been established with deliberation and consent, the task of framing it has not been 

committed to an assembly of men, but has been performed by some                                     

citizen of preeminent wisdom and approved integrity. 

 

“Minos, we learn, was the primitive founder of the government of Crete, as Zaleucus was 

of that of the Locrians. Theseus first, and after him Draco and Solon, instituted the government of 

Athens. Lycurgus was the lawgiver of Sparta. The foundation of the original government of Rome 

was laid by Romulus, and the work completed by two of his elective successors, Numa and  

Tullius  Hostilius. On the abolition of royalty the consular administration was substituted by 

Brutus, who stepped forward with a project for such reform, which, he alleged, had been prepared 

by Servius Tullius, and to which his address obtained the assent and ratification of the senate and 

people. This remark is applicable to confederate governments also. Amphictyon, we are told, was 

the author of that which bore his name. The Achaean league received its first birth from Achaeus, 

and its second from Aratus.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 38, pp. 231-232.) 
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It is always difficult to operate through a  , a group, or a convention 

as the Founding Fathers did. Nevertheless, the history of the convention demonstrates that the 

final product was far than any individual could have written it. Time has also 

proven the tremendous advantage of having a completely written document for reference 

purposes rather than relying upon tradition and a few scattered statutes as the fundamental law of 

the land. 
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Nineteenth Principle 
Only limited and carefully defined powers should be 

delegated to government, all others being 

retained in the people. 

 
No principle was emphasized more vigorously dur ing the Constitutional Convention than 

the necessity of limiting the authority of the federal government. Not only was this to be done by 

carefully the powers delegated to the government, but the Founders were 

determined to bind down its administrators with legal codified in the 

Constitution. 

 
It will be recalled that one of the reasons many of the states would not adopt the original 

draft of the Constitution was that they feared the encroachments of the federal government on the 

rights of the and the  . The first ten amendments were therefore 

added to include the ancient, unalienable rights of Anglo-Saxon freemen so there could be no 

question as to the strictly limited authority the people were conferring on their central 

government. Notice how carefully the Ninth and Tenth Amendments are worded: 

 

The Ninth Amendment 
 

The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or 

disparage others retained by the  . 

 

The Tenth Amendment 
 

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to 

the States, are to the States respectively, or to the people. 

 

The people felt that the hedging up of federal authority was absolutely essential because of 

their experience with corrupt and abusive governments in the past. Alexander Hamilton 

commented on this by saying: 

 

“There is, in the nature of sovereign power, an impatience of control that disposes those 

who are invested with the exercise of it to look with an eye upon all external 

attempts to restrain or direct its operations.... This tendency is not difficult to be accounted for. It 

has its origin in the of  . Power controlled or abridged is almost 

always the rival and enemy of that power by which it is controlled or abridged. This simple 

proposition will teach us how little reason there is to expect that the persons entrusted with the 

administration of the affairs of the particular members of a confederacy [the federal government] 

will at all times be ready with perfect good humor and an unbiased regard to the public weal to 

execute the resolutions or decrees of the general authority. The reverse of this [expectation] 

results from the constitution of man.”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 15, p. 111.) 
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Original Balance Between Federal Government and States 
 

The separation of powers between the states and the federal government was designed to 

reinforce the principle of government. The federal government was supreme 

in all matters relating to its responsibility, but it was specifically restricted from invading the 

independence and sovereign authority reserved to the States. The Founders felt that unless this 

principle of dual sovereignty was carefully perpetuated, the healthy independence of each would 

deteriorate and eventually one or the other would become totally dominant. If the federal 

government became dominant, it would mean the end of local self-government and the security of 

the individual. On the other hand, if the states became  , the federal 

government would become so weak that the structure of the nation would begin to fractionalize 

and disintegrate into smaller units. Alexander Hamilton emphasized these views of the Founders 

when he wrote: 

 

“This balance between the national and state governments ought to be dwelt on with 

peculiar attention, as it is of the utmost importance. It forms a double security to the people. If 

one encroaches on their rights, they will find a powerful protection in the other. Indeed, they will 

both be prevented from over-passing their constitutional limits, by certain                                      

which will ever subsist  between them.”  (Quoted in Lord Acton, Essays on Freedom and Power, The Free Press, 

Glencoe, Illinois, 1949, p.  218.) 

 

Where Power Rivals Power 
 

The Founders felt that by having a wholesome balance between the federal and state 

governments, the people would have recourse to one or the other in case of usurpation or abuse 

by either. Commenting further on this, Hamilton said: 

 

“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 towards the general government. The people, by throwing themselves into either scale, 

will infallibly make it preponderate. If their rights are invaded by either, they can make use of the 

other as the of redress.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 28, p. 181.) 

 

Why the Founders Would Have Frowned on the 17th Amendment 
 

But would the states be able to protect themselves from the might of the federal 

government if the Congress began legislating against states' rights? Originally, the states could 

protect themselves because U.S.  were appointed by the               

legislatures, and the Senate could any legislation by the House of Representatives 

which they considered a threat to the rights of the individual states. Unfortunately, the 

   of states' rights by this means was completely wiped out by the passage 

of the Seventeenth Amendment in 1913. 

 

That amendment provided that Senators would thenceforth be elected by 

   ballot rather than appointed by the state legislatures. This meant the 

   as sovereign commonwealths had their representation on the 
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federal level, and their Senators would be subject to the same popular pressures during an election 

campaign as those which confront the members of the House of Representatives. 

 

Since that time, there has been veto power which the states could exercise against 

the Congress in those cases where a federal statute was deemed in violation of states' rights. The 

   who used to be beholden to their  legislatures for their conduct 

in Washington are now beholden to the electorate. Federal funds 

appropriated for a state are generally a source of popular acclaim, and Senators, like Congressmen, 

usually hasten to get them approved. Too often it has been of little consequence that those funds 

might be expended in violation of basic powers reserved to the state. 

 

Sometime in the not-too-distant future, the people may want to take another look at the 

present trend and consider the advantages of returning to the Founders' policy of having state 

legislatures in the United States Senate. It might give us another generation of Senators like Daniel 

Webster, John Calhoun, and Henry Clay. 
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Twentieth Principle 
Efficiency and dispatch require government to operate 

according to the will of the majority, but constitutional 

provisions must be made to protect the rights of the minority. 

“Give me your tired, your poor, 

your huddled masses yearning to breathe free ...” 

-- Inscription on the Statue of Liberty 

 
 

One of the most serious mistakes in the structure of the Articles of Confederation was the 

requirement that no changes could be made without the approval of one of the 

states. During the Revolutionary War several vital changes were suggested, but in each instance a 

   state was able to prevent the needed change from being adopted. 

 

Basis for the “Majority” Rule 
 

Delaying action until it had the unanimous approval of all concerned can be disastrous in a 

time of emergency. It even inhibits healthy progress in normal times. Unanimity is the ideal, but 

majority rule becomes a necessity. The theory of majority rule was explained by John Locke: 

 

“When any number of men have ... consented to make one community or government, they 

are thereby presently incorporated, and make one body politic, wherein the                                       

have a right to act and conclude [  ] the rest.... 

 

“It being one body ... it is necessary the body should move that way whither the greater force 

carries it, which is the consent of majority, or else it is impossible it should act or continue one 

body.... And thus every man, by consenting with others to make one body politic under one 

government, puts himself under an to every one of that society to 

   to the determination of the majority, and to be concluded [bound] by it.” (John 

Locke,  Second Essay Concerning Civil Government,  pp. 46-47, par.  95-97.) 

 

Problem of Securing “Unanimous Consent” 
 

John Locke then dealt with the problem of having to wait on unanimous decision before any 

action can be taken. He stated: 

 

“For if the consent of the majority shall not in reason be received as the act of the whole ... 

nothing but the consent of every individual can make anything to be the act of the whole, which, 

considering the infirmities of health and avocations of business which ... will necessarily keep many 

away from the public assembly; and the variety of opinions and contrariety of interests which 

unavoidably happen in all collections of men, it is next [to] ever to be had.” 
(Ibid.,  p. 98) 
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Majority Rule a Necessity 
 

It has sometimes been argued that a bare majority of one person scarcely justifies the making 

of a final decision for the whole body. It has been argued that it would be better to have a substantial 

majority of perhaps two-thirds or three-fourths. In the Constitution a provision of this type was 

incorporated in the text for the purpose of initiating   . A two-thirds majority 

is also required for the purpose of a Presidential veto. Nevertheless, this 

requirement was considered dangerous when applied to the routine business of the Congress. 

Alexander Hamilton explained it as follows: 

 
“To give a minority a negative upon the majority (which is always the case where more than a 

majority is requisite to a decision) is, in its tendency, to subject the sense of the greater number to that 

of the lesser number.... The necessity of unanimity in public bodies, or something approaching  

towards it, has been founded upon a supposition that it would contribute to security. But its real 

operation is to the administration, to the energy of the 

government, and to substitute the pleasure, caprice, or artifices of an insignificant, turbulent, or 

corrupt junto to the regular deliberations and decisions of a  majority.... 

 

“The public business must in some way or other go forward. If a pertinacious minority can 

control the opinion of a majority, respecting the best mode of conducting it, the majority in order that 

something may be done must conform to the views of the minority; and thus the sense of the smaller 

number will overrule that of the greater and give a tone to the national proceedings. Hence, tedious 

  ; continual and intrigue; contemptible compromises of 

the public  good.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 22, pp.  147-48.) 

 

Minorities Have Equal Rights 
 

Nevertheless, the American Founders had suffered enough from the tyrannical conduct of 

Parliament to feel highly sensitive to the rights of minorities. Thomas Jefferson referred to this in his 

first inaugural address on March 4, 1801, when he said: 
 

“All, too, will bear in mind this principle, that though  the will of the majority is 

in all cases to prevail, that will to be rightful must be reasonable; that the minority possess their equal 

rights, which equal must protect, and to violate would be oppression.” (Bergh, Writings of 

Thomas  Jefferson, 3:318.) 

 

We have already treated the problems faced by minorities. It is important for us to remember 

that every ethnic group in the United States was once a minority. We are literally a nation of 

minorities. However, it is the newcomers who feel they are not yet first-class citizens. 

 

It is the responsibility of the minorities themselves to learn the  , seek needed 

  , become sustaining, and make themselves recognized as a genuine 

   to the community. Meanwhile, those who are already well established can help. The 

United States has built a reputation of being more generous and helpful to newcomers than any other 

nation. It is a reputation worth preserving. Once upon a time, we were all minorities. 
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Twenty-First Principle 
Strong local self-government is the 

keystone to preserving human freedom. 

 
Political power automatically gravitates toward the center, and the purpose of the 

Constitution is to prevent that from happening. The of political power 

always liberty by removing the decision-making function from the people on the 

   level and transferring it to the officers of the  government. This 

process gradually benumbs the spirit of “  ” among the people, and they lose 

the will to solve their own problems. They also cease to be involved in community affairs. They seek 

the anonymity of oblivion in the seething crowds of the city and often degenerate into faceless 

automatons who have neither a voice nor a vote. 

 

The Golden Key to Preserving Freedom 
 

How different from the New England town spirit, where every person had a voice and a 

vote. How different from the Anglo-Saxon tribal meetings, where the people were considered 

sovereign and every man took pride in participating. And how different from ancient Israel, where 

the families of the people were governed in multiples of tens, fifties, hundreds, and thousands, and 

where problems were solved on the level where those problems originated. All of those societies 

had strong local self-government. This is what the Founding Fathers considered the golden 

   to preserving freedom. 

 

Jefferson Compares New England with Virginia 
 

Thomas Jefferson saw the advantages of the close-knit New England town over the 

aristocratic rural life of Virginia. Said he: 

 

“These  , called townships in New England, are the vital principle of their 

governments, and have proved themselves the invention ever devised by the 

wit of man for the perfect exercise of self government, and for its preservation.” (Bergh, Writings of 

Thomas  Jefferson, 15:38.) 

 

Jefferson was anxious to have all the English colonists in America revive the customs of 

their Anglo-Saxon ancestors, including strong local self-government. As historian Richard 

Frothingham points out: 

 

“In ancient England, local self-government is found in connection with the political and 

territorial divisions of tythings, hundreds, burghs, counties, and shires, in which the body of 

inhabitants had a voice in managing their own affairs. Hence it was the germinal idea of the 

Anglo-Saxon polity. 
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“In the course of events, the Crown deprived the body of the people of this power of local 

rule, and vested it in a small number of persons in each locality, who were called municipal 

councils, were clothed with the power of filling vacancies in their number, and were thus 

self-perpetuating bodies. In this way, the ancient freedom of the municipalities was undermined, 

and the power of the ruling classes was installed in its place. Such was the nature of the local 

self-government in England, not merely during the period of the planting of her American colonies 

(1607 to 1732), but for a century later.... It was a noble form of its 

life-giving spirit.” (Richard Frothingham, The Rise of the Republic of the United States, Little, Brown and Company, 

Boston, 1873, pp. 14-15.) 

 

The Instinct for Self-Government Survives 
 

Nevertheless, Frothingham points out that these ancient institutions were not entirely 

forgotten by the people. He quotes the French historian and statesman Francois Guizot as saying: 

 

“When there scarcely remained traces of popular assemblies, the remembrance of them, of 

the right of to deliberate and transact their business together, resided in the 

minds of men as a primitive   , and a thing which might come about again.” 
(Ibid., p. 15) 

 

Frothingham says this is exactly what happened as Englishmen pulled away from the 

mother country and migrated to America. He says that in the colonies, “These assemblies 

reappeared, and old rights were again enjoyed, when the emigrants to the soil now the United 

States began to frame the laws under which were to live.” (Ibid.) 

 

Jefferson Emphasizes the Role of Strong Local Self-Government 
 

As the Founders wrote their laws, they were determined to protect the freedom of the 

individual and provide a vigorous climate of healthy, local self-government. Only those things 

which related to the interest of the commonwealth were to be delegated to the 

   government. Thomas Jefferson probably said it better than anyone when he 

wrote: 

 

“The way to have  and government is not to trust it all to one, 

but to it among the many, distributing to every one exactly the functions he is 

competent to [perform best]. Let the national government be entrusted with the defense of the 

nation, and its foreign and federal relations; the  governments with the 

   rights, laws, police, and administration of what concerns the State generally; the 

counties with the local concerns of the counties, and each ward [township] direct the interests 

within itself. It is by dividing and subdividing these republics, from the great national one down 

through all its subordinations, until it ends in the administration of every man's farm by himself; by 

placing under every one what his own eye may superintend, that all will be done for the best. 

What has destroyed liberty and the rights of man in every government which has ever existed 

under the sun? The generalizing and concentrating all and                                   

into one body, no matter whether of the autocrats of Russia or France, or of the aristocrats of a 

Venetian senate.”  (Bergh, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 14:421.) 
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Deployment of Power Between the Federal Government and the States 
 

James Madison, who is sometimes described as “the father of the Constitution,” 

emphasized the necessity to reserve all authority in the states and the 

people. The Constitution delegates to the federal government only that which involves the 

   people as a nation. He wrote: 

 
“The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the federal government are few 

and  . Those which are to remain in the State governments are    

and   . The former [federal powers] will be exercised principally on 

   objects, as war, peace, negotiation, and foreign commerce.... The powers 

reserved to the several States will extend to all the objects which, in the     

course of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, and properties of the people, and the                      

order, improvement,  and prosperity of the State.”  (The Federalist Papers, No. 45, pp. 292-293.) 

 

Federal Government to Remain Relatively Small 
 

Thomas Jefferson emphasized that if the oncoming generations perpetuated the 

Constitutional pattern, the federal government would be and 

   and would serve as an inexpensive operation because of the limited 

problems which would be assigned to it. He wrote: 

 

“The true theory of our Constitution is surely the wisest and best, that the states are 

   as to everything themselves, and as 

to everything respecting foreign nations. Let the general government be reduced to 

   concerns only, and let our affairs be disentangled from those of all other 

nations, except as to   , which the merchants will manage the better, the more 

they are left free to manage for themselves, and our general government may be reduced to a very 

   organization, and a very one; a few plain duties 

to be performed by a servants.” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 10:168.) 

 

A Prophecy 
 

One of the greatest American historians of the last generation was John Fiske. He caught 

the spirit of the Founders and studied their writings. He knew the secret to the 5,000 year leap 

which was then well on its way. He also saw some dangerous trends away from the Founders' 

basic formula of sound government. He therefore wrote a prophecy which Americans of our own 

day might ponder with profit: 

 

“If the day should ever arrive (which God forbid!) when the people of the different parts 

of our country shall allow their affairs to be administered by prefects sent from 

  , and when the self government of the states shall have been so far lost 

 
as that of the departments of France, or even so closely limited as that of the counties of England 

-- on that day the political career of the American people will have been  of its 

most interesting and features, and the of this 
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nation will be lamentably  .” (John Fiske, The Critical Period of American History, 

1783-1789, The Historical Writings of John Fiske, vol. 12, Houghton Mifflin Company, Boston, 1916.) 
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Twenty-Second Principle 
A free people should be governed by 

law and not by the whims of men. 

 
To be governed by the of men is to be subject to the ever-changing 

capriciousness of those in power. This is ruler's law at its  . In such a society 

   is dependable. No rights are  . Things established in the 

present are in a constant state of flux. Nothing becomes fixed and predictable for the future. 

 

Law as a “Rule of Action” 
 

The American Founders and their Anglo-Saxon forebears had an entirely different point of 

view. They defined law as a “rule of action” which was intended to be as binding on the ruler as it 

was upon the people. It was designed to give society a stable frame of reference so the people 

could feel secure in making plans for the future. As John Locke said: 

 

“Freedom of men under government is to have a standing rule to live by, common to 

everyone of that society, and made by the legislative power erected in it.” (John Locke, Second Essay 

Concerning Civil Government,  p. 29, par.  21.) 

 

Under established law every person's rights and duties are  . 

Anglo-Saxon common law provided a framework of relative security and a sense of well-being for 

people and things, both present and future. This is the security which is designed to provide a high 

degree of freedom from and therefore freedom to   . Such a society gives its 

people a sense of liberty --  under   . The American Founders 

believed that without the   of law there can be no liberty. 

 

Responsibility of Society to Establish Fixed Laws 
 

John Locke pointed out that unless a society can provide a person with a code of fixed and 

enforceable laws, he might as well have stayed in the jungle: 

 

“To this end it is that men give up all their natural power to the society they enter into, 

and the community put the legislative power into such hands as they think fit, with this trust, that 

they shall be governed by  laws, or else their  ,  , 

and will still be at the same uncertainty as it was in the state of Nature.” 
(Ibid., p. 56, par.  136) 

John Adams 
 

John Adams expressed the same tenor of thought when he said:  “No man will contend 

that a nation can be that is not governed by laws. All other 

government than that of permanent known laws is the government of mere will and pleasure.” (A 

Defense of the Constitutions  of Government  of the United States, 3  vols., Bud and Bartram, Philadelphia, 1797,  1:124.) 
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Aristotle 
 

Human experience has taught mankind this same principle down through the ages. Here 

are the words of Aristotle in his Politics: 

 

“Even the best of men in authority are liable to be corrupted by  . 

We may conclude then that the law is without passion, and it is therefore 

preferable to individual.” (Quoted by Edwin S. Corwin in "The Higher Law -- Background of 

American Constitutional Law," Harvard Law  Review, 1928,  42:155.) 

 

Plato Was Wrong 
 

We deduct from this that Aristotle had concluded that the teachings of his mentor, Plato, 

were wrong. Plato believed that in the ideal society the people should be governed “by the 

  ” who would rule according to “scientific principles” and make on-the-spot decisions 

to  the people to do what is good for them. (Benjamin Jowett, trans., The  Dialogues of 

Plato, Great Books  of the Western World, vol. 7, Encyclopedia  Britannica, Inc., Chicago, 1952, p. 599.)   Plato  

argued that these men must not be restricted by written laws but should govern the people in 

whatever manner they felt was for the best. He said: 

 

“The best thing of all is not that the  should rule, but that a                

should rule, supposing him to have and power.” (Ibid.) 

 

Plato acknowledged that in the absence of rulers with the “  ” 

wisdom to govern, a code of laws would be needed, but he insisted that this would be the 

“ best thing.” 

 

Law Is a Positive Good in Preserving Liberty 
 

As we have seen, the American Founding Fathers would have agreed with Aristotle rather 

than Plato. Part of this was due to the fact that the Founders looked upon law differently than 

Plato. Instead of treating law as merely a code of  restraints and 

prohibitions, they considered law to be a system of   rules by which they 

could be assured of enjoying their rights and the protection of themselves, their families, and their 

property. In other words, law was a positive rather than a necessary  . 

This was precisely the view of John Locke when he wrote: 

 

“The end of law is not to or  , but to 

   and freedom. For in all the states of created beings, 

capable of laws, where there is no law there is no freedom. For liberty is to be free from restraint 

and violence from others, which cannot be where there is no law.” (John Locke, Second Essay 

Concerning Civil Government,  p. 37, par.  57.) 

 

Law Should Be Understandable and Stable 
 

The Founders were sensitive to the fact that the people have confidence in the law only to 

the extent that they can it and feel that it is a rule of relative 
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permanence which will not be continually  . James Madison emphasized 

both of these points when he wrote: 

 

“It will be of little avail to the people that the laws are made by men of their own choice if 

the laws be so that they cannot be read, or so 

   that they cannot be understood; if they be repealed or revised 

before they are promulgated, or undergo such incessant changes that no man, who knows what 

the law is today, can guess what it will be tomorrow. Law is defined to be a rule of action; but 

how can that be a rule, which is little known and less fixed?” (The Federalist Papers, No. 62, p. 381.) 

 

It will be recalled that Thomas Jefferson resigned from Congress in 1776 to hasten back to 

Virginia and volunteer for the task of rewriting the state laws so that, when independence had 

been won, the people would have a model system of legal principles which they could 

   and warmly support. The complex codes of laws and regulations in our 

own day could be greatly improved through a similar housecleaning. 
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Twenty-Third Principle 
A free society cannot survive as a republic 

without a broad program of general education. 

The English colonists in America undertook something which no nation had ever 

attempted before -- the educating of the people. The colonists had a sense of 

“manifest  ” which led them to believe that they must prepare themselves for a 

most unique and important role in the unfolding of modern world history. Universal education 

was therefore considered an   ingredient in this preparation. 

 

John Adams Describes Beginning of Public Education 

 
The movement for universal education began in New England. Clear back in 1647 the 

legislature of Massachusetts passed a law requiring every community of families or 

householders to set up a free public grammar school to teach the fundamentals of reading, 

writing, ciphering, history, geography, and Bible study. In addition, every township containing 

   families or more was required to set up a secondary school in advanced studies to 

prepare  for attendance at Harvard. John Adams stated that this whole program was 

designed to have “knowledge diffused generally through the whole body of the people.” He said: 

 

“They made an early provision by law that every town consisting of so many families 

should be always furnished with a grammar school. They made it a for such a 

   to be destitute of a grammar schoolmaster for a few months, and subjected it to 

heavy penalty. So that the education of all ranks of people was made the and 

   of the public, in a manner that I believe has been unknown to any other 

people, ancient or modern. 

 

“The consequences of these establishments we see and feel every day [written in 1765]. A 

native of America who cannot   and  is as rare ... as a                           

or an  . It has been observed that we are all of us lawyers, divines, 

politicians, and philosophers. And I have good authorities to say that all candid foreigners who 

have passed through this country and conversed freely with all sorts of people here will allow that 

they have never seen so much    and   among the 

common people in any part of the world....    cannot be preserved without a 

general  among the people.... They have a right, an indisputable, 

unalienable, indefeasible, divine right to that most dreaded and envied kind of knowledge -- I 

mean,  of the characters and conduct of their rulers.”  (Koch, The American Enlightenment, p. 239.) 

 

Importance of Good Local School Boards 
 

The success of this educational effort was due largely to the careful selection of highly 

conscientious people to serve on the school in each community and 

supervise the public schools. Historian John Fiske says these school committees were bodies of 

“great importance.” Then he adds: 
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“The term of service of the members is three years, one third being chosen annually. The 

number of members must therefore be some multiple of three. The slow change in the membership 

of the board insures that a large proportion of the members shall always be familiar with the dut ies 

of the place. The school committee must all the public schools at least 

   a month, and make a report to the every year. It is for them to decide 

what textbooks are to be used. They examine candidates for the position of teacher and issue 

certificates to those whom they select.” (Fiske, Civil Government in the United States, Houghton, Mifflin and 

Company,  Boston, 1890], pp.  22-23.) 

 

European and American Literacy Compared 
 

The unique and remarkable qualities of this program are better appreciated when it is 

realized that this was an age when illiteracy was the common lot of most people in Europe. John 

Adams, who spent many years in France, commented on the fact that of the 24 million inhabitants 

of France, only 500,000 could read and write. (Koch, The American Enlightenment, pp. 213, 217.) 

 

In the American colonies the intention was to have all children taught the fundamentals of 

  ,  , and   , so that they could go 

on to become well informed citizens through their own diligent   -study. No doubt this 

explains why all of the American Founders were so well read, and usually from the same books, 

even though a number of them had received a very limited formal education. The fundamentals 

were sufficient to get them   , and thereafter they became remarkably well 

informed in a variety of areas through self-learning. This was the pattern followed by both 

Franklin and Washington. 

 

De Tocqueville Comments on American Education in 1831 
 

Gradually, the zeal for universal education spread from New England to all of the other 

colonies. By 1831, when Alexis de Tocqueville of France visited the United States, he was 

amazed by the fruits of this effort. He wrote: 

 

“The observer who is desirous of forming an opinion on the state of instruction among the 

Anglo Americans must consider the same object from two different points of view. If he singles  

out only the learned, he will be astonished to find how few they are; but if he counts the ignorant, 

the American people will appear to be the most in the world.... 

 

“In New England every citizen receives the elementary notions of human knowledge; he is 

taught, moreover, the doctrines and the evidences of his  , the 

   of his country, and the leading features of its  . 

In the states of Connecticut and Massachusetts, it is extremely rare to find a man imperfectly 

acquainted with all these things, and a person wholly ignorant of them is a sort of phenomenon.” 
(Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 1:326-327.) 
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Excursions in the Wilderness 
 

De Tocqueville pointed out that as the visitor advanced toward the West or the South,  

“the instruction of the people diminishes.” Nevertheless, he said, “there is not a single district in 

the United States sunk in complete ignorance....” (Ibid.) De Tocqueville made extensive excursions 

along the frontier and commented on his observations as follows: 

 

“At the extreme borders of the confederated states, upon the confines of society and 

wilderness, a population of bold adventurers have taken up their abode, who pierce the solitudes 

of the American woods.... As soon as the pioneer reaches the place which is to serve him for a 

retreat, he fells a few trees and builds a log house. Nothing can offer a more miserable aspect than 

these isolated dwellings.... Yet no sort of comparison can be drawn between the pioneer and the 

dwelling that shelters him. Everything about  him is primitive and wild,  but  he is himself the result 

of the labor and experience of eighteen centuries. He wears the dress and speaks the language of 

cities; he is  with the past,  about the future, and 

ready for argument about the     ; he is, in short, a highly civilized being, who 

consents for a time to inhabit the backwoods, and who penetrates into the wilds of the New  

World with the  , an   , and some   . It is 

difficult to imagine the incredible rapidity with which thought circulates in the midst of these 

deserts [wilderness]. I do not think that so much intellectual activity exists in the most enlightened 

and populous districts of France.” (Ibid., pp. 328-329) 

 

Education Includes Morality and Politics 
 

He then went on to comment concerning the close relationship between the program of 

universal education and the preservation of freedom: 

 

“It cannot be doubted that in the United States the instruction of the people powerfully 

contributes to the support of the democratic republic; and such must always be the case, I believe, 

where the instruction which enlightens the understanding is not separated from the     

education.... An American should never be led to speak of Europe, for he  will then probably 

display much presumption and very foolish pride.... But if you question him respecting his own 

country, the cloud  that dimmed his intelligence will immediately disperse; his language  will 

become as clear and precise as his thoughts. He will inform you what his are 

and by what means he exercises them; he will be able to point out the customs which obtain in the 

political world. You will find that he is well acquainted with the rules of the administration, and 

that he is familiar with the mechanism of the laws.... The American learns to know the laws by 

   in the act of legislation; and he takes a lesson in the forms of 

government from governing. The great work of society is ever going on before his eyes and, as it 

were, under his hands. 

 

“In the United States, are the and of 

education....”  (Ibid., pp. 329-330) 
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Even Young Children Trained in the Constitution 
 

To appreciate the literal reality of the emphasis on politics in early American education, 

one need only examine the popular textbook on political instruction for children. It was called a 

“Catechism on the Constitution,” and it contained both questions and answers concerning the 

principles of the American political system. It was written by Arthur J. Stansbury and published in 

1828. 

 

Early Americans knew they were in possession of a unique and valuable invention of 

political science, and they were determined to promote it on all levels of  . 

 

Early Americans Educated to Speak with Eloquence 
 

In 1843, Daniel made a statement which might surprise Americans 

of our own day: 

 

“And whatever may be said to the contrary, a use of the English 

language is, at this day [1843], more general throughout the United States than it is throughout 

England  herself.”  (The Works of Daniel Webster, 6  vols., Little,  Brown and Company, Boston, 1851, 1:102.) 

 

It was commonplace for the many people on the frontier, as well as on the Atlantic 

seaboard, to speak with a genuine flavor of eloquence. Sermons and orations by men of limited 

formal education reflected a flourish and style of expression which few Americans could duplicate 

today. Many of these attributed their abilities to extensive reading of the  . Such 

was the case with Abraham Lincoln. Certainly the classical beauty of the Gettysburg Address and 

his many other famous expressions cannot be attributed to college training, for he had none. 

 

Cultural Influence of Extensive Bible Reading 
 

Not only did the Bible contribute to the linguistic habits of the people, but it provided root 

strength to their moral standards and behavioral patterns. As Daniel Webster stated, wherever 

Americans went, “the Bible came with them.” Then he added: 

 

“It is not to be doubted, that to the free and universal reading of the Bible, in that age, 

men were much indebted for right views of civil liberty. The Bible is  a book of  , 

and a book of  , and a book of  , and a book of 

  , of especial   from God; but it is also a book 

which teaches man his own individual   , his own 

  , and his with his fellow-man.” (Ibid.) 

 
In our own day the public schools have been secularized to the point where no Bible 

reading is permitted. The Founding Fathers would have counted this a serious 

  . 
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Twenty-Fourth Principle 
A free people will not survive unless they stay strong. 

A people in a society always tend toward 

  . In the case of the United States, the trend has been toward a 

super-abundant prosperity. Only as the federal government has usurped authority and 

intermeddled with the free-market economy has this surge of prosperity and high production of 

goods and services been inhibited. 

 

But prosperity in the midst of thriving industry, fruitful farms, beautiful cities, and 

flourishing commerce always attracts the greedy aspirations of nations. 

  , these covetous predators may not pose a threat, but federated together they 

may present a spectre of total desolation to a free, prosperous people. Before the nation's 

inhabitants are aware, their apocalypse of destruction is upon them. 

 

It was the philosophy of the Founders that the kind hand of Providence had been 

everywhere present in allowing the United States to come forth as the first free people in modern 

times. They further felt that they would forever be blessed with freedom and prosperity if they 

remained a and armed nation. 

 

Franklin's Philosophy of Defense 

Clear back in 1747, Benjamin Franklin vividly comprehended the task ahead. Said he: 

“Were this Union formed, were we once united, thoroughly armed and disciplined, were 

everything in our power done for our  , as far as human means and foresight 

could provide, we might then, with more propriety, humbly ask the assistance of 

   and a blessing on our endeavors.” (Smyth, Writings of Benjamin 

Franklin, 2:352.) 
 

   was the goal, but was the means. Franklin 

envisioned the day when a prudent policy of national defense would provide the American people 

with the protection which their rise to greatness would require. He wrote: 

 

“The very of our strength and readiness would be a means of discouraging 

our enemies; for 'tis a wise and true saying, that “One sword often keeps another in the scabbard.” 

The way to secure  is to be for war. They that are 

on their guard, and appear ready to receive their adversaries, are in much less danger of being 

attacked than the supine, secure and negligent.” (Ibid.) 

 

Franklin further saw that those in authority have the inherent responsibility to initiate the 

means by which adequate defenses can be provided. He declared: 

 

“ is as truly due from the government to the people, as 

   from the people [is due] to the government.” (Ibid., p. 347) 
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In later life he held to the same solid philosophy of peace through strength as an assurance 

of survival in the future: 

 

“Our security lies, I think, in our growing strength, both in and 

  ;   that creates an increasing ability of assisting this nation in its wars, which will 

make us more respectable, our friendship more valued, and our enmity feared; thence it will soon 

be thought proper to treat us not with justice only, but with kindness, and thence we may expect 

in a few years a total change of measures with regard to us; unless, by a  of 

military discipline, we should lose all martial spirit, and our western people become as tame as 

those in the eastern dominions of Britain [India], when we may expect the same oppressions; for 

there is much truth in the Italian saying, “Make yourselves  , and the 

   will eat  you.” (Smyth, Writings of Benjamin Franklin, 6:3-4.) 

 

Franklin Disgusted with Popular Apathy 
 

Franklin had a low opinion of people who waved the flag of liberty but would do little or 

nothing to provide the means for defending it. His mind-set called for action to back up the 

words. Writing from England, he declared: 

 

“Our people certainly ought to do more for themselves. It is absurd, the pretending to be 

   of liberty while they paying for the defense of it. It is said 

here, that an  of five percent on all goods imported, though a most reasonable 

proposition, had not been agreed to by all the States, and was therefore frustrated; and that your 

newspapers acquaint the world with this, with the non-payment of taxes by the people, and with 

the non-payment of interest to the creditors of the public. The knowledge of these things will hurt 

our credit.” (Ibid., 8:645) 

 

The Thoughts of George Washington 
 

George Washington is often described as “First in  , first in  , 

first in the of his countrymen.” 

 

No American occupied a more substantive position, either then or now, to proclaim what 

he considered to be a necessary posture for the preservation of the nation. He had literally risked 

“his life, his fortune, and his sacred honor” for the cause of freedom and performed that task 

under circumstances which would have smothered the endurance of men with lesser stamina and 

courage. He fought the Revolutionary War with no of any consequence, no 

trained professional army of either size or stability, and no outpouring of genuine support from 

the very states he was striving to save. He could have retired in bitterness after Valley Forge and 

Morristown, but that was not his character. He did not relish the anguish of it all, but he endured 

it. To George Washington, it was all part of “  a new nation.” 

 

Washington's position on national defense was in terms of grim realities experienced on 

the field of battle. No man wanted peace more than he. And no man was willing to risk more in 

life and property to achieve it. In nearly the same words as Franklin he declared: 
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“To be for war is one of the most effectual means of 

   peace.” (Fitzpatrick, Writings of George Washington, 30:491.) 

 
Washington also saw the fallacy of until an attack had occurred 

before marshalling available resources. He wrote: 

 

“A free people ought not only to be  , but  ; 

to which end a uniform and well-digested plan is requisite.” (Ibid.) 

 

Washington also saw the fallacy of a policy of with 

other nations which made the United States vulnerable in time of war. In his first annual address 

to Congress, he spoke of the people's general welfare, then stated: 

 

“And their safety and interest require that they should promote such manufactories as tend 

to render them of others for essentials, particularly military 

supplies.” (Ibid.) 

 

Washington felt that neither politics nor world circumstances should lure the American 

people into a posture of  . He felt that vigilance was indeed the 

price of freedom, and unless it was promoted with firmness and consistency the future of the 

United States would be in jeopardy. In another speech he said: 

 

“The safety of the United States, under protection, ought to rest 

on the basis of systematic and solid arrangements, exposed as little as possible to the hazards of 

fortuitous circumstances.” (Ibid., vol. 31:403) 

 

Washington's Fifth Annual Address to Congress 
 

As President, Washington perceived the tendency of Congress to avoid its responsibility to 

provide adequate defenses. Because the President was personally responsible for the nation's 

foreign relations, he was well aware that the new born United States had a long way to go to 

insure decent respect and deference from the arrogant European powers. In his fifth annual 

address to Congress, he said: 

 

“I cannot recommend to your notice measures for the fulfillment of our duties to the rest 

of the world, without again pressing upon you the necessity of placing ourselves in a condition of 

complete  , and of exacting from them the fulfillment of their 

   toward us.” (Ibid., vol.  33:165) 

 

Washington could already see the predatory monarchs of Europe planning to slice up the 

United States and divide it among them unless the people alerted themselves to the exigencies of 

the day. The still had their troops stationed along the northern border of 

U.S. territory. The had definite aspirations to make a thrust into the 

Mississippi heartland. From Washington's point of view, all was not well in America's happy 

valley. Therefore he told the Congress: 
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“There is a rank due to the United States among nations, which will be withheld, if not 

absolutely lost, by the of  . If we desire to 

avoid insult, we must be able to repel it; if we desire to secure peace, one of the most powerful 

instruments of our rising prosperity, it must be known that we are at all times     

for war.” (Ibid.) 

 
A Duty to the Creator to Preserve 

Freedom and Unalienable Rights 
 

Samuel Adams emphasized the moral responsibility of Americans to preserve the heritage 

of freedom and unalienable rights with which the Creator had endowed them. Once these 

blessings have been vouchsafed to a human being, Sam Adams felt it was a    

and thing to allow those great fruits of liberty to languish by neglect or 

  . When individuals combine into a society, they bring all of their natural rights 

with them. Under no circumstances must  these be allowed to dwindle away. Said he: 

 

“It is the greatest absurdity to suppose it [would be] in the power of one, or any number 

of men, at the entering into society, to renounce their essential natural rights, or the means of 

preserving those rights; when the grand end of civil government, from the very nature of its 

institution, is for the support, protection, and defense of those very rights; the principal of which 

... are  ,  , and  . If men, through fear, fraud, or 

mistake, should in terms renounce or give up any essential natural right, the eternal law of reason 

and the grand end of society would absolutely vacate such renunciation. The right to freedom 

being the gift of God Almighty, it is not in the power of man to  alienate this and 

voluntarily become a slave.” (Quoted in Wells, Life of  Samuel Adams, 1:504.) 

 

The American Inheritance 
 

Thus the Founders passed on to their posterity a policy of through 

  . They were peace-loving, but not pacifists. They called for a rugged kind 

of strength bolted to a broad base. They saw the foundation for their security in a bustling, 

prosperous economy with a high standard of public morality; and they saw the necessity for a 

level of  which attack from potential 

enemies by creating a rate of risk so high that the waging of war against this nation would be an 

obviously unprofitable undertaking. As Samuel Adams wrote to a sympathetic friend in England: 

“It is the business of America to take care of herself; her situation, as you justly observe, depends 

upon her own virtue.” (Ibid., p. 376) 
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Twenty-Fifth Principle 
“Peace, commerce, and honest friendship with 

all nations -- entangling alliances with none.” 

 
“ with all ... with none.” -- Thomas 

Jefferson 

 

These are the words of Thomas Jefferson, given in his first inaugural address. (Bergh, 

Writings  of Thomas  Jefferson, 3:321.) 

 

As the United States emerged on the world scene in the eighteenth century, American 

leaders took a united and fixed position against entangling alliances with any foreign powers 

unless an attack against the United States made such alliances temporarily  necessary. 

 

This was the Founders' doctrine of “  .” This was far different 

from the modern term of “isolationism.” The latter term implies a complete seclusion from other 

nations, as though the United States were to be detached and somehow incubated in isolation 

from other nations. 

 

In point of fact, the policy of the Founders was just the opposite. They desired to cultivate 

a wholesome relationship with nations, but they wished to remain aloof from 

   quarrels and disputes. They wanted to 

avoid alliances of friendship with one nation which would make them enemies of another nation in 

a time of crisis. They wanted to keep American markets open to all countries unless certain 

countries engaged in hostilities toward the United States. 

 

Switzerland Followed the Founders' Policy 
 

The Founders' original policy was similar in many ways to that of modern Switzerland, 

which has successfully remained neutral and aloof from entangling alliances dur ing two world 

wars and numerous European quarrels. During these periods of intense military action, 

Switzerland did not follow a policy of “isolationism,” but one of universal diplomatic relations 

with all who might wish to come to Switzerland to buy, sell, borrow, or bank. She took a hostile 

posture toward none unless threatened. In general terms, this is analogous to the doctrine of 

“separatism” practiced by the early American leaders. 

 

Washington Describes the Founders' Plans 
 

The universality of foreign relations which Washington hoped to engender is reflected in 

the following statement from his famous Farewell Address: 

 

“Observe good and toward nations. 

Cultivate and with  . Religion and morality 
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enjoin this conduct; and can it be that good policy does not equally enjoin it? It will be worthy of 

a free, enlightened, and, at no distant period, a great nation to give to mankind the magnanimous 

and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence.” 
(Fitzpatrick, Writings of George  Washington,  35:231.) 

 

From experience Washington was well aware of the natural tendency to classify nations as 

“friends” or “enemies.” He felt that in the absence of political, military, or commercial hostility 

toward the United States, every effort should be made to cultivate friendship with all. He  wrote: 

 

“In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential than that permanent, inveterate 

antipathies against particular nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded, 

and that in place of them just and amicable feelings toward all should be cultivated. The nation 

which indulges toward another an habitual or an habitual 

   is in some degree a  . It is a slave to its animosity or 

to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and its interest.” (Ibid.) 

 

Washington pointed out that “antagonism by one nation against another disposes each 

more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty 

and intractable when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur.” (Ibid.) 

 

The Problem with “Playing Favorites” 
 

By the same token, the United States could become overly attached to some nations 

because the people feel a special kinship or affection toward them. Washington warned: 

 

“So, likewise, a passionate of one nation for another produces 

a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary 

common interest in cases where no real common interest exists, and infusing into one the enmities 

of the other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels and wars of the latter without 

adequate inducement or justification. It leads also to  to the favorite 

nation of privileges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the nation making the 

concessions, by unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been retained, and by exciting 

jealousy, ill will, and disposition to retaliate in the parties from whom equal privileges are 

withheld.”  (Ibid., p. 232) 

 

Concerning Most-favored Nations 
 

Washington also warned that giving a more favored status to particular nations could open 

up the United States to strong foreign influences which could subvert the security or best interests 

of the United States. In fact, American officials seeking to accommodate friendly allies could 

inadvertently compromise American interests to a very dangerous extent. Washington said: 

 
 

“Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence, I conjure you to believe me, fellow 

citizens, the of a free people ought to be constantly  , since 

history and experience prove that foreign influence is one of the most baneful  of 
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republican government. But that jealousy, to be useful, must be  , else it 

becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided instead of a defense against it. 

Excessive partiality for one foreign nation and excessive dislike of another cause those whom they 

actuate to see danger only on one side and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on 

the others. Real patriots, who may resist the intrigues of the favorite, are liable to become 

suspected and odious, while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the people 

to surrender their interests.” (Ibid., p. 233) 

 

What American Foreign Policy Should Be 

Washington then made his famous declaration of the Founders' policy of foreign relations: 

“The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is in extending our 

   relations to have with them as little    

connection as possible. So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with 

perfect good faith. Here let us stop.” (Ibid.) 

 

Even within the previous few years, Washington had seen the tendency to get the United 

States embroiled in European disputes, and he saw them operating to the distinct disadvantage of 

the United States. Therefore, he warned: 

 

“Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none, or a very remote relation. 

Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign 

to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by 

   ties, in the ordinary combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities 

....Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and 

prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship,  interests, humor, or caprice?” (Ibid., p. 234 

 

A World Policy 
 

And what he had said concerning Europe he would say to the rest of the world: 

 
“It is our true policy to steer clear of  alliances with any portion 

of the foreign world. So far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it, for let me not be  

understood as capable of patronizing infidelity to existing engagements (I hold the maxim no less 

applicable to public than to private affairs that is always the best policy). I 

repeat it, therefore: let those engagements be observed in their genuine sense. But, in my opinion, 

it is unnecessary and would be unwise to extend them.” (Ibid.) 

 

He said that “ alliances” may be justified for “extraordinary 

emergencies,” but other than that, “harmony, liberal intercourse with all nations are recommended 

by policy, humanity, and interest.” (Ibid., p. 235) 
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Commercial Relations with Other Nations 
 

Washington felt the same policy should apply to America's commercial relations with 

foreign countries: 

 

“But even our commercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand, neither seeking 

nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and 

diversifying by gentle means the streams of commerce but forcing nothing; establishing with 

powers so disposed, in order to give to trade a stable course, to define the rights of our  

merchants, and to enable the government to support them, conventional rules of intercourse, the 

best that present circumstances and mutual opinion will permit, but temporary and liable to be 

from time to time abandoned or varied, as experience and circumstances shall dictate.” (Ibid.) 

 

Washington was not in favor of the United States government for 

special privileges, monopolies, or advantages from other nations in commercial treaties. He said: 

 

“It is folly in one nation to look for disinterested  from another; that it 

must pay with a portion of its for whatever it may accept under 

that character; that, by such acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of having given 

equivalents for nominal favors and yet of being reproached with ingratitude for not giving more. 

There can be no greater error than to expect, or calculate, upon real favors from nation to nation. 

It is an illusion which experience must cure, which a just pride ought to  discard.” (Ibid.) 

 

Long after Washington was dead, Jefferson reiterated these same basic principles in a 

letter to James Monroe dated October 24, 1823: 

 

“Our first and fundamental maxim should be, never to entangle ourselves in the 

   of Europe. Our second, never to suffer Europe to intermeddle with 

cis-Atlantic [western hemisphere] affairs. America, north and south, has a set of interests distinct 

from those of Europe, and peculiarly her own. She should therefore have a system of her own, 

separate and apart from that of Europe. While the last [Europe] is laboring to become the 

domicile of despotism, our endeavors should surely be to make our hemisphere that of 

  .” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, 15:477.) 

 

The Founders' Effort to Reconcile “Separatism” with Manifest Destiny 
 

American separatism did have one aspect which was clearly distinct from Swiss neutrality: 

the Founders accepted the doctrine of “     .” 

 

This placed upon the American people the responsibility of serving as the vanguard nation 

for the moral and political emancipation of all mankind.  , 

  , and for all men were a common denominator in 

the thinking of early American leaders. As John Adams wrote: 
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“I always consider the settlement of America with reverence and wonder, as the opening 

of a grand scene and design in Providence for the illumination of the ignorant, and the 

emancipation of the slavish part of mankind over the earth.” (Quoted in Ernest Lee Tuveson, 

Redeemer  Nation, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1974, p.  25.) 

 

In the same spirit, James Madison wrote: “Happily for America, happily we trust for the 

whole human race, they [the Founders] pursued a and more course.” 
(The Federalist Papers, No. 14, p. 104.) 

 

The Monroe Doctrine was specifically designed to  the western 

hemisphere from further contamination by quarreling European monarchs. The Founders hoped 

Mexico and each of the Latin American countries would gradually follow the example of the 

United States in becoming free, self-governing people. Once the spirit of freedom had 

encompassed North, Central, and South America, they hoped it would do just as James Madison 

said -- spread abroad until it had become the heritage of “the human race.” 

 

“Separatism” Replaced by “Internationalism” 
 

“Separatism,” and pursuing a “manifest destiny” to encourage the emancipation of “the 

whole human race,” was the official policy of the United States for the first 125 years of its 

history. 

 

Nevertheless, there were powerful influences congregating in the United States, 

particularly in circles, which wanted America in the thick of things, 

world-wide. Their opportunity came with the eruption of World War I. Congressional 

investigations by the Reece Committee revealed that long before the Lusitania sinking, these 

influences were agitating for U.S.  involvement.  (See Norman Dodd report, Freemen Digest, June 1978, p. 5.) 

 
Although the United States narrowly avoided becoming a member of the                           

of Nations after World War I, the stage was set for an accelerated involvement of the United 

States, both economically and politically, in quarrels. 

 

Congressman Charles A. Lindbergh Counts American 

“Internationalism” a Serious Mistake 
 

After World War I, Congressman Charles A. Lindbergh, Sr., father of the famous “Lone 

Eagle” who was the first to fly the Atlantic, asked the people of the United States to reconsider 

the policy Washington was pursuing in its foreign affairs. He was particularly concerned about 

how Americans were pushed into World War I. In 1923 he wrote: 

 
 

“Take for example our entry into the World War [in 1917]. We did not think. We elected  

a president for a second term because he said he 'kept us out of war' in his first term. We proved 

by a large vote that we did not want to go to war, but no sooner was the president re-elected than 

the propaganda started to put us to war. Then we became hysterical, as people always have done 

in war, and we believed everything against our enemy and believed only good of our 
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allies and ourselves. As a matter of fact the leaders were  , 

  . They lost their reason and the people followed.... 

 
“We cannot properly blame the people of any of the European nations, unless we blame 

ourselves. None of them were free from danger of the others.... We, however, were not in danger, 

statements by profiteers and militarists to the contrary notwithstanding.... The greatest good we 

could do the world at that time was to    , and that would have been 

infinitely better for ourselves, for we could have helped the world had we conserved our 

resources. 

 

“There never was a nation that did a more un-statesmanlike thing than we did to enter the 

war. We came out without establishing a single for which we entered.... 

 

“The one compelling dut y of America is to put its house in shape, and to stand 

upon an economic system that will make its natural resources available to the intelligence, 

industry and use of the people. When we do that the way to world redemption from the folly of 

present chaos will stand out in our country so clearly, honestly and usefully that we shall be 

   wherever peoples do their own  . (Charles A. Lindbergh, 

Sr., The Economic Pinch, 1923, reprint ed., Omni Publications, Hawthorne, California, 1976, pp. 233-235.) 

 

Visualizing America as a World Peacemaker 
 

As World War II broke out in Europe during September 1939, there was widespread hope 

among Americans that the United States could somehow resist the temptation to become  

involved. Highly perceptive leaders who had served in Washington and knew the tragic 

consequences of “internationalism” as a basic foreign policy raised warning voices against 

participation in another world war. One of these was a former Under-Secretary of State and 

former ambassador to Mexico. As a prominent writer on Constitutional issues, he consistently 

reflected the views of the Founders. In 1939 he gave a speech urging American leaders to 

recognize the role of America as a great world  . Said he: 

 

“America, multi-raced and multi-nationed, is by tradition, by geography, by citizenry, by 

natural sympathy, and by material interest, the great nation of the earth. God 

so it. Drawn from all races, creeds, and nations, our sympathies run to 

every oppressed people. Our feelings engaged on opposite sides of great differences, will in their 

natural course, if held in due and proper restraint, neutralize the one [with] the other. Directed in 

right channels, this great body of feeling for the one side or the other will ripen into sympathy and 

love for all misguided and misled fellowmen who suffer in any cause, and this sympathy and love 

will run out  to all humanity in its woe.... 

 

“One of the great tragedies of the war [World War II] now starting is that every people 

now engaged in it have been led into it without their fully knowing just where they are 

  . The people themselves are largely innocent of this slaughter.... As the 

 
great neutral of the earth, America may play a far greater part in this war.... It is our solemn duty 

to play a better part than we can do by participating in the butchery.... 
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“... having in mind our position as the great world  , and remembering 

that the people of these warring nations have been led into this conflict largely unwittingly, and 

therefore are largely blameless, we should announce our unalterable opposition to any plan to 

starve these innocent peoples involved in this conflict -- the women, the children, the sick, the 

aged, and the infirm -- and declare that when actual and bonafide mass starvation shall come to 

any of them, no matter who they are, we shall do all that we properly may do to see that they are 

furnished with  .... 

 

“If we shall rebuild our lost power and influence by measures such as 

these which will demonstrate our love for humanity, our justice, our fairmindedness ... we shall 

then be where ... we can offer mediation between the two belligerents. 

 

“America, the great neutral, will thus become the of the 

  , which is her manifest destiny if she lives the law of peace.” (Quoted in  the Freemen 

Digest, October  1978, pp. 2-3.) 

 

A New Role for America? 
 

Since the former Under-Secretary of State, J. Reuben Clark, Jr., gave this speech, the 

United States has been involved in three major wars, including the holocaust of World War II. 

Looking back, one cannot help wondering how much happier, more peaceful, and more 

prosperous the world would be if the United States had been following a policy of “separatism” as 

the world's great instead of “internationalism” as the world's great 

  . 
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Twenty-Sixth Principle 
The core unit which determines the strength of 

any society is the family; therefore, 

the government should foster and protect its integrity. 

 
The  -centered culture which developed in America was not the austere 

pattern developed in England or the profligate pattern which characterized France. Alexis de 

Tocqueville compared the American family with that of Europe in the following words: 

 

“There is certainly no country in the world where the tie of  is more 

respected than in America, or where conjugal happiness is more highly or worthily appreciated. In 

Europe almost all the disturbances of society arise from the irregularities of                                           

life. To despise the natural bonds and legitimate pleasure of home is to contract a taste for 

excesses, a restlessness of heart, and fluctuating desires. Agitated by the tumultuous passions that 

frequently disturb his dwelling, the European is galled by the obedience which the legislative 

powers of the state exact. But when the American retires from the turmoil of public life to the 

bosom of his family, he finds in it the image of order and of peace. There his pleasures are simple 

and natural, his joys are innocent and calm; and as he finds that an life is the 

   path to happiness, he accustoms himself easily to moderate his opinions as 

well as his tastes. While the European endeavors to forget his domestic troubles by 

   society, the American derives from his own home that love of order 

which he afterwards carries with him into public affairs.” (Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, 

1:315.) 

 

Equality of Men and Women Under God's Law 
 

The American Founders felt that the legal, moral, and social relationships between 

husband and wife were clearly established by Bible law under what Dr. H. Carlton Marlow has 

described as “differential”  .  (Carlton Marlow and Harrison M. Davis, The American 

Search for  Woman,  Clio Books, Santa Barbara, California,  1976, chapter  5.) 

 

The husband and wife each have their rights appropriate to their 

     in life, and otherwise share all rights in common. The role of the man is “to 

   and  .” The woman's role is to strengthen the family solidarity 

   the and provide a wholesome environment for her husband and children. 

For the purpose of   , the man was given the decision-making responsibilities for 

the family; and therefore when he voted in political elections, he not only cast a ballot for himself, 

but  also for his wife and children. 

 

In theory, God's law made man first in governing his family, but as between himself and 

his wife he was merely among  . The Apostle Paul pointed out 

in his epistle to the Corinthians: 
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“Neither is the man without the woman, neither the woman without the man, in the Lord.” 

(1  Corinthians 11:11.) 

 

“Father” and “Mother” Treated Equally in Scripture 
 

John Locke wrote his Second Essay Concerning Civil Government just as the colonies 

were becoming established, and his thinking was reflected in the family life-style of the American 

colonies more than in England itself. He stressed the responsibility of mother and 

father in rearing the children. He stated that the term “  authority” 

 

“... seems so to place the power of parents over their children wholly in the father, as if the 

mother had no share in it; whereas if we consult reason or revelation, we shall find she has an 

equal  , which may give one reason to ask whether this might not be more properly 

called parental power? For whatever obligation Nature and the right of generation lays on  

children, it must certainly bind them equally to both the concurrent causes of it. And accordingly 

we see the positive law of God everywhere joins them together without  , 

when it commands the obedience of children: 'Honor thy father and thy mother' (Exodus 20:12); 

'Whosoever curseth his father or his mother' (Leviticus 20:9); 'Ye shall fear every man his mother and 

his father' (Leviticus 19:3); 'Children, obey your parents' (Ephesians 6:1), etc., is the style of the Old and 

New Testament.” (John Locke,  Second Essay Concerning Civil Government,  p. 36, par.  52.) 

 

The Early New England Family 
 

There is no doubt that the family life-style of early Americans contributed significantly to 

their success. Speaking of the early New England families, historian Wallace Notestein writes: 

 

“It was the duty of husbands to love their wives and to have due regard for them. It was 

even suggested they should make financial allowances for them, as some Puritan gentlemen did, 

and give them a certain over the  . What is more 

significant, Puritan writers had a great deal to say about the family and its unity. From diaries and 

biographies one gains an impression that husbands and wives in their common effort to bring  

about the kingdom of God on earth lived happily with one another. A common purpose was the 

best of all ties.” (Wallace Notestein, The English People on the Eve of Colonization, 1603-1630, Harper Brothers, 

New York, 1954, p.  168.) 

 

A Note on Benjamin Franklin 
 

Not only was the unity of men and women emphasized, but also the complete 

interdependence of a man and a woman for their happiness. It may seem 

strange to quote Benjamin Franklin on this subject, since certain historians have entertained the 

public for years with the alleged romantic profligacy of the famous Franklin. In point of fact, he 

admits in his autobiography that after running away from his home as a youth he fell in with 

certain rough companions and later had a son whom he named William. Nevertheless, he raised  

his son honorably, and William eventually became governor of New Jersey. With reference to 

Franklin's later life, a specialist on his papers and background at Yale University, Dr. Claude-Anne 

Lopez, says the stories about his “thirteen illegitimate children” and similar wild stories have 
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proven to be  . She says careful research is disclosing that Franklin was not the 

philanderer many writers have represented him to be. (See Alice J. Hail, "Benjamin Franklin: Philosopher of 

Dissent," National Geographic, July 1975, p.  118.) 

 

Benjamin Franklin's Comment on Marriage 
 

From his own pen, we have Franklin at the age of 46 emphasizing the importance of 

marriage as he attempted to dissuade a young friend from taking a mistress. He wrote: 

 

“Marriage is the proper remedy. It is the most   state of man, and 

therefore the state in which you are most likely to find  happiness. Your reasons 

against entering into it at present appear to me not well founded. The circumstantial advantages 

you have in view by postponing it are not only uncertain, but they are small in comparison with 

that of the thing itself, the being married and settled [emphasis by Franklin]. It is the man and 

woman united that make the  human being. Separate, she wants his force of 

body and strength of reason; he, her softness, sensibility, and acute discernment. Together they 

are more likely to succeed in the world. A single man has not nearly the value he would have in 

that state of union. He is an   animal. He resembles the odd half of a pair of 

scissors. If you get a  ,   wife, your industry in your profession, 

with her good economy, will be a fortune sufficient.” (Koch, The American Enlightenment, p. 70.) 

 

Responsibility of Parents to Children 
 

The trilateral construction of the family, consisting of father, mother, and children, raises 

the basic question of the of the parents to the children and the                               

which the children owe their parents. Locke stated that the authority of parents over children is 

based on an important principle of natural law: 

 

“The power, then, that parents have over their children arises from that duty which is 

incumbent on them, to take care of their offspring during the state of 

childhood. To inform the mind, and govern the actions of their yet ignorant nonage,  till 

   shall take its place and ease them of that trouble, is what the children want, 

and the parents are bound to [provide].” (John Locke, Second Essay Concerning Civil Government, p. 37, par. 

58.) 

 

What a Mature Adult Should Know 
 

Locke then went on to point out that once a person has grown to adulthood and learned 

from experience and maturity the proper use of his reason, he should be capable of 

   the revealed laws of God to his daily life: 

 
“When he has acquired that state [of maturity], he is presumed to know how far that law is 

to be his guide, and how far he may make use of his freedom, and so comes to have it; till then, 

somebody else must guide him, who is presumed to know how far the law allows a liberty. If such  

a state of reason, such an age of discretion made him free, the same shall make his son free too. Is 

a man under the law of England? What made him free of that law -- that is, to have the liberty  to 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 180  

dispose of his actions and possessions, according to his own will, within the permission of that 

law? A capacity of knowing that law, which is supposed, by that law, at the age of twenty one, 

and in some cases sooner. If this made the father free, it shall make the son free too. Till then, we 

see the law allows the son to have no will, but he is to be guided by the will of his father or 

guardian, who is to understand for him.... But after that [age of maturity is obtained] the father 

and son are     , as much as tutor and pupil after nonage, equally 

subjects of the same law together, without any dominion left in the father over the life, liberty, or 

estate of his  son.” (John Locke,  Second Essay Concerning Civil Government,  p. 37, par. 59.) 

 

Responsibility of Children to Parents 
 

Locke said that the reciprocal responsibility of children to honor and obey their parents is 

equally specific: 

 

“As He [God] hath laid on them [the parents] an obligation to  , 

  , and   their offspring, so He has laid on the children a 

perpetual obligation of honoring their parents, which, containing in it an inward esteem and 

reverence to be shown by all outward expressions, ties up the child from anything that may ever 

injure or affront, disturb or endanger the     or of those from 

whom he received his [life], and engages him in all actions of defense, relief, assistance, and 

comfort of those by whose means he entered into being and has been made capable of any 

enjoyments of life. From this obligation no     , no    , can absolve 

children.”  (Ibid., p. 39, par. 66, emphasis added) 

 

The State Must Not Interfere with Legitimate Family Relations 
 

The same permanence attaches to the responsibility which parents have for minor children. 

As Locke said: 

 
“The subjection of a minor places in the father a temporary government which terminates 

with the minority of the child.... The nourishment and education of their children [during their 

minority] is a charge so incumbent on parents for their children's good, that nothing can absolve 

them from taking care of it.” (Ibid., par. 67) 

 

It will be appreciated that the strength and stability of the family is of such vital 

importance to the culture that any action by the government to debilitate or cause dislocation in 

the normal trilateral structure of the family becomes, not merely a to the family 

involved, but a to the very foundations of society itself. 



The Five Thousand Year Leap—Student Edition – Page 181  

Twenty-Seventh Principle 
The burden of debt is as destructive 

to freedom as subjugation by conquest. 

“Think what you do when you run in debt; you give to 

another the power over your  .” -- Benjamin Franklin 

 
 

Slavery or involuntary servitude is the result of either subjugation by conquest or 

succumbing to the bondage of debt. 

 

Debt, of course, is simply borrowing against the  . It exchanges a 

present advantage for a future obligation. It will require not only the return of the original 

advance of funds, but a substantial compensation to the creditor for the use of his money. 

 

How Debt Can Benumb the Human Spirit 
 

The Founders knew that borrowing can be an procedure in a time of 

crisis, but they it just the same. They looked upon it as a temporary 

handicap which should be alleviated at the earliest possible moment. They had undergone  

sufficient experience with debt to see its corrosive and debilitating effect, which tends to corrupt 

both individuals and nations. 

 

In the case of the individual, excessive debt greatly the freedom of the 

debtor. It benumbs his spirit, He often feels hesitant to seek a new location or change a   

profession. He passes up financial opportunities which a free man might risk. Heavy debt 

introduces an element of taint into a man's search for happiness. There seems to be a perpetual 

burden every waking hour. There is a sense of being perpetually threatened as he rides the razor's 

edge of disaster. 

 

There is also the sense of -- much like the man who has to make 

payments on a dead horse. It is money spent for pleasures or even needs that are long since past, 

It often means sleepless nights, recoiling under the burden of a grinding weight which is 

constantly increasing with every tick of the clock, and often at usurious rates. 

 

The Founders' Attitude Toward Debt 
 

The Founding Fathers belonged to an age when debt was recognized for the ugly spectre 

that it really is. They considered frugality a virtue, and even when an emergency compelled them 

to borrow, they believed in borrowing  and paying back  . 

Nearly everyone finds it to his advantage or absolute necessity to borrow on occasion. Debt 

becomes the only available means -- a necessary evil. Nevertheless, the Founders wanted the 

nature of debt to be recognized for what it is:  , because it is a form of 

  . 
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As Thomas Jefferson wrote: “The maxim of buying nothing without the money in our 

pockets to pay for it would make our country one of the happiest on earth. Experience during the 

war proved this; and I think every man will remember that, under all the privations it obliged him 

to submit to during that period, he slept sounder and awoke than he can do 

now.”  (Ford, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson, 4:414.) 

 

Debts from Splurge Spending 
 

The Founders felt that the worst kind of debt is that which results from “  ” 

borrowing -- going into debt to enjoy the luxury of extravagantly living 

“beyond one's means.” They knew the seductive snare which this possibility presents to the person 

who is watching other people do it. The English author William Makepeace Thackeray reflected 

those feelings when he wrote these words in Vanity Fair: “How well those live who are 

comfortably and thoroughly in debt: how they deny themselves nothing; how jolly and easy they 

are in their  .”  (Vanity Fair, 2  vols. in 1, Thomas  Y. Crowell Company,  New York, 1893, 1:208.) 

 

But, of course, all the reveling and apparitions of debt financed prosperity disappear like a 

morning mist when it comes time to pay, Extravagant living, waste, and hazardous borrowing 

against the future can reduce the best of us to bankruptcy, abject poverty, and even gnawing 

hunger from lack of the most basic necessities of life. Universal human experience verifies the 

bitter reality of the parable of the prodigal son, who “would fain have filled his belly with the 

husks that the swine did eat”  (Luke 15:16). 

 

The kind of frugality for which the Founders were famous was rooted in the conviction 

that debt should be abhorred like a   . They perceived excessive indebtedness as a 

form of cultural  . 

 

Benjamin Franklin on Splurge Spending 
 

One of the Founders who made his fortune through frugality and financial discipline was 

Benjamin Franklin. He had this to say concerning splurge spending: 

 

“But what madness must it be to run in debt for these superfluities! We are offered, by the 

terms of this vendue, six months' credit; and that perhaps has induced some of us to attend it, 

because we cannot spare the ready money, and hope now to be fine without it. But, ah, think what 

you do when you run in debt; you give to another   over your    . 

If you cannot pay at the time, you will be  to see your creditor; you will 

be in when you speak to him; you will make poor pitiful sneaking    , 

and by degrees come to lose your veracity, and sink into base downright  ; for, 

as Poor Richard says, the second vice is  , the first is running in   . 

And again, to the same purpose, lying rides upon debt's back. Whereas a freeborn Englishman 

ought not to be ashamed or afraid to see or speak to any man living. But poverty often deprives a 

man of all and  : 'Tis hard for an empty bag to stand upright, as 

Poor Richard  truly says.” (Smyth, Writings of Benjamin Franklin, 3:416.) 
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The Founders' Policy Concerning a National Debt 
 

The pioneers of the American commonwealth had the wisdom born of experience to know 

that the debts of a nation are no different from the debts of an individual. The fact that the 

indebtedness is shared by the whole people makes it no less ominous. The Founders knew that  

dire circumstances, such as war or other emergency, could force a nation to borrow, so they 

authorized the federal government to do so in Article I of the Constitution. Nevertheless, they 

considered it a matter of supreme importance for the of a    

people to get out of debt and enjoy complete solvency in order to prosper. 

 

This is reflected in the declaration of Thomas Jefferson when he said: “I, however, place 

economy among the first and most important of republican virtues, and public as the 

greatest of the dangers to be  .” (Bergh, Writings of Thomas  Jefferson,  15:47.) 

 

Should One Generation Impose Its Debts on the Next? 
 

It has always been popular in some countries to justify the practice of passing on the debts 

incurred by one generation to the next for payment. This was justified, particularly in the case of 

war debts, by the rationalization that since war is fought to maintain the independence and 

integrity of the nation, future generations should bear the burden of the cost. 

 

But this was not the view of the American Founding Fathers. They felt that the wars, 

economic problems, and debts of one generation should be paid for by the generation which 

   them. They wanted the rising generation to be genuinely free -- both 

   and  . It was their feeling that passing on their 

debts to the next generation would be forcing the children of the future to be born into a certain 

amount of bondage or involuntary servitude-something for which they had neither voted nor 

subscribed. It would be, in a very literal sense, “  without 

  .” Clearly, they said, it was a blatant violation of a fundamental 

republican principle. 

 

Jefferson Considered an Inherited Debt Immoral 
 

Thomas Jefferson was particularly emphatic on this point. Said he: 

 
“That we are bound to defray [the war's] expenses within our own time, and unauthorized 

to burden posterity with them, I suppose to have been proved in my former letter.... We shall all 

consider ourselves bound to pay them ourselves; and consequently within 

the life [expectancy] of the   .... We must raise, then, ourselves the money for 

this war, either by taxes within the year or by loans; and if by loans, we must repay them 

ourselves, proscribing forever the English practice of perpetual funding.” (Ibid., 13:357-58) 

 

The Founders Establish the Policy of Paying Debts Promptly 
 

From the founding of the nation under the new Constitution, it became a policy of 

supreme importance to pay off the national debt. In his first term, President Washington wrote: 
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“I entertain a strong hope that the state of the national finances is now sufficiently matured 

to enable you to enter upon a systematic and effectual arrangement for the regular redemption and 

discharge of the public debt, according to the right which has been reserved to the government. 

No measure can be more  , whether viewed with an eye to its intrinsic 

importance, or to the general sentiment and wish of the nation.” (Fitzpatrick, Writings of George 

Washington,  32:211.) 

 

The following year the President made it clear that this was no casual suggestion to 

Congress, but a matter of the highest priority: “No pecuniary consideration is more urgent than 

the regular and of the debt; on 

none can delay be more injurious, or an economy of time more valuable.” (Ibid., 33:168) 

 

Just before leaving office, Washington made a final plea to the Congress to exert a greater 

effort to pay off the national debt, if only for the sake of the generation. He said: 

 

“Posterity may have cause to regret if, from any motive, intervals of tranquility are left 

unimproved for accelerating this valuable end.”  (Ibid., 35:319) 

 

The History of the American National Debt 
 

When we trace the history of the national debt, we find that the policy laid down by the 

Founders has been followed by every generation until the  one. One of the 

charts accompanying this chapter reflects the annual national debt from the days of George 

Washington to the present. By carefully tracing the pattern of these debts, we notice that after 

every war or financial emergency involving heavy indebtedness there was an immediate effort to 

pay it off as rapidly as possible. This policy was followed for the sake of the rising generation. 

The citizens of America wanted their  born in freedom, not 

bondage. 

 

In our own day, however, a different attitude toward national fiscal policies has evolved. 

This is not only reflected in the skyrocketing thrust of an astonishing level of national 

indebtedness, but it has been accompanied by an equally profligate explosion in the cost of 

government operations, as reflected in the chart showing “Outlays of the Federal Government: 

1789 to 1981.” (See Appendix) 

 

The Risk in Violating Fundamental Principles 
 

America's contribution to mankind's 5,000-year leap was achieved by rather strict 

adherence to certain fundamental principles which were part of the Founders' phenomenal success 

formula. As we have already seen, some of these most important fundamentals are being 

   if not repudiated in our own day. A most important area of neglect is the 

advice of the Founders concerning national policies. As we examine the outlays 

of the federal government and the U.S. national debt throughout the history of the nation, we find 

a number of notable things. 
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First of all, as we have already observed, each generation of the past tried to pay off the 

national debt. In our own day, the importance of this policy has been de-emphasized. This 

 

development has occurred simultaneously with a policy of de-emphasizing the restraints and literal 

construction of the Constitution. 

 

Beginning with the era of the Great Depression, all three branches of the federal 

government used the climate of to overstep their 

   authority and aggressively undertake to perform tasks not authorized 

by the Founders. Extensive studies by Nobel Prize-winning economist Milton Friedman have 

demonstrated that every one of these adventures in non-Constitutional activities proved 

counter-productive, some of them tragically so. 

 
Secondly, the people were induced to believe that these serious aberrations of 

Constitutional principles would provide a to economic  , 

thereby lifting the people out of the depression. Unfortunately, it was successful only 

  . It gave the people the  that by spending vast 

quantities of borrowed money they would  , when, as a matter of fact, the 

outcome was exactly the opposite, just as the Founders had predicted. 

 

Dr. Milton Friedman points out that after the federal government had spent many billions 

of dollars and had seriously meddled with the Constitutional structure of the nation, the 

unemployment rate was higher in 1938 than it had been in 1932. Had not the crisis of World War 

II sudde nly emerged, which required the spending of many additional billions of borrowed dollars 

and also resulted in absorbing the unemployed work force, the fiscal failure of the    

   experiments would be better remembered by the American people. 

 

Splurge Spending Is Habit-Forming 
 

It is highly significant that the political formula which Harry Hopkins recommended to 

keep a particular administration in power was “  , tax --  , spend -- elect, 

  .” Once the people have been encouraged by their political leaders to indulge in 

splurge spending, the result is like a snowball rolling downhill -- it increases in size and gains in 

speed. This is dramatically demonstrated in the charts. It will be noted that the national budget 

was less than a hundred billion dollars in 1960. Today we spend almost that much just for interest 

on the national debt. And that is more than the entire cost of World War I in real dollars! Since 

1970 the national debt has  . 

 

Today We Are Spending the Next Generation's Inheritance 
 

The figures in these charts are astonishing, but not nearly as significant as the trend of 

thinking among the American people which the figures represent. For the first time in the entire 

history of the United States, a generation of Americans is squandering the    

generation's  . With the national debt at one trillion dollars, there is no 

way in the foreseeable future whereby this generation could possibly liquidate such a mountain of 

accumulated debt. 
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The problem is aggravated by the fact that this generation has also committed itself to pay 

off additional liabilities in the future amounting to approximately eleven trillion dollars. Since  

1972 an effort has been made to compute precisely how extensive these commitments really are, 

 

but it is feared that they may turn out to be even more than the eleven trillion which present 

tabulations indicate. 

The Problem of the “Fix” 
 

Of course, the Founders would understand exactly what this generation is doing to itself. 

It is the very essence of human nature to pursue this disastrous course once the appetite has been 

created to demand it. As a result, American taxpayers now discover themselves playing a role 

almost identical to that of an  on hard drugs. The addict    

his “habit” and the “pusher” who got him into it, but when he is confronted 

with the crisis of needing a “fix” he will plead with tears of anguish for the narcotic remedy. 

 

The “fix,” of course, is not a remedy at all. The real remedy is “  .” 

The addict must escape from the tortuous cycle of vicious repetition which is not solving his 

problem but compounding it. If withdrawal is painful, at least it is not prolonged. The problem is 

primarily a matter of will power -- the determination to change. 

 

Every aspect of this reprehensible example applies to the mood of the American masses 

during recent years. Polemics against the government's profligate spending are vehement. The 

denunciation of high taxes is virtually  . From banker to ditch-digger it is 

eloquently explained how this entire syndrome of big spending, high taxes, oppressive government 

regulations, and mountainous debt is stifling the economy, inhibiting the rate of production, and 

stagnating the wholesome development of the traditional American life-style. Yet, with all of that, 

any Congressman will verify that it has been, at least until recently, almost political suicide to try 

to change the trend. When it comes to cutting programs and reducing costs, balancing the budget, 

and eliminating deficit spending, it is amazing how few will make the necessary adjustment 

without the most violent outcries of protest when it affects them  . But 

then, this would come as no surprise to the Founders. It is called “human nature.” They would 

know that the only solution is to develop the power to make the change. This is not 

easy, but it can be done. 

 

How Can the United States Return to the Founders' Formula? 
 

In recent years, the number of Americans who have become reconciled to the inescapable 

necessity of returning to the Founders' formula has risen to millions. The very circumstances in 

which the American taxpayer finds himself are sufficient to awaken many to recognize the fiscal 

bottomless pit into which the nation is sinking. The vivid of that realization is 

precisely what is needed to arouse the majority of the people to the point where they are willing 

to go through fiscal withdrawal and kick the of splurge spending. 

 

However, Congressmen, the President, and the taxpayers are all asking the same question: 

“Is there any way this can be accomplished without our going through the wringer of a deep 

depression?” 
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This writer believes that there is. By to the fundamental 

   espoused by the Founding Fathers, we can reverse the trend and get 

America back to a formula of prosperity economics without a major crunch or depression. The 

outline for such a plan has already been submitted to the appropriate channels in Congress, and 

these proposals will be included in a forthcoming book entitled The Healing of the Nation. 
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Twenty-Eighth Principle 
The United States has a manifest destiny to be 

an example and a blessing to the entire human race. 

 
“I always consider the settlement of America with reverence and wonder, as the opening 

of a grand scene and design in Providence for the illumination of the 

  , and the emancipation of the slavish part of 

mankind all over the   .” (John Adams) 

 
 

All historians agree that a most singular and important feature of the settlers of America 

was their overpowering sense of  -- a conviction that they were taking part in 

the unfolding of a destiny of divine design which would shower its 

blessings on all mankind.  As historian John Fiske writes: 

 

“They believed that they were doing a wonderful thing. They felt themselves to be 

instruments in accomplishing a kind of “manifest destiny.” Their exodus [from Europe] was that 

of a people who were at length to lay the everlasting foundations of God's 

kingdom upon earth.... This steadfast faith in an unseen ruler and guide was to them a pillar of 

cloud by day and of fire by night. It was of great value. It gave them 

   of purpose and concentration of  , and contributed 

towards making them, like the children of Israel, a people of indestructible vitality and aggressive 

energy.” (Fiske, The Beginnings  of New England, pp. 30, 45.) 

 

This sense of manifest destiny has continued from that day to this and will be found 

expressed in nearly all of the inaugural addresses given by the presidents of the United States. 

However, it is extremely important to distinguish between a sense of and the 

spirit of chauvinism associated with the idea of “                 

superiority.” The former is a call to exemplary leadership and service. The latter is  the arrogant 

presumption of a self-appointed role to conquer and rule. The distinction between the two is 

readily perceived in the writings of the Founders. For example, John Adams wrote: 

 

“I always consider the settlement of America with reverence and wonder, as the opening 

of a grand scene and design in Providence for the illumination of the ignorant, and the 

emancipation of the slavish part of mankind all over the earth.” (Quoted in Conrad Cherry, God's New 

Israel, Prentice-Hall, Englewood  Cliffs,  N.J., 1971], p.  65.) 

 

Thomas Jefferson looked upon the development of freedom under the Constitution as “the 

world's best  ,” and wrote to John Dickinson in 1801  that what had been 

accomplished in the United States “will be a standing and 

   for the aim and imitation of the people of other countries.” (Bergh, Writings of 

Thomas  Jefferson,  10:217.) 
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It was not uncommon for the Founders to stress the responsibility which had been placed 

upo n them to perform a mighty task. As John Adams wrote from England while the Constitution 

was in preparation: 

 

“The people of America have now the best and the greatest 

   in their hands that Providence ever committed to so  small a number.” (Koch, The 

American  Enlightenment,  p. 257.) 

 

Alexander Hamilton emphasized the same point as the Constitution was presented to the 

people for their approval. He wrote: 

 

“It has been frequently remarked that it seems to have been reserved to the people of this 

country, by their conduct and example, to decide the important question, whether 

   of men are really  or not of establishing good 

government from  and   , or whether they are forever 

destined to depend for their political constitutions on   and  .” 
(The Federalist Papers, No. 1, p. 33.) 

 

Failure Considered Treason Against the World 
 

He went on to say that if the people of the United States failed in this mission, it would 

operate to “the general of   .” (The Federalist Papers, No.  1, p. 

33.) John Adams later stated that if the people abandoned the freedom gained by the adoption of 

the Constitution, it would be “  against the hopes of the world.” (Koch, The 

American  Enlightenment,  p. 367.) 

 

John Jay Considers America to Be a Providential Blessing 
 

After the task of structuring a constitutional government had been completed for the first 

free people in modern times, one of the Founders, John Jay, thought he saw in it a manifestation 

of approbation which was too obvious to be denied. He wrote: 

 

“It has often given me pleasure to observe that independent America was not composed of 

detached and distant territories, but that one  , fertile, wide-spreading 

country was the portion of our western sons of liberty.  has in a 

particular manner blessed it with a variety of soils and productions and watered it with 

innumerable streams for the delight and accommodation of its inhabitants. A succession of 

navigable waters forms a kind of chain round its borders, as if to bind it together; while the most 

noble rivers in the world, running at convenient distances, present them with highways for the  

easy communication of friendly aids and the mutual transportation and exchange of their various 

commodities.” 

 

John Jay continued: “With equal pleasure I have often taken notice that Providence has 

been pleased to give this one country to one people -- 

a people descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same language, professing the same 

religion, attached to the same principles of government, very similar in their manners and 
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customs, and who, by their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a 

long and bloody war, have nobly established their general liberty and independence.” 

 

He then concluded as follows: 

 
“This country and this people seem to have been made for each other, and it appears as if 

it was the of Providence that an inheritance so proper and convenient for a 

band of brethren, united to each other by the strongest ties, should never be into a 

number of unsocial, jealous, and  alien sovereignties.” (The Federalist Papers, No. 2, p. 38.) 

 

Jay's estimate of the unique blessing of the land they had inherited proved correct. The 

Founders felt that ultimately their boundaries would extend to the western   , as several 

of the original colonial charters had provided. When this had been accomplished, the vast 

Mississippi drainage basin, extending as it does from the in the west to the 

Appalachians in the  , turned out to be the most fertile and productive piece of real 

estate on this planet. 
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Conclusion 

The Founders knew they were sailing into waters, and they 

knew their ship of state was entirely different from anything else on the face of the earth. True, 

they had examined every kind of political operation known to man, and they had abstracted from 

history every lesson and precaution they could learn, but their own product was  , 

  , and filled with the of a better day. Probably no one summed it 

up better than James Madison when he wrote: 

 

“Is it not the glory of the people of America that, whilst they have paid a decent regard to 

the opinions of former times and other nations, they have not suffered a blind veneration for 

antiquity, for custom, or for names, to overrule the suggestions of their own good sense, the 

knowledge of their own  , and the of their own 

  ? 

 
“To this manly spirit posterity will be indebted for the possession, and the world for the 

example, of the numerous innovations displayed on the American theater in favor of 

   rights and happiness. 

 
“Had no important step been taken by the leaders of the Revolution for which a precedent 

could not be discovered, no government established of which an exact model did not present 

itself, the people of the United States might at this moment have been numbered among the 

melancholy of councils, must at best have been laboring under 

the weight of some of those forms which have  the liberties of the rest of 

mankind.” 

 

Then he concluded:  “Happily for America, happily we trust for the human 

race, they pursued a and more course. They accomplished a 

revolution which has no parallel in the annals of human society. They reared the 

   of governments which have no model on the face of the globe. They formed 

the design of a great Confederacy, which it is incumbent on their to 

   and  .” (The Federalist Papers, No. 14, pp. 104-105; 

emphasis added.) 
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Comments and Endorsements 

GLENN BECK:  This is a story you won't believe. 

It starts with a hundred famished, starving people so desperate for food 

they had to eat their milk cows, slaughter their plough horses, and kill their 

dogs. When that ran out they hunted birds and squirrels, and then trapped 

rats and mice, and finally boiled the leather of their shoes to chew. When 

that was gone, they turned to each other, waiting on the dying for their next 

meal. 

 

It's an ugly tale of starvation and desperation that didn't happen at some far-away place, it 

happened right here in our own backyard - Jamestown, Virginia. 

A Hard Beginning 

 

By Christmas day of 1607, more than two thirds of those first colonists in Jamestown 

were dead. The next year, more settlers arrived but most of them died that winter. The year after 

that came additional arrivals and more deaths - from starvation. It was an experiment in failure 

that repeated its deadly tally for seven terrible years. 
 

The plan was simple, really: plant the first English settlement in America - more of a 

business venture than a colonization - and gather up all that gold. You know, all that gold that 

lies around everywhere? 

 

When word of the colony spread around England, hundreds more crossed the ocean to 

Virginia, each anxious to out-perform the dead who preceded them and prove that a fresh load of 

strong backs and keen minds could stand the rigors of the wilds - after all, English settlers had 

been colonizing faraway places for ages, all over the world, why should the Americas be any 

different? 

 
But the "Starving times" kept killing them off. Of the estimated 9,000 who sailed to 

Virginia, only 1,000 survived.  There were two main reasons why Jamestown wasn't 

working, and this is my point. The first was the problem of habit - everybody had been doing 

things the same old way for more than 5,000 years. 

 

Okay, we made some improvements since the pyramids, but not many. The Jamestown 

settlers traveled in boats not much better than those that sailed the Nile. Their farm tools 

consisted of a shovel, a stick plow and a scythe - about the same as you could pick up at your 

local Baghdad Hardware and Feed back in 3000 B.C. and even though there was an early form 

of China, there was still no Walmart, so their clothing had to be handspun and hand-woven. 

Transportation was by cart and oxen, and their medicine was more superstition than substance - 

and worst of all, most of them died young. 
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The second reason the colony wasn't working was that the leadership didn't bother 

updating the way they ran the place. They started off with communalism - every man could take 

from the general storehouse what he needed and was supposed to give back what he could. In 

theory, everybody would give back enough so they all could survive. After all, shouldn't the 

welfare of the colony be more important than individual welfare? While people would like to 

believe otherwise, the real answer is a resounding no. 

 

The Jamestown experiment backfired. Worse than that, it was a pure disaster - uglier 

than Plato had promised.  It was in fact pure socialism in action. 
 

The men were divided into three’s - a third to start the farm, a third to build the fort, and a 

third to head off into the woods and find gold. Naturally everybody slipped away to go hunt for 

gold and they neglected the fort and the farm. Oh yes, some of them bothered the local Indians 

and were shot with arrows - back in those days the welcome wagon was nowhere in sight. 
 

The big fix didn't come until 1614. That's when the colony leadership realized it wasn't 

a lack of food that kept killing off the settlers - it was a famine of knowledge of correct 

principles. 
 

Sir Thomas Dale spotted it immediately that year when he first stepped off the boat and 

into a stagnated mass of unmotivated colonists. It seemed obvious that the problem was - the 

men were lazy because they had no investment in the land - they had no private property. 
 

Without asking permission from the colony's shareholders, Dale went ahead and gave 

three acres of land to the old timers, less to the newly arrived, and asked only that in return they 

provide two barrels of corn for the store house at harvest time.  It's amazing what a little 

freedom can do for the downtrodden! 

 

The colonists were thrilled. They dropped what they were doing and hurried about 

clearing their land, plowing their ground, planting, dunging, watering - whatever they could do 

have their own food for the winter. By that fall, the storehouse was full thanks to the two-barrel 

tax, and the people were alive. Tobacco came later, and suddenly the colony took root and 

started on the road to prosperity. 
 

Why Jamestown Was Different 

 

Jamestown was different from other colonies because it finally shed its failing ways and 

started practicing free enterprise principles - the freedom to own and control property, and enjoy 

its fruits. Years later these ideas worked their way into Adam Smith and his famous book, The 

Wealth of Nations. 

 

The blood of these pioneers started the groundswell that brought us the first popular 

assembly of legislative representatives in the western hemisphere. Their descendants included 

many of the foremost intellects who built the framework for our future United States of America: 
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Thomas Jefferson, author of the Declaration of Independence; James Madison, "Father of 

the Constitution," George Washington, hero-general of the War for Independence; George 

Mason, author of the first American Bill of Rights in Virginia. Four of the first five presidents of 

the United States sprang from this fire-tested colony. 
 

Two Hundred Years Later 

 
What's two hundred years in the history of the world? Nothing really - maybe an average 

Chinese dynasty - it's a blink. Two hundred years after the Constitution was signed, the great 

"noble experiment" of America's Declaration of Independence and free-enterprise economics 

had produced phenomenal results. 

 

The United States started accumulating a fantastic list of achievements in technology, 

politics and economics never before witnessed in the history of humankind. The spirit of  

freedom infected people all around the globe, and free-market economics unleashed creativity 

and brilliance in nations everywhere. A literal explosion of progress crackled wherever freedom 

could reach. Electricity, the internal combustion engine, nuclear energy, aircraft, electronics, 

communications, travel to the moon or the bottom of the sea - suddenly, nearly anything seemed 

possible. 

 

People started living longer - double the average lifespan of a few centuries before. Our 

homes, quality of food and clothing, the luxuries of central air and heat, running water and 

flushing toilets, common-day travel around the globe, tens of millions of books, increased 

capacity to invent and understand, educational advances for the average student, cures, 

entertainment, and non-stop movies on TV or your iPod - all came about not just in America but 

to benefit the entire world. 

 

In just 200 years, the human race made a 5,000 year leap! 
 

Can we Lose it? 

 
Every generation feels it must re-invent the sociological wheel. If we were still taught 

these basics in school, maybe we could skip a few years of stupidity, but it's too late for our 

generation. We have to pay our stupid tax. 

 

For a hundred years, social and political experiments outside of the Constitution and 

prosperity principles have played havoc with our culture, and now we're making the same dumb 

mistakes prior failed cultures have made. 

 

So, we've got to ask: Are we really better off under the decay of freedom that we have 

today, than we were back when that nasty old Constitution dictated everything? 

 

Dr. Skousen points out when it comes to the physical sciences, knowledge and discovery 

is added to the main body of knowledge as time passes - it builds on the lessons of the past. 

But the same doesn't happen with the social sciences. 
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Dr. Skousen warns us that when we don't teach the rising generation those cultural and 

moral lessons that keep society healthy and safe, the people end up making the same mistakes - 

and not just once, but half a dozen times or more. We're doing it right now, he says, and muddle 

our lives with "drugs, riots, revolutions, and terrorism; predatory wars, unnatural sexual 

practices; merry-go-round marriages; organized crime; neglected and sometimes brutalized 

children; plateau intoxication; debt-ridden prosperity; and all the other ingredients of insanity 

which have shattered twenty mighty civilizations in the past." And he made that list 30 years  

ago! 

 

To that list I would add these other mistakes that are leading us down a dead-end road: 

the bailout "un-stimulus program," nationalization of our banks and auto industry, the loss of 

secret balloting for union activities, taxation without representation, morally bankrupt standard 

bearers, tax cheats running government programs, pork-barrel spending, locking up natural 

resources, punishing the productive, rewarding the lazy, squelching opposing viewpoints, 

redistributing the wealth, creating an entitlement mentality, granting more rights to illegals than 

our own citizens, a fear of our fellow citizens and loss of pride in the greatness of this nation - 

and generally the ignoring of our Constitutional rights, privileges and opportunities. 
 

The 28 Great Ideas That Helped Change the World 

 

There is no reason why our American way of life should be drowning in the same 

mistakes of those failed empires of the past, except for perhaps this one - as a culture we've 

stopped teaching and practicing the true principles of prosperity. 
 

There are 28 great ideas that helped change our world, and the funny thing is, the 

American Founding Fathers hardly invented a single one of them. But they did find them, and 

brought them all together in a single document that has blessed this great nation and the entire 

world. 

 
These ideas didn't all come together at once. After Jamestown, it took 180 years to pull 

these great concepts together so that true and lasting freedom was born. 

 

It worked so well so fast that after just two years as a nation, George Washington was 

able to write, "The United States enjoy a scene of prosperity and tranquility under the new 

government that could hardly have been hoped for." And the very next day in another letter he 

said, "Tranquility reigns among the people with that disposition towards the general government 

which is likely to preserve it.. .. Our public credit stands on that [high] ground which three years 

ago it would have been considered as a species of madness to have foretold." (The Writings of 

George Washington, Vol. 31: 316-317, 318-319) 
 

It is Time to Get Back to Basics 

 
In some ways, during parts of 2007 and 2008 I experienced one of the most difficult 

periods of my life. There had been other times where I experienced financial and family troubles, 

but this was bigger. I had begun to lose hope. I began to see the massive problems that we - as a 

nation and as a  people -- were facing. It seemed like no matter how hard I tried, I couldn't come 
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up with a way it could resolve itself. The more I looked, the more I wished I hadn't looked. 

How can I hand this country to my children and grandchildren in better shape than it was given to 

me? 

 
Without any answers, I spiraled into a sort of despair. How do you fix these problems? 

How do you fix the economic nightmare that is on its way caused by overspending, massive debt, 

and giant social programs? How do you protect your kids and country from a force that doesn't 

have a uniform? What's the right balance between security and liberty? How do you cure American's 

lack of faith in their government when the political parties are intentionally dividing us? 

 
Then one day in the spring, I was walking down the Avenue of the Americas in  

Manhattan and the answer came to me. It was so dramatic that it made me stop in the middle of 

the sidewalk and laugh out loud. The answer was obvious and best of all, the thinking and 

worrying had already been done for me. The questions that we face were foreseen by the greatest 

group of Americans to ever live; our Founding Fathers. They knew we would be grappling with 

issues like  the ones we face today at some point, so they designed a ship that could withstand 

even the mightiest storm. They also knew that we would eventually lose our way and that we 

would need a beacon to lead our way back. 

 

I often times have wondered why the Constitution appears as it does. Why those three 

words "We the people," are so large. After all, it's not like James Madison wrote those three 

words then realized, "Oh shoot, I can't use this sized font or we'll run out of space!" They did it 

for a reason. The answer is not the government, it's not a politician, it's not a policy; it's always 

"We the people." 
 

Unfortunately, many of us have been so misinformed or suffer from such a high degree of 

apathy, that we have no idea who our founders really were. We don't understand how they lived, 

what rights they were actually trying to protect, and what our responsibilities are to ensure that 

protection. 
 

Within a couple of weeks after that revelation on the sidewalk a friend -without 

solicitation-sent me a copy of this book. He said, "Glenn, I don't know if you've ever read this, 

but it's the simplest, easiest way for Americans of all ages to understand the simple yet brilliant 

principles our founders based this country on." 
 

After reading it, I realized a couple of things. One, its author - was years ahead of his 

time. And secondly, our founders were thousands of years ahead of their time. My hope is that 

all Americans young and old will spend the time with this book to understand why we are who 

we are. The words of our Founding Fathers have a way of reaching across any political divide. 

They are words of wisdom that I can only describe as divinely inspired. They are here for us to 

help solve the unsolvable - and they are the reason why we have for so long been the greatest 

nation on earth. But most importantly, in these pages, you will find hope.  I know that I  have. 
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I Want Your Solemn Promise 

 

Right now, right this very moment, I want you to make me  a promise. 

 

Promise me you will read this book cover to cover in the next 30 days - sooner if you 

can. Promise me you will pass this book along to somebody else when you're done. Commit 

them to read it in 30 days. 

 

Promise me you will write down the 28 ideas and teach them to your children, your 

neighbors, your friends - Now is the time to get out of our comfort  zone. 
 

You, me, all of us were born for this day, to stand responsible before God and future 

generations to keep this torch of freedom lit, and bear it away from ruin. Twenty failed empires 

of the past give ample proof that no generation having tasted freedom and then lost it has ever 

tasted it again. 

 

Do you remember our resolve on September 12, our promise to each other to link arms 

and face the coming storms together? Those storms are now boiling overhead - our Republic is 

at stake. You don't have to be like Washington's troops and track bloody footprints through the 

snow at Valley Forge, let's pray to God we never have to go there again. To fight this battle you 

need to read, to understand. Learn these 28 ideas, make them your own, put them on the fridge, 

the bathroom mirror, on your forehead, I don't care - just know them by heart, that's all I ask. 

And yes - there will be a quiz. There's always a quiz. 

 

Remember those minutemen in the days of our Revolutionary War? Do you remember 

their job, to be ready to defend the encroachment of the Redcoats with a minute's notice? If you 

were called upon to preserve our freedom, to save our Constitution, could you be ready - could 

you answer in a minute? 

I want you to think of this - 

 

One of my favorite Bible stories is Joshua and the battle of Jericho. Remember how they 

marched around the city and all at once blew their horns and the walls went tumbling down? 

That's us all over the place. We are the troops. The truth  is our trumpet. And the walls are 

those same old tired ideas forced on us today - ideas that didn't work at Jamestown, and certainly 

won't work now. 

 
The power is ours to blast our horns and shake those rotted scales off our freedoms, 

shake them to rubble and get our country back. Read this book and discover we're a lot like 

Joshua - They don't surround us, we surround them! 

 
But  you've got to have your horn ready - now is the time.  Promise Me. 

 
--Glenn Beck, March 2009 
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honesty 

order 

things 

reasoning 

true 

sin 

author 

goodness 

universal 

 
 

Page 39 

mind 

status 

wisdom 

right 

law 

right 

commonwealth 

 
 

Page 40 

first 

great 
thyself 

obedience 

social 

impossible 

foundation 

glue 

love 

 
 

Page 41 

education 

justice 

all 

ignorant 

unskillful 
God’s 

just 

unjust 

standards 

 
 

Page 42 

injustice 

bad 

loving 

concerned 

God’s 
moral 

virtuous 

rights 

duties 

limited 

powers 

 
 

Page 43 

peaceful 

self 

contract 



 

marriage 

reparation 

arms 

representation 

people’s 
self -evident 

 

PRINCIPLE #2 

morally 

morality 

corrupt 

selfish 

masters 

any virtue 

Golden 

whole 

fear 

 
 

Page 46 

faith 

confidence 

honest 

property 

government 

extort 

abuse 

 
 

Page 47 

guarantee 

private 

social 

extravagance 

idleness 

refinements 

maintained 

 
 

Page 48 

people 

hereditary 

earned 

learned 

indispensable 

caution 

youth 

education 

 
 

Page 49 

virtue 

only 
slaves 
secret 

 
PRINCIPLE #3 

corrupt 

wise 

virtuous 

virtue 

wisdom 

firm 

unshaken 
mourn 

mixture 

angels 

public, 

virtue 

all 

none 
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should 

duty 

survive 

wealth 

station 
influence 

virtue 

talents 

wealth 

birth 

threats 

refused 

sacred 

others 

drafted 

 

Page 53 

founding 

preserving 

divine 

passions 

interests 

idol 

truth 

home 

country 
duty 

 

Page 54 

trusted 

monetary 

mistake 

declined 

gratis 

honor 

 

Page 55 

softer 
ambitions 

avarice 

power 

money 

violent 

dishonorable 

sacrifice 
selfish 

salaries 

offices 

 
Page 56 

more 
less 
plunder 

pleasure 

executive 

monarchial 

money 

lands 

kingly 

mistake 

 
Page 57 

George 

Washington 
wise 

good 

taxes 

 

Page 58 

uncorrupted 

corrupted 

profit 
lessened 

developed 

Founders 

beliefs 

truths 

reject 

denominations 

 

Page 59 

reasoning 
Third 

Force 

testing 

quality 

positive 

reason 

truth 

 
PRINCIPLE #4 

first 

religion 

morality 

schools 

fellowmen 

right 

wrong 

awareness 

understanding 

Farewell 

indispensable 

 
 

Page 62 

national 

foundation 

any 

universally 

sound 

worshipped 

immortal 

recognize 
worship 

moral 

 
 

Page 63 

responsible 

America 
government 

happiness 

schools 

all 

principles 

united 

cornerstone 

indispensable 

patriotism 

subvert 

 
Page 64 

Democracy 
religious 
first 

whole 

enemies 
duties 

alliance 

dissolved 

 
 

Page 65 

man 
man 

influence 

prevents 

forbids 

religion 

country 

features 

public 

appointments 



 

Page 66 

allies 

stability 

state 

religion 

Christianity 
liberty 

principles 

values 

safeguard 

aflame 

righteousness 

good 

great 

legal 

equality 

 
 

Page 67 

none 

state 

basis 
law 

religion 

life 

 
 

Page 68 

freedom 

equality 

federal 

state 

state 

Congress 
remain 

states 

 
 

Page 69 

judiciary 

tribunals 

church 

state 

federal 

encouraged 

fiber 
tone 

 
 

Page 70 

encouraging 

good 

happiness 
public 

common 

together 
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heart 
soul 
Locke 

Blackstone 

civil 
property 

protecting 

 
 

PRINCIPLE #5 

dependent 

responsible 
foundation 

intelligent 

engineering 

irrational 
I 

Am 

something 

nothing 

 
 

Page 74 

superior 

compassion 

love 
right 

wrong 

justice 

humor 

thoughtful 

all 

Blackstone 

 
 

Page 75 

depart 

nature 

revelation 

anxious 

able 

sixty-seven 

acknowledge 
adore 

 
 

Page 76 

frequency 

security 

confidence 
Christian 

 
 

PRINCIPLE #6 

Page 77 

created 
3 

God 

law 

rights 

law 

rights 
fraud 

 
 

Page 78 

protecting 
equally 

justice 

ballot 

employment 

pulpit 

print 

minorities 

outsiders 

insiders 

 
 

Page 79 

attract 

first 
English 
culture 

embarrassment 

 
 

Page 80 

patience 

espionage 

protested 

sons 
Japanese 

American 

freedom 

education 

college 

England 

corrupting 

debilitating 

 
 

Page 81 

60s 

Marxist 

destroy 

revolution 

blacks 

counter 

eight 

jail 

free 

Page 82 

1789 

freedom 

rights 

voting 

results 

capacity 

grades 

liberty 

 
PRINCIPLE #7 

haves 

nots 

themselves 

police 

natural 

appeal 

leveling 

goods 

equal 

 
 

Page 84 

justice 

guaranteed 

large 

peasants 

¾ 

prosper 

rich 
private 

locked 

hard 

 
 

Page 85 

prosper 

together 

prosperity 

poverty 

prosperous 

freest 
gracious 

protect 

provide 

unconstitutional 

counter-productive 

idleness 

 
 

Page 86 

mandate 

idleness 

extravagance 
earnest 

appreciation 

 
PRINCIPLE #8 

directly 

exclusively 

natural 

human 



 

abridge 

destroy 

vested 

lawmakers 

 
 

Page 90 

own 

certain 

among 

 
 

Page 91 

equally 

acquiring 

possessing 

pursuing 

obtaining 

Property 

seeking 
obtaining 

security 

liberty 

property 

 
 

Page 92 

enjoying 
defending 
own 

life 

preserving 
developing 

perfecting 

superior 

 

PRINCIPLE #9 

good 

evil 

Scriptures 

oath 
vain 

 
 

Page 94 

public 
private 
police 

self 

wickedness 

himself 

laws 

superior 
countries 

times 

 
Page 95 

criminal 

Page 96 

restore 

reparation 

Israelites 

Anglo-Saxons 

victim 
counter 

sacred 

human 

unthinkable 

 
 

Page 97 

restored 

contradict 

conformable 

law 

of 

nature 

protected 

rulers 

 
PRINCIPLE #10 

they 

divine 

kings 

consent 

freemen 

themselves 
Glorious 

people 

obeyed 

title 

 
 

Page 100 

servants 

equals 

freeman 

authority 

delegated 

any 

Page 101 

alone 

 

PRINCIPLE #11 

sufferable 

accustomed 

absolute 

preservation 

property 
majority 

only 

 
 

Page 104 

one 
himself 

submit 

revolt 

private 

majority 

all 
intolerable 

inadequate 

contrary 

liberty 

 
PRINCIPLE #12 

Republic 

never 

indefinitely 

incompatible 

person 

representatives 

agents 

 
 

Page 106 

limited 
good 
60 

Socialism 

use 

profit 

 

Page 107 

property 

all 

deceptive 

mobocracy 

rights 

them 

respect 

 
 

Page 108 

fixed 

progress 

Wilson 

democracy 

opinion 

molding 

people’s 

 
 

Page 109 

meaningless 
United 

States 
attack 

unconstitutional 

eroded 

out-dated 

obsolete 

archaic 

 
PRINCIPLE #13 

confidence 

mischief 

people 

leaders 

least 

cause 

trusting 

dangerous 

silence 

 
 

Page 112 

strictly 

reason 

eloquence 

force 
dangerous 

fearful 

good 

evil 

nature 

abuse 

human 

nature 

 
 

Page 113 

gradual 

silent 
one 

 

PRINCIPLE #14 

possessing 

developing 

disposing 

capacity 
responsibility 

private 

necessity 

exclusiveness 

 
 

Page 116 

incentive 

fruits 

force 

invite 

extension 

life 

essence 

labor 

work 
his 

nothing 

private 



 

Page 117 

all 

his 

labor 

in 

of 

to 

Property 
individual 

liberty 

property 

life 

worth 

slave 

desirable 

free 

fast 

critical 

 
 

Page 118 

preservation 
end 

secured 

liberty 
protect 

general 

concern 

 
 

Page 119 

letter 

spirit 

private 

private 

encourages 

weakens 

 
PRINCIPLE #15 

Adam 

best 

first 

natural 

free 

production 

interference 

supply 

demand 

competition 

Profits 

worthwhile 

quality 

quantity 

reduced 

Page 122 

maximum 
try 

buy 

sell 

fail 

five 

six 

one-half 

prices 

wages 

production 

distribution 
monopolies 

subsidizing 

legitimate 

force 

Fraud 

Monopoly 

Debauchery 

 
 

Page 123 

limit 
punish 
promote 
confidence 

redistribution 

system 

regulation 
strong 

regulatory 

archaic 

 
 

Page 124 

blame 

deprecating 

vacuum 

republic 

controls 

twenties 

colleges 

ceased 

heritage 

ignorant 
Marx’s 

myths 

 
 

Page 125 

hard 

living 

literature 

important 
starting 

monetary 

independent 

Page 126 

coin 

value 

metal 

gold 

silver 
private 

bank 

control 

inflation 

deflation 

Congress 

fractional 

fictitious 

 
 

Page 127 

bust 

debt 

sowing 

reaping 

debt 

wealth 

blessing 
dreams 

Congress 

existing 

cost 

without 
monetary 

reform 

Page 128 

saddled 

bridled 

 
PRINCIPLE #16 

monarchy 

aristocracy 

democracy 

Roman 
40 

direct 

wealth 

masses 

whole 
tyranny 

oligarchy 

mob 

 
 

Page 130 

equals 

abuse 

Spirit 

Laws 

greatest 

separation 

coordinated 

Page 131 

executive 

legislature 

independent 

liberty 

arbitrary 
violence 

oppression 

30 

credit 

blame 

several 

3 

1 

 
 

Page 132 

federal 
committee 

Adams 

suspected 

unpopular 

divine 

 
 

Page 133 

I 

sons 

their 
unpopular 

separate 

laws 

men 

monument 
Page 134 

last 

noble 

king 

 
 

PRINCIPLE #17 

unworkable 

complete 

absolute 

checks 

checks 

balances 

balanced 

tyranny 

 

Page 136 

states 

federal 

power 

judiciary 

president 

executive 

states 



 

taxes 

people 

 

Page 137 

only 

power 
None 

internal 

means 

proper 

separate 

dependent 

 

Page 138 

encroach 

delegate 

mutually 

divine 

miracle 

House 

Senate 

Senate 
House 

veto 

2/3 

executive 

treaties 

 
Page 139 

laws 
support 

discretionary 

review 

restrict 

impeach 

nominate 

appropriations 

amendments 

terminate 

people 

maintain 
themselves 

 

Page 140 

encroachment 
guardian 

usurpation 
weapon 

built-in 

army 

stay 

self-repair 

threat 

no 

quietly 

peacefully 

Page 141 

violence 
political 

 

PRINCIPLE #18 

unwritten 

written 

Magna 

Charta 
Petition 

Rights 

Rights 

permanent 

principle 

practice 

Mayflower 

 

Page 144 

Crown 

we 

Freemen 

church 

Father 

strongest 

legislate 
many 

individual 

Page 145 

committee 

stronger 

 
PRINCIPLE #19 

defining 

chains 

states 
people 

people 

reserved 

evil 

love 

power 

 

Page 148 

limited 

dominant 

rival-ship 

instrument 
Senators 

state 

veto 

protection 

popular 

states 

lost 

Page 149 

no 
senators 

state 

popular 

 
PRINCIPLE #20 

every 

eingle 
majority 

bind 

Obligation 

Submit 

Impossible 

 

Page 152 

amendments 

overriding 

embarrass 

destroy 

respectable 

delays 

negotiation 

sacred 

laws 

language 
education 

self 

asset 

 

PRINCIPLE #21 

centralization 

destroys 

local 

central 

voluntarism 
key 

wards 

wisest 

 

Page 154 

robbed 

freemen 
tradition 

they 

entire 

central 

good safe 

divide 

state civil 

cures 

powers 

 

Page 155 

possible 
whole 

defined 

numerous 

indefinite 

eternal 

ordinary 

internal 

small 

cohesive 

independent 

within 

united 

foreign 
commerce 

simple 

inexpensive 

few 

local 

Washington 

robbed 

valuable 

usefulness 

impaired 

 
PRINCIPLE #22 

whims 
worst 

nothing 

secure 

defined 

fear 

act 

liberty 

law 
protection 

declared 

peace 

quiet 

property 

free 

fixed 

 

Page 158 

passion 

reason 

any 

few 

force 

law 

man 

wisdom 

loyal 

scientific 

second 

negative 

positive 

good 

evil 

abolish 

restrain 

preserve 

enlarge 
understand 
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changed 

voluminous 

incoherent 

understand 

 
PRINCIPLE #23 

whole 

destiny 

indispensable 

50 

100 

boys 

crime 

town 
care 

expense 

read 

write 

comet 

earthquake 

knowledge 

civility 

liberty 

knowledge 

committees 

 
 

Page 162 

visit once 

town 
reading 

writing 

arithmetic 

self 

started 

enlightened 

religion 

history 

constitution 

 
 

Page 163 

acquainted 
curious 
present 

Bible 

axe 

newspapers 

moral 

rights 

participating 

politics 
end 

aim 

Page 164 

education 

Webster 

correct 

Bible 

faith 
doctrine 

morals 

religion 

revelation 

responsibility 

dignity 

equality 

mistake 

 
PRINCIPLE #24 

free 

civilized 

prosperity 

predatory 

Singly 

virtuous 
adequately 

security 

heaven 

lawful 

Peace 

strength 

fame 

peace 

prepared 

Protection 

obedience 

 

Page 166 

numbers 

wealth 

neglect 

sheep 
wolves 

lovers 

grudge 

impost 

peace 

war 

hearts 

navy 

structuring 
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prepared 

preserving 

waiting 

armed 

disciplined 

interdependence 

independent 

complacency 

divine 

defense 

duties 

British 

Spanish 

 

Page 168 

reputation 

weakness 

ready 

wicked 

unnatural 
apathy 

life 

liberty 

property 

gift 

peace 

strength 

preparedness 

discouraged 

 
PRINCIPLE #25 

Friendship 

alliance 

separatism 
all 

sectional 

international 

faith 

justice 

all 

peace 

harmony 

all 

 

Page 170 

hatred 

fondness 

slave 

attachment 
concessions 

jealousy 

awake 

foes 

 

Page 171 

impartial 

commercial 

political 

artificial 

permanent 

honesty 

temporary 

 
Page 172 

begging 

favors 

independence 

broils 

freedom 

Manifest 

Destiny 
Freedom 

education 

progress 

 
Page 173 

all 

new 

noble 

insulate 

whole 

financial 

League 
foreign 

bad 

 
 

Page 174 

all 
bad 

vicious 

stay 

out 

principle 

own 

copied 

thinking 

peacemaker 

neutral 

designed 
bound 

 

Page 175 

neutral 

food 

moral 

peacemaker 

world 

peacemaker 

policeman 

 
PRINCIPLE#26 

family 

marriage 

domestic 

orderly 

surest 

agitating 
equality 

specific 

role 

protect 

provide 

in 



 

home 

order 

first 

equals 

 

Page 178 

equal 

paternal 

title 

distinction 

control 

household 

mutual 

 

Page 179 

myths 

natural 

solid 
complete 

incomplete 

prudent 

healthy 

duty 

respect 

imperfect 

reason 

applying 

 
 

Page 180 

equally 

free 

nourish 

preserve 
bring 

up 

happiness 

life 

state 

freedom 

threat 
menace 

 

PRINCIPLE #27 

liberty 

future 

honorable 

deplored 
curtails 

potential 

waste 

frugally 

promptly 

evil 

bondage 

 

Page 182 

happier 

splurge 

temporary 

minds 

plague 

disease 
power 

liberty 

ashamed 

fear 

excuses 

lying 

lying 

debt 

spirit 

virtue 

 
Page 183 

survival 
free 

debt 

feared 

incurred 

politically 

economically 

taxation 

representation 

morally 

majority 

 

Page 184 

desirable 

redemption 

discharge 

public 

next 

present 

adult 

children 

neglected 
fiscal 

 

Page 185 

emergency 
constitutional 

short-cut 

prosperity 

politically 

illusion 

prosper 

new 

deal 

tax 

spend 

elect 

tripled 
next 

inheritance 

Page 186 

addict 

denounces 

despises 

withdrawal 

universal 
personally 

will 

shock 

habit 

 

Page 174 

returning 
principles 

 
PRINCIPLE #28 

ignorant 

earth 

mission 

manifest 
chosen 

moral 

clearness 

strength 

mission 

perverted 

racial 

hope 

monument 

example 

 

Page 190 

opportunity 

trust 

societies 

capable 

reflection 
choice 

accident 

force 

misfortune 

mankind 

treason 

divine 

connected 

Providence 

connected 

united 
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design 
split 

sea 

Rockies 
east 

Conclusion 

uncharted 
unique 

bold 

promise 

situation 

lessons 

experience 

private 

public 

victims 

misguided 

crushed 
whole 

new 

noble 

fabrics 

successors 

improve 

perpetuate 
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