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THEY MADE A NATION-our Nation-the U.S.A.: but to most of us
"THEY" are only names in a history
book. We call them "the Founding
Fathers"; and we know ( or we are
told) that what they did in Philadelphia in 1787 was most important for
our lives today. But do they seem
quite real to you-quite human, like
yourseli-or more like statues, or like
figures in a painting, always posing,
never troubled, never doubtful? If
history makes these men appear to
you unreal or shadowy, it's time to
take another look.
They once were young as you are
-they had colds and toothachesthey were angry, sorry, and afraidthey went to school-they wondered
what to do when they grew up. Their
fortunes varied. Some, like Washington, were very great and very famous;
some much less so. They all met opposition, both from honest men who
disagreed with them and from smallminded enemies. The men who made
our Constitution were as human and

alive as anybody ever was, or is today.
What makes men great? Not living
in the clouds, above the cares and
sorrows of their fellows, but struggling with the questions of their day.
If what they do is something that will
make a difference ever afterwardsand if they do it well-their names go
down in history, because they did that
great thing greatly.
What makes a nation great? The
power in every one of us to show the
virtue and the courage of the great
in smaller matters-even in our own
affairs; and THIS BESIDES: the will
to choose, to follow, to support the
men we know are honest, loyal, and
devoted to the common good. Democracy requires a sense for greatness
in the hearts of ordinary men and
women.
Democracy is going through a time
of bitter trial. What Lincoln said in
his day can be said no less in oursthat we "shall nobly save or meanly
lose the last, best hope of earth.".
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The Great Man Come, to Town

If you had been alive on a day in
May, 1787, you might have been in
on something big. You might have
been one of the crowd in Philadelphia, waiting on Market Street to see
George Washington arrive. He came
in a carriage, with the crack City Cavalry Troop clattering behind him.
Everybody was there who could get
there-the army officers, the very important people, and a shouting mass
of citizens. When the bells began to

ring, you might have been pushing to
get a better view or hoisting your kid
brother onto your shoulders, so that
you and he, years later, could say that
you had seen the Father of his Country come to Philadelphia that day.
Washington came as a delegate
from Virginia to attend the Federal
Convention, which was to hold its
first meeting the following Monday
morning, May 14th. As he rode triumphantly into the city, neither the great
man himself nor the crowd that lined
Market Street knew what lay ahead
9

of him. During the coming summer,
he was going to preside over a group
of Americans who earned undying
fame by producing the Constitution
of the United States.
That Constitution was our greatest
experiment. It worked. If it hadn't
worked, the United States of America
might never have lived. The delegates to that Convention made a
nation.

It All Happened Here
The American Revolution had
ended four years before. It was a long
time brewing. It took years to get the
people mad enough with George III
of England to rebel against him; and
there were many who never wanted
to declare our independence if it
could possibly be avoided. Then the
Revolutionary War lasted eight years.
Several times the American cause was
on the very edge of defeat, mostly
because too few people were ready
to stick it out. The whole period was
one of confusion and bitterness for
Americans.
When the British decided to call it
off and signed on the dotted line in
1783, Tom Paine wrote, "The times
that tried men's souls are over." He
could not have been more wrong.
The confusion and bitterness didn't
stop. The war was over, but not the
quarrels among the people. The thirteen original States were independent,
but they were not really united. Under
the Articles of Confederation, people
could move freely from one State to
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another and become citizens of the
new State, just as we move from State
to State today. But most of the people
thought of their own State as their
country and the other States almost
as foreign countries. Each State was
free-free enough to pick a fight with
the State next to it, with no power
above them all to stop the rows they
got into. Although the country was
called the United States of America,
the emphasis was on the word States
rather than on the word United.
New York began to tax Connecticut
sellers of firewood and New Jersey

vegetable growers as if they were trying to dump cheap foreign goods on
the market. Connecticut hit back by
refusing to trade with the New Yorkers. New Jersey slapped an eighteenhundred-dollar-a-year tax on a lighthouse which New York had built ori
Jersey's Sandy Hook. Men from New

Hampshire, New York, and what is
now Vermont started shooting at one
another to see who should settle and
control the Green Mountain district.
In Pennsylvania, a band of militiamen
drove peaceful Connecticut settlers
out of Pennsylvania's Wyoming Valley
at gun point and told them to start
walking home on the long-abandoned
and boggy Lackawaxon Road. It was
a case of dog eat dog in those days as
far as the States were concerned.
Nor was life within the separate
States any better. Merchants and
farmers, Tories and Patriots, men of
property and debtors, soldiers of the
Continental Army and civilians were
constantly at one another's throats. It
seemed as if the desire for '1ife, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness"
had given way to "I want mine, and
the devil take the hindmost." Europeans heard these lurid tales, which
lost little in the telling, and indulged
themselves in smug I-told-you-so's.
We were in a pretty bad mess during
the years following the Revolution,
the years known as the "Critical Period." Just how bad things were is
very hard for us to understand.

terms of gold. We believe Uncle, and
so do people with whom we trade in
other lands. As a result, when we wish
to buy or sell something for cash, we
know the value of our money and we
buy or sell depending upon whether
the price is right, not upon what kind
of money we shall give or receive.
Prices may go up; but we aren't afraid
Uncle Sam's dollars won't be accepted,
at home or abroad. This was not the
case in the "Critical Period."
The hard money which was in circulation in those days-coin or specie,
as we call it-came mostly from England, France, Spain, and Holland. A

Money Trouble&
Today we complain bitterly about
prices. But when we go to town with
a couple of dollars in our pocket, we
know pretty well what and how much
they will buy. Uncle Sam has told us
that each dollar is worth 13.71 grains
of pure gold, or putting it differently,
each dollar is worth 59.06 cents in

merchant had to know how to reckon
in coins called fips, pistarenes, johannes, doubloons, pistoles, guineas, ducats, sous, and shillings-just to mention a few. Furthermore, many coins
had been so clipped or rubbed that no
large sums changed hands until the
money had been carefully weighed.
11

To make matters worse, these foreign coins began to disappear after
1783. To be independent of England
was fine in many ways, but it also
meant that British markets were
closed to many of our products. We
soon found ourselves buying more
from abroad than we sold over there.
And, as always, the balance had to
be made up in gold and silver. Consequently, hard money had to be sent
abroad to pay for the extra goods we
imported. When hard money couldn't
be got, the demand for paper money
became intense, and real trouble set in.
For years and years, men have wishfully thought that all the government
had to do was to start the dollar-bill
presses a-rolling whenever hard times
hit us and cash became scarce. These
dreamers argue that the more money
the government prints, the easier it
will be to get and the more each person will have. But it doesn't work that
way, as many countries have found
out to their sorrow.
In the year 1786, cheap paper
money flooded the country. Seven
State Legislatures had been persuaded
by the people to print paper money,
and nobody could be sure how good
it was. Each State, of course, printed
its own, which made things worse.
Then the roof fell in. Merchants had
to buy their stock-in-trade from other
States or from abroad and pay for it
in hard money. They would not sell
their goods for a scrap of paper which
merely said that it was worth so much.
But the cheap-money men thought

1.2

people could be forced to take the
paper notes. Again they went to the
State legislators and had them make
paper money legal tender, which
meant that everybody had to accept
it at its face value in payment of all
debts and for all goods and services.
Rhode Island tried this dangerous
scheme, and the merchants shut up
their shops. They had to, or else go
broke. People outside Rhode Island,
from whom they bought their merchandise, did not have to accept
Rhode Island paper money in payment
and simply would not take it. So when
the farmers came to town to sell their
produce and buy supplies, there were
no merchants with whom they could
do business, except on a barter basis
-carrots for clothes, apples for ammunition. The situation got so bad in
North Carolina that the people started
to substitute whiskey for money; and
Virginia used its big crop, tobacco, in
place of coin or paper notes. Only two
of the thirteen States-Connecticut
and Delaware-escaped trouble with
money; and even in these two, ''hard"
money was extremely scarce.
When money is "tight"-hard to get
-people suffer from hunger and cold.
And when people suffer this way, they
often turn to violence. There were
riots, bloodshed, and rebellion against
authority in many of our cities and
towns. Americans were learning by
bitter experience how important it is
to have a sound currency-that is,
money people will take because they
know it is worth something.

A. Powerle1B CongrelB
The merchants and farmers, however, were not the only groups to
suffer from money troubles and from
an even more serious problem, the
lack of a strong, efficient central government. The Congress under the
Articles of Confederation could request the States to furnish supplies
and troops, but it had no means of
making them do so. All through the
Revolution, Washington had trouble
getting fighting men, feeding and supplying them when he had them, and
holding his armies together when the
times of planting or harvest came
round. The troubles the country had
at the end of the war, however, were
as bad as the terrible winters at Morristown and Valley Forge.
When the Treaty of Paris was
signed, officially ending the war, the
soldiers of the Continental Army, the

men who had fought under Washington and who had won our independence, had not been paid for months.
In June, 1783, about eighty regulars
from a Pennsylvania regiment left
their camp at Lancaster and marched
to Philadelphia, where the Continental Congress was in session. There
they halted in front of the State
House, threw rocks at the building,
pointed their muskets at the windows
'
and demanded their pay.
The frightened Congressmen appealed to John Dickinson, President
of the State Executive Council, for
protection. But Dickinson was afraid
that if he called out the militia, they
won ld fain the mutineers. There was
nothing left for the Congress of the
United States to do but to run away
to nearby Princeton-flee from a city
which housed thirty thousand fellow
Americans just because eighty soldiers
got tough and demanded their pay.
At about the same time, a revolt of
a much more serious nature was
threatened in the troops under the
command of General Gates. A staff
officer, possibly with the consent of
Gates, circulated a vicious, unsigned
appeal to the troops. This appeal reminded the men of their long services
and their suffering and played them
up as heroes, which many of them
were. It suggested that their country
was neglecting them and hinted that
a certain great man, who had urged
them to be patient and to wait quietly
for their rewards, might be selling
them down the river. The appeal did
18

not mention the great man's name, but
everyone knew that it was George
Washington.
It is a common thing for little men,
militaristic midgets, men who talk big,
strut, and boast, to seek power and
position by promising favors to veterans who have served their country
honorably and well. Washington knew
this type of bemedaled trickster
( someone once called one of them a
"jigadier brindle"). When the Commander-in-Chief received a copy of
the appeal, he proceeded to take
action immediately.
First, he set a date for a meeting
of the troops to consider the appeal.
Second, he appointed Gates himself
to be the presiding officer at the meeting. The scene is described in one of
our well-known histories (John Fiske's
Critical Period of American History):
"On the appointed day, Washington suddenly came into the
meeting and, amid deep silence,
broke forth in a most eloquent and
touching speech. Sympathizing
keenly with the sufferings of his
hearers and fully admitting their
claims, he appealed to their better
feelings and reminded them of the
terrible difficulties under which
Congress labored and of the folly
of putting themselves in the wrong.
He still urged them to wait, and
with great skill he called the unsigned appeal the work of some
crafty agent of the British, eager to
disgrace the army which they had
not been able to defeat. All were
14

hushed by that majestic presence
and those solemn tones. The knowledge that he had refused all pay,
while enduring more than any other
man in the room, gave added weight
to every word.
"In proof of the good faith of
Congress, he began to read a letter
from one of the members. Finding
his sight dim, he paused and took
from his pocket the new pair of
spectacles which the astronomer,
David Rittenhouse, had just sent
him. He had never worn spectacles
in public, and as he put them on he
said, in his simple manner and with
his pleasant smile, "I have grown
gray in your service, and now find
myself growing blind." While all
hearts were softened, he went on
reading the letter and then withdrew, leaving the meeting to decide
what to do about the appeal.
"There was a sudden and mighty
change of feeling. A motion was
reported declaring 'unshaken confidence in the justice of Congress';
and it was added that 'the officers
of the American army view with
abhorrence and reject with disdain
the infamous proposals contained
in a late address to them.' The crestfallen Gates, as chairman, had nothing to do but put the question and
report it carried unanimously; for
if any still remained stubborn, they
no longer dared to show it.''
While all these things were going
on, the British were still firmly established in their forts on the borders of

the Northwest Territory; and the
Spaniards were making life as difficult
as possible for Americans who had
settled between the Appalachians and
the Mississippi. About one hundred
thousand Tories-many of them men
of talent and worth-were leaving the
country. Things could hardly have
been worse for the new United States.
Something had to be done, and done
quickly. But what? No one knew for
sure, in spite of the fact that any number of people had ideas. Fortunately

for us, there were enough good Americans who saw the handwriting on the
wall, believed in the future of their
country, and were willing to make the
first moves. As a result, the Constitutional Convention was called to meet
in Philadelphia on May 14, 1787.

Tlte Need /or Unity
So Washington came to the City
of Brotherly Love the middle of May.
He came in great state, and you would
have cheered with the rest, if you had
been there. But in Washington's own
mind there could hardly have been
much to cheer about. He knew the
troubles of his country better than
any other man then alive. He knew
how hard it would be to bring unity
to the States he had led to freedom.
As a matter of fact, we know now
that Washington had not the slightest
desire to attend the Convention, although he approved heartily of the
purpose for which it was called. Only
four short months before he had lost
his brother, to whom he was much
attached; the ill health of his mother
and sister was a constant worry; he
was suffering acutely himself from
rheumatism; and, as ever, he hated to
leave his beloved Mount Vernon. In
addition to these personal reasons, he
must have wondered what he could
possibly do at the Convention that he
had not already done before.
For years Washington had been
warning the American people that
they must stop their selfish bickerings
and set up a strong government. If
they did not do just that, he had told
them, their young country would fall
to pieces. They had paid little attention to him, and Washington knew it.
Whatever persuaded him to leave his
comfortable fireside, we shall never
know certainly. But leave he did. And
15

our Constitution might never have
been made if Washington had not
come to Philadelphia that day.

Tea in the Garden
At the comer of Market and Fifth
Streets, Washington's escort halted,
and the general was shown to the
rooms he had previously engaged in
the home of a Mrs. House. Those
quarters, however, were not to be the
ones he stayed in. Robert Morris, a
good friend and financial adviser of

his Revolutionary days, insisted that
Washington be his guest in what was
probably the finest mansion in Philadelphia. But before getting settled
or allowing Philadelphia's best people
to pay their respects to him, Washington set out on foot that Sunday
afternoon-a two-block walk-to call
on Benjamin Franklin, now old and
not very well.
It would be interesting to know
what those two great Americans said
and thought as they sipped tea in
16

Franklin's garden. Strangely enough,
they had seldom met face to face, but
each had the utmost respect for the
other. Probably they exchanged graceful compliments-a lost art nowadays
-and possibly they discussed the coming Convention.
Both men had deep faith in the
power of Americans to govern themselves. Just how, they did not know.
Neither one had a pet plan or a surecure solution which would end the
country's trials and tribulations. On
the contrary, both were willing and
anxious to hear and discuss the ideas
of their fellow delegates. Neither one
sought fame or position for himself.
Neither one thought he knew all the
answers. Both, however, wanted one
thing above everything else for the
American people- the best form of
government that would work. But it
had to work.

A. Delayed Opening
The Federal Convention-we know
it today as the Constitutional Convention-had been called together by the
Continental Congress to consider how
the government of the United States
could be made stronger and more efficient. Like the Congress, the Convention was made up of delegations from
the different States. The members of
the delegations were chosen by the
State Legislatures, or appointed by
the governors of the States, or elected
by the people.
Rhode Island did not send a delegation, so only twelve States were

represented in the Convention. It was
decided that if seven State delegations were present, that number was
a quorum, and the Convention could
do business. Votes were taken by
States, each State having one vote, no
matter how big or small it was. On
very important business, nine States
had to agree; and many a wrangle
occurred before a delegation decided
how to cast its one vote.
Although the Convention was supposed to open on Monday, May 14th,
on that day only two States, Virginia
and Pennsylvania, had enough delegates in Philadelphia to represent
them properly.
Travel was costly and difficult in
1787. The New Englanders had
planned to spend at least two weeks
on the road, in stagecoaches or in the
saddle. The Georgia group had allowed three. Apparently they-and
others-miscalculated or were delayed, because it was not until May
25th that the first session of the Convention could be called to order. By
that time, the delegates from seven
of the States were on hand-the New
Jersey delegation having arrived on
the 24th as the seventh in line-and
the business of the Convention could
begin.
Philadelphia's State House, the very
same State House from which the
Continental Congress had been driven
by the unpaid soldiers, had been
chosen as the home of the Convention.
Today we call it Independence Hall,
and pictures of the council chamber

in which the delegates met appear in
almost every American History text.
For us, the building, the white-paneled council chamber, the Liberty
Bell, and Independence Square are a
great national shrine, the place where
the Declaration of Independence and
the Constitution, our two most cherished documents, were debated, written, and proclaimed.
To Americans in 1787, and particularly to Philadelphians, the State
House was an imposing and possibly
a mysterious building. Its lines were
simple and dignified, and the great
seven-foot wall which surrounded the
Yard-now Independence Squaremade the building seem like a good
place for a meeting to be held in secret. But it was the fault of the delegates themselves, not of the architect,
if Independence Hall and the Convention which it housed were shrouded
in mystery.

Behind Clo,ed Door,
One of the first acts of the Convention was to pass a motion "that nothing spoken in the House be printed,
or otherwise published, or communicated without leave." The people back
home didn't like it very much when
their chosen delegates shut themselves
up in the council chamber and posted
husky sentries at the door. They were
suspicious and, as the weeks went by
with no reports whatsoever coming
from behind the closed door, they became restless. Rumors began to circulate. One bit of gossip h~d it that the
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time, he was wrong; and his suspicions were unfair to one of the finest
bodies of men ever gathered together
to create a government. Fortunately,
the records tell us what was said behind those closed doors, and we also
know much more about the delegates
themselves than did the average
American in 1787. It is a thrilling
story.

Some Facts and Figures

delegates were considering the possibility of asking the second son of
George III to come here and be king.
The gossip spread like wildfire, and
finally the Convention was forced to
publish a sharp denial. In a brief press
notice it was pointed out that, according to the rules, the delegates could
not state what they were saying and
doing. However, they could report
what they were not doing, and the
people might rest assured that they
had "never once thought of a king."
Whether or not the famous rule of
secrecy was right or wrong is hard for
us to say. Thomas Jefferson hit hard
at it in letters written from Paris.
Many of us might have thought the
locked council chamber was just one
of those "smoke-filled rooms" at a
modern party caucus, where greedy
politicians were attempting to control
the Convention for their own selfish
purposes. If anyone thought so at the
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At one time or another, fifty-five
men attended the Constitutional Convention. For sixteen and a half hot
summer weeks ( plagued by Hies, it is
said, in their screenless hall) they
stuck to their task, with but two very
brief recesses. Their average age was
forty-four. Ben Franklin, at eightyone, was the only real oldster. Jonathan Dayton of New Jersey, aged
twenty-seven, was the baby of the
Convention, though he was only a few
months younger than John Mercer of
Maryland. Charles Pinckney of South
Carolina was also in his twenties, and
New York's Alexander Hamilton had
just turned thirty.
Almost half of the delegates were
lawyers; a fifth were merchants; a few
owned large plantations; and there
was a sprinkling of other professional
men. The small farmer had only one
representative in the Convention,
while the tradesman and the manual
laborer had none. Most Americans in
that day, however, felt that the delegates who had been chosen to represent them had been selected wisely.

They were well-known, able men,
highly respected in their home communities. Most of them had been
members of the Continental Congress.
The people knew, also, that the job
the delegates had to do was a big job
and that only the best men could do it
and do it well. Petty politics, as we
know it, played no part in choosing
the Convention delegates.
Several of the greats of that day,
however, were among the missing.
John Adams and Thomas Jefferson
were serving their country abroad.
Patrick Henry, who feared that a
strong union might be a threat to
liberty, refused to attend, and he opposed the Constitution until after
Washington was elected President.
His fellow Virginian, Richard Henry
Lee, also turned down the offer of a
seat. John Hancock nursed his gout in
Boston and continued to get after
farmers who had not paid their taxes.
Sam Adams, too, stayed at home, fearing the Convention would betray the
ideals of the Revolution. How Sam and
the other firebrands of the Revolution
might have influenced the Convention if they had been present, we can
only guess. They had plenty to say
after the Constitution was finished.
It is true that those who were present came from the conservative upper
class, but they were not stodgy reactionaries. They were tough in both
mind and body. More than half had
served actively in the Revolution and
had good reason to feel a personal
interest in the country's independ-

ence. Some had a great deal of money,
to be sure, and practically all were
fairly well-to-do. But many had earned
their wealth by their own hard work,
and all were public-minded men who
had been through the mill and had
learned from experience.
It was not the Revolutionary War
alone which taught them all they knew
about the needs of the country. Of
course the war was still vivid in their
minds; but it was the troubles that
came with the peace that brought
these men together in Philadelphia
that summer.

The Task Before Them
It was their job to set up a central
government that would work. They
didn't even dream of making our
country as much of a democracy as it
is today. It was up to them to bring
order out of chaos, and they did it.
They disagreed among themselves,
sometimes quite violently, as to how
the job should be done. But they came
through with a document which not
only satisfied immediate needs but
also made it possible for us to develop
our present way of life. We have lived
under the pattern of government they
set up for more than a century and a
half.
How did they do it? How did fiftyfive Americans produce the Constitution of the United States-a frame of
government that has held this country together through all its growth
across a vast continent, through all its
wars, through all the changes wrought
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by science and machinery in our lives?
You won't find the whole answer to
the question by studying the Constitution itseH. Nor will you get it all by
looking at the past, from which the
Constitution Makers borrowed a good
deal. You can, however, get a clear,
sound idea of what they did and how
they did it by getting to know what
kind of men they were and how they
went to work.

It would take a long time to get acquainted with all these Founding
Fathers. There were, however, several

outstanding men in the group, men
who influenced greatly the writing of
the Constitution. If we can get to
know them better by reading what
they said and did, we can understand
why they were able to hammer out
such a wondedul document. As you
have seen, our Founding Fathers in
1787 faced very serious problems.
They found a solution to their difficulties. It is more than likely that we
can get some ideas, from studying
their debates and compromises, which
will help us to solve some of our own
problems.

The Presiding Officer
Washington was unanimously elected to preside over the Convention.
He brought to it three things of the
greatest importance.
In the first place, his reputation
alone gave to the meetings a certain
dignity; and in the outside world the
fact that he was present gave people
a feeling of confidence which no other
American could command. As presiding officer, Washington quite rightly
did not take part in the great debates.
He addressed the Convention twice:
once at its opening and again at its
close. But by gestures of approval or
a shake of his head, he could sway the
minds of many delegates. He must

also have sat in on many of the discussions at the rambling, spacious
Indian Queen Tavern, which housed
many of his fellow delegates.
Washington's second contribution
was his extremely practical and orderly mind. As a small boy he liked
math; as a young man he was an excellent surveyor; in later life he kept
the accounts of his estate in careful
detail. His whole training was one in
which neatness and order had been
emphasized. It was fortunate indeed
that such a figure presided over a convention which included men of so
many different ideas, purposes, and
ambitions.
Finally, Washington brought to the
21

Convention a sincere conviction that,

if America could only unite and grow
stronger, it had a marvelous future.
Union was one of his favorite words,
and no other American of his time
saw more clearly the necessity for it.
The Appalachian Mountains separated the bulk of our four million people from their newly won western
lands. Spain was a threat to our peace
and prosperity in the South, and England in the North. Washington was
keenly aware of these dangers and
knew only too well what might happen if we remained a league of States,
loosely bound together by a bungling,
powerless government.
Here are Washington's own words:
"There are four things which, I humbly conceive, are essential to the well
being, I might even venture to say,
to the existence of the United States
'
as an independent power. First. An
indissoluble union of the states under
one federal head. Secondly. A sacred
regard to public justice. Thirdly. The
adoption of a proper peace establish-
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ment. Fourthly. The prevalence of
that pacific and friendly disposition
among the people of the Union, which
will influence them to forget their
local prejudices and policies; to make
those mutual concessions, which are
requisite to the general prosperity;
and, in some instances, to sacrifice
their individual advantages to the
interest of the community. These are
the pillars on which the glorious future of our independency and national
character must be supported."
Union, justice, law and order,
friendliness, tolerance, and unselfishness-sound advice for a brand-new,
rough, crude, and divided country.
But Washington was able to do more
than merely give advice to the delegates. He made them toe the line.
Major William Pierce, a delegate from
Georgia to the Convention, has left
us a delightful story of the presiding
officer in action.
At some point during the meetings,
the delegates had been given permission to make copies of Randolph's Virginia Plan so that they might study
it at their leisure. Because of the rule
of secrecy adopted at the beginning
of the session, it was an unforgivable
sin to lose a copy of the plan; but the
delegates were human beings. Pierce
reports that Washington once felt that
he had to speak somewhat as follows :
"Gentlemen, I am sorry to find that
some one Member of this Body has
been so neglectful of the secrets of the
Convention as to drop in the State
House a copy of their proceedings,

which by accident was picked up and
delivered to me this morning. I must
entreat Gentlemen to be more careful,
lest our transactions get into the News
Papers, and disturb the public repose
by pr.emature speculations. I know
not whose Paper it is, but there it is
( throwing it down on the table), let
him who owns it take it." Pierce then
went on to say that Washington
"bowed, picked up his Hat, and quitted the room with a dignity so severe
that every Person seemed alarmed."
Some historians claim that Washington's influence in the Convention and
his later efforts to get the Constitution
ratified by the States were his most
important services to our countryeven greater than his leadership in the
Revolutionary War. Certainly his vision, his complete lack of self-interest,
and his reputation for fairness and
honesty made him an ideal presiding
officer.

Wi11e Man and Trouble Shooter
Sec,md only to Washington was
Ben Franklin, who was at the time
President of Pennsylvania's Supreme
Executive Council and therefore host
to the Convention. Old and ailinghe had to be carried to the meetings
in a sedan chair-he was still the
unanimous choice of the Pennsylvania
Legislature to represent that State at
the Convention. Scholars who have
dug deep into the records of those
days tell us that there is little or no
evidence that Franklin had any large
part in the drafting of the Constitu-

tion. That may be so, but he brought
to the Convention much wisdom, wit,
and experience; and he was well
known in Europe. When the going got
tough and the delegates became shorttempered, one of Franklin's stories or
humorous comments would raise a
laugh, and good feeling would be restored.
From his vast correspondence, we
know that Franklin saw many of the
difficulties that lay ahead of the Convention and the country. He also had
a wonderful faith in the ability of
Americans to rule themselves. He
didn't want the President of the United States to be paid a salary, because
he was fearful that a large amount of
money would attract "the bold, and
the violent, the men of strong passions
and indefatigable activity in selfish
pursuits." He was convinced that our
best men would seek the presidency
and other political offices without
thought of financial reward, so why
tempt the ''bold and the violent," he
argued.
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Franklin, like Washington, favored
a strong central government, but not
a government for or by the few. When
it came to the question of who should
be permitted to vote and to hold office, we find him strongly against giving the vote only to freeholders, that
is, men who held land by inheritance
or for life. And he opposed limiting
the right to hold office to men of large
means. He was a friend of the little
people and believed in them.
He was a friend of all mankind, and
his letter to David Hartley dated December 4th, 1789, suggests that some
day, when we are wiser and more
tolerant that we are now, we may well
look on Franklin as one of the greatest
supporters of a truly democratic way
of life. One sentence from that letter
tells the story: "God grant, that not
only the love of Liberty, but a thorough knowledge of the Rights of Man,
may pervade all the Nations of the
Earth, so that a Philosopher may set
his Foot anywhere on its Surface, and
say, 'This is my Country.'"

The Man Behind the Scenes
James Madison is known to us today as ''The Great Little Madison," a
phrase coined by a spirited widow
when she first met the statesman who
was later to become her husband. If
he were in school or college today,
the chances are he would not be voted
the most popular boy in his class, although he might pull a few votes for
"the one most likely to succeed."
Madison was both small and frail;
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he hesitated to push himself forward
or to force his ideas upon anyone; he
was a brain, not a willful, spectacular
leader. Nevertheless, he got things
done. No man could take greater
credit for the Constitution as it came
out of the Convention than "The Great
Little Madison." As an undergraduate
at Princeton, Madison often devoted
as much as twenty hours a day to the
study of history, government, philosophy, and the classics. Such constant
hard work raised havoc with his
health, but his knowledge of the past
proved to be extremely helpful to the
Convention.
It was probably in the Virginia
House of Delegates and at about the
time the Revolution began that Madison first met Thomas Jefferson. The
half-century friendship which existed
between these two men has fascinated
historians for many years. Both were
top-Hight statesmen who worked hand
in glove on many problems. Together
they organized and led to victory our

first "opposition" political party. Each
served two terms as President of the
United States. They were unlike in
many ways and quite often disagreed,
but their disagreements were always
frank and straightforward. There was
no sulky resentment, no backbiting,
no "smear" campaign when these two
great men did not see eye to eye. Their
unusual relationship was best described by Jefferson as one which "for
nearly an half century has united us
in the same principles and pursuits of
what we have deemed for the greatest
good of our country."
Jefferson was representing the United States in France when the Convention opened, but Madison, his best
friend, was present and kept him informed of its progress. Madison also
took upon himself the role of star
reporter. Good historian that he was,
he was determined that future generations should know at first hand what
went on in those long and stormy

meetings. According to several accounts, he picked for himself a seat
directly in front of Washington, but
facing the delegates. There he could
be seen day after day taking his notes,
which later became known as Madison's "Debates." In these notes he says
with pardonable pride: "I was not
absent a single day, nor more than a
casual fraction of an hour in any day,
so that I can not have lost a single
speech, unless a very short one."
But Madison was far more than a
glorified reporter of the Convention.
He looked with horror at the lawlessness and disorder of those days-Shays'
Rebellion, for example, which was a
revolt in Massachusetts against forcing people deeply in debt to pay upand he felt keenly the need of a system of government that would work.
Calling upon his vast knowledge to
prove his points and confuse his opponents, he would argue brilliantly
for a strong national union. It is true
that he did not believe that everyone
should have the right to vote-very
few did in those days-but he did insist that the members of Congress
should be elected by the people and
not by the State Legislatures.
Some historians and some critics of
our way of life make a great how-dedo about the fact that many of the
Convention delegates-Madison included-seemed to be more interested
in setting up a government that would
protect private property than they
were in carrying out the ringing
phrases of the Declaration of Inde25
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pendence. These scholars and critics
are right to some extent, but-and get
this straight once and for all time:
The Declaration was a stirring statement of the goals for which we fought,
a statement of which all Americans
should be justly proud. The Constitution, on the other hand, was a sober,
detailed outline of a form of government which, hopefully, would enable
us "to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defence, promote the general Welfare,
and secure the Blessings of Liberty
to ourselves and our Posterity." In
other words, Madison and Company
had more on their minds than the desire to protect themselves and their
belongings.
Madison was the delegate who proposed that the President should appoint the Supreme Court Judges and
that the Senate should have the power
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to approve or reject his appointments.
Madison also wanted to divide the
powers of government between the
President, the Court, and the Congress and have them act as checks on
one another so that no one department
or man could become too powerful.
He wanted the Federal Government
to be strong and effective, but he also
wanted local matters handled by the
individual States.
You will find other property owners
in the Convention who, like Madison,
were concerned with safeguarding
their holdings, but they too were also
interested in other and more important things. This fact the critics do
not stress. Nor do they point out that
those selfsame property owners not
only devised a Constitution under
which we have worked out our present-day democracy but also pitched
in during those early years of trial and
error and helped to start our infant
government on the way to success.
It isn't easy to appreciate the greatness of "The Great Little Madison,"
whose scholarly ways and mild manners tend to make him appear prim
and old-maidish. We are far more inclined to chuckle over the way he lost
his first girl friend. It seems that at the
age of thirty-two, Madison fell in love
with a peppy, sixteen-year-old young
lady from New York by the name of
Catherine Floyd. Burton J. Hendrick,
in Bulwark of the Republic, has the
following to say about Madison's unsuccessful courtship:
". . . The two became engaged-

largely, it is said, through the agency of the young lady's father, who
admired the Virginian and saw in
him a coming man. Madison's calls
upon his fiancee too often took the
form of conversations with the
father on the misbehavior of Congress and the need of the impostsubjects that did not, at the moment, interest the lady, especially as
there was a young clergyman, not
far distant, only too eager to introduce other themes. . . . Presently
Madison received a letter from his
fiancee informing him that he was
dismissed; his feelings were not assuaged by the fact that this missive
was sealed 'with a bit of rye
dough.' " 0
Laugh if you will, but bear in mind
that "The Great Little Madison" later
on won and married the lively and
beautiful Dolly Payne Todd. He also
enjoyed both respect and admiration,
even from those who opposed him in
the Convention. After all, history has
given him credit for helping to start
the movement for the Convention; he
is known by all as its first historian;
and, with Washington and Hamilton,
he is recognized as being mainly responsible for ratification of the Constitution by the States. When you consider these facts and remember the
offices he held, including the Presidency, you must admit that, small as
he was, he accomplished plenty.

Champion of BUf_ine11

Even a person who has merely hit
the high spots in the study of American History knows of Alexander Hamilton-knows him as the Secretary of
the Treasury who put our financial
house in order; knows him as the foe
of Jefferson and the man who called
the people "a great beast"; knows him
for his fatal duel with Aaron Burr.
It is true that Hamilton had little
or no confidence in "the people." He
was a great admirer of the British. He
liked the idea of kings, royalty, and
the House of Lords. In short, he wanted to pattern our government on that
of Great Britain. It was his belief that
in this country rich men should do the
ruling and that government should be
more concerned with property rights
than with human rights. There were
many things in the Constitution for
which he had little sympathy, and he
called the finished document a ''Plan
of Accommodation." By this he meant
that it put together a good many opposing ideas for the sake of getting
something that would work.

° Courtesy

Little Brown & Company and The
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Critics of the Constitution, and particularly critics of Hamilton himself,
like to point out that he was often
absent from the regular meetings of
the Convention and, when present,
did not play a large part in the debates. All this is true, and one might
well wonder why Hamilton should be
selected as one of the outstanding
founders of our government. There
are several reasons.
Back in 1786, "The Great Little
Madison" had the bright idea of calling a Convention of the States to meet
at Annapolis to discuss trade relations.
The situation with regard to trading
between the States was bad, as you
will recall from what has been said
about the troubles of our young country. Actually, however, Madison had
bigger and better plans for the States
to consider; and at this point Hamilton, who was representing New York,
came into the picture.
Only five States had the gumption
to send delegates to this trade conference, and these men very rapidly got
nowhere. Their selfish bickerings were
proof positive to Hamilton that his
scheme of a strong central government must soon be put into effect.
Accordingly, he went to work and
took over the Annapolis meeting as
only Hamilton could do.
In the instructions to the New Jersey delegates, Hamilton discovered
that they had been authorized to discuss, in addition to trade relations,
"other important matters." He seized
upon these three words and used
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them as an excuse to voice his own
fears and hopes. He started in at once
to convince the delegates that America was in pretty tough shape, that
something had to be done about it,
and that there was no time like the
present. He kept returning to this
point not only in the general meetings
but also in private conversation, where
he was at his best.
As a result of his efforts, ably seconded by Madison, a petition was
drawn up. This petition suggested
tactfully to Congress that it was high
time a special meeting of all the States
should be summoned to discuss what
we might call today "The State of the
Union." The petition hinted strongly
at changing the Articles of Confederation, but went no farther. Hamilton,
of course, hoped that the Convention,
when summoned, would scrap the
Articles and set up a strong central
government modeled on that of Great
Britain.
It is a matter of history that the
Convention was called by Congress,
that it drew up our Constitution, but
that Hamilton's kind of government
was not established. Nor Madison's,
either. But let's give credit where
credit is due. Hamilton's pro-British
ideas took quite a beating; but who
was it that succeeded in getting the
ball rolling at a time when the country was coming apart at the seams?
Who was it that really engineered the
Convention that produced our Constitution? With proper credit to Madison for his part, let's recognize that it

was Hamilton who led the way.
Hamilton not only helped to engineer the Convention; he was as much
responsible as anyone for having the
Constitution itself accepted by the
States, particularly his own State of
New York, then a small State, but important. When the New Yorkers first
met to ratify or reject the Constitution, fewer than one third of the delegates were in favor of ratillcation.
When the final tally was taken, ratification went through by a majority of
three votes. This victory was won in
spite of the opposition put up by Governor George Clinton's powerful gang,
who were afraid they were going to
lose their political shirts if a strong
central government was set up. By
sheer will power and eloquence, Hamilton made men change their minds
-and their votes.
Hamilton was also one of the coauthors of the Federalist Papers eighty-five powerful pleas for the Constitution. He wrote fifty-one of them;
Madison and John Jay wrote the
others. They were read in every State
and carried enormous weight with the
people. And yet there were many
things in the Constitution, as we said
before, which Hamilton did not like
at all.
What was it, then, that made Hamilton work night and day to have the
Constitution, that "Plan of Accommodation," accepted by the States? The
reason is simple. He saw that we
simply had to have - right away - a
strong central government that would

be workable. To get it, he was willing,
if not happy, to give up some of his
other ideas. He compromised, and
then worked his heart out for ratification.
Hamilton's efforts to get the Constitution accepted by the States should
be a lesson in democracy for all of us.
In him we see a man who believed
sincerely in government by men of
property and wealth. But he recognized that his country needed something a lot stronger than the Articles
of Confederation in order to survive
and become great. He stood ready,
accordingly, to give up his pet idea of
government by an upper class if, by
so doing, he could get support for the
effective government that he knew
was necessary. When a Constitution
had been written which he felt he
could sign, he went all out for ratification, in spite of his personal likes
and dislikes.
A great American, this man Hamilton. Disagree with some of his views,
if you please, but agree that for getting things done, he was "tops."

Pennsylvania Liberal
James Wilson came to this country
from his native Scotland when he was
twenty-three years old. He came because he had very decided ideas as to
what freedom meant and because he
thought he could enjoy it here. He
settled in Philadelphia in 1765 and
soon made a name for himself as a
lawyer. You can find his name on the
rolls of the Continental Congress and
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on the Declaration of Independence.
Along with Franklin, the two Morrises, and several others, he was
chosen to represent Pennsylvania at
the Constitutional Convention.
It is strange that our history books
devote so little space to this truly
great liberal. If we are to rely upon
the reports of those present at the
Convention - Madison, Yates, and
Pierce, for example - Wilson was constantly on his feet whenever it seemed
to him that basic freedoms were at
stake or the character and abilities of
the common people were being questioned. He also believed in a strong
central government and worked alongside Hamilton to establish such a system. But he didn't for a moment share
Hamilton's fear and distrust of the
common man.
A good part of what we know as
political democracy in our Constitution stems from James Wilson. He
often became impatient with those
who spoke of property rights. And for
those who were always harping on the
rights of the States, he had no patience at all. A reply which he made
to Oliver Ellsworth of Connecticut,
small-State booster, is a case in point.
"Can we forget for whom we are
forming a government?" asked Wilson. "Is it for men, or for the imaginary beings called States?"
Wilson battled hard for the right of
the people to vote directly for their
representatives. It is mainly due to
his efforts that we, the people, elect
our Congressmen. If he had had his
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way, there would be no Electoral College and we should now be voting
directly for our President. He also
wanted the Senators elected by the
people and not by the State legislators. It wasn't until 1913, when the
Seventeenth Amendment became a
part of the Constitution, that the State
Legislatures were forced to give up
their important right to elect U. S.
Senators.
Wilson thought the central government should have great, but not dangerous, powers - that it should be a
huge "pyramid" resting on as wide a
base as possible, namely, the people.
He believed that the people would
see to it that their representatives
served them properly.
On the subject of representation in
Congress, Wilson delivered one of the
great Convention speeches. The story
is well worth noting as a bit of inside
information about our Constitution
Makers.
In the debate as to how many representatives each State should have in
the Congress, it had been suggested
that the number should be based
upon the wealth of the State and its
population. Gouverneur Morris favored this idea. He was a propertyminded delegate who wanted to have
control of Congress centered in the
rich cities of the Middle and Northern States. When Edmund Randolph
proposed that the word wealth be
omitted from the suggestion, Morris
was strongly against it. He was afraid
the Western and Southern States

would increase in population, not
wealth, and get control of Congress.
The whole question of how the
States should be represented in the
Congress was a thorny one, and every
textbook deals at length with Sherman·s "Connecticut Compromise" and
how the argument was settled. How
the word wealth was voted out of the
settlement is not always mentioned,
but it is important.
When Morris had given his views,
Wilson took the floor. His speech
ought to be quoted in full, but we can
give you only a brief summary. First,
he pointed out that no matter what
State a man lived in, he should have
equal political rights with men in
other States. Second, Wilson didn't
think that it was important if Western
and Southern States grew in numbers
and gained control of Congress because, to his way of thinking, the majority should always rule, no matter
where they lived. Third, he warned
the Middle and Northern States that
they were trying to hold down the
South and West as Great Britain had
tried to hold down her colonies.
Finally, he urged that representation
should be based on the number of
people concerned, not on the wealth
they possessed.
When it came to a vote on July 13th
as to whether the word wealth should
be erased from the representation
clause, all the States except Delaware,
whose representatives were divided
in opinion, voted to erase it. To those
who claim the Constitution Makers

were primarily interested in protecting private property at the expense of
all other rights, that near-unanimous
vote is an effective answer. It did not
mean, of course, that the Founding
Fathers tossed property rights out of
the window, nor have we ever done
that since their day. But their view
was that government should speak
and act first of all for people, not for
what they happen to own. And Wilson helped mightily to put that view
into the Constitution.
There you have James Wilson, a
well-educated, well-to-do, liberal Scot,
one of America's "greats." There were
few better-informed students of government than Wilson in the Convention, and no man more thoroughly
and sincerely devoted to the best interests of the people. He is not wellknown, but he richly deserves the
title of "Champion of a Strong and
Popular Government." Note the
words: strong, and also popular.

Connecticut Yankee
The next-to-oldest man in the Convention was Connecticut's Roger
Sherman, aged sixty-six. In Sherman
we see a self-made man, a man of the
people. He was born in Newton, Massachusetts, received very little schooling, and soon had to start earning his
living as a shoemaker. But Sherman
was not content to remain a cobbler.
He sought greener fields. At the age
of twenty-three he emigrated to Connecticut on foot with his shoemaker's
tools on his back. He settled first in
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Milford, where he plied his trade and
became a storekeeper; but he still
found time to study law. Later he
moved to New Haven, where he saw
even greater opportunity for his
talents.
Sherman was an expert cobbler, a
shrewd storekeeper, a successful lawyer, and he soon became a very able
Superior Court Judge. In spite of such
a full life, he wrote numerous articles
on all kinds of topics and even got out
an ahnanac for which he, personally,
made all the calculations in regard to
tides and the behavior of the sun,
moon, and stars.
Most important of all, this Connecticut Yankee was not forgetful of his
duties as a citizen. He served several
terms in the State Legislature as a
representative and as a senator. He
helped to draw up the Declaration of
Independence; and he represented
Connecticut not only in the Continental Congress but also at the Constitutional Convention and later in the
Congress which he helped to create.
Sherman was the only American to
sign all four of our earlier famous
documents - the Declaration, the Articles of Association ( prohibiting
trade with England), the Articles of
Confederation, and the Constitution.
There are anecdotes and descriptions galore of this typical Connecticut Yankee. Pointing him out one
time in Congress, Jefferson said, ''That
is Mr. Sherman of Connecticut, a man
who never said a foolish thing in his
life." Whatever Sherman did say hit
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the mark with telling effect. One of
his best-remembered remarks gives
you an insight into his political wisdom: "When you are in a minority,
talk; when you are in a majority,
vote." Sherman often found himseH
in a minority in the Convention,
where he would proceed to practice
what he preached.
Pierce describes Sherman as "the
oddest-shaped character I ever remember to have met ·with. He is
awkward, un-meaning, and unaccountably strange in his manner. But in
his train of thinking there is something regular, deep, and comprehensive . . . no Man has a better Heart
nor a clearer Head."
Some of the delegates thought Sherman was rather crude in his manners
and speech. He had none of the grace
and speaking ability of his admiring
colleague from Connecticut, Oliver
Ellsworth. His most frequent gesture
was like that of a shoemaker drawing
thread through leather. But when
Sherman talked, men listened.
It is extremely interesting to note
which ideas Sherman backed and
which ones he opposed in the Convention debates. Although he was very
much a man of the people himself, he
had little faith in the intelligence and
ability of the man in the street. He
urged that the State legislators, not
the people, should elect the United
States Senators and that Congress
should elect the President. He was
not a bit upset when the Convention
failed to include a Bill of Rights in the

Constitution and has been quoted as
saying: "No Bill of Rights ever yet
bound the supreme power longer than
the honeymoon of a newly married
couple, unless the rulers were interested in preserving the rights." Our
textbooks speak of Sherman because
he was the reputed author of the Connecticut Compromise. His fellow delegates to the Convention admired him
for the shrewd, clear thinking of his
Yankee mind.
Roger Sherman might well be held
up as a model for what most people
would call a "good politician." On the
surface, his first job was to protect the
interests of Connecticut, and he did
fight both hard and effectively for the
rights of the little States. But when
it came to a deadlock, he was too
good an American to say, "Play it my
way, or we won't play at all." Nol He
would usually find some way of reaching an agreement. Often the agreement was a compromise which no one
dared to turn down because it was so
fair to both sides.
Keep Sherman in mind when you
watch or listen to some of our presentday politicians. If he were alive today,
he could teach most of them a thing
or two. Here was a man who came up
the hard way and made good. You
may not like all of his ideas, but he
did things in the American way.

Lesser Light,
While the big six just mentioned
were leaders in the making of the
Constitution, there were many others

among the delegates who were very
much present and accounted for in
the Convention.
New Jersey's William Paterson,
who supported the claims of the small
States, was a forty-two-year-old lawyer. He was short in stature, long in
legal experience, and skilled in debate. He often tangled in argument
with James Wilson, whose ideas he
felt would render the small States
helpless and completely at the mercy
of the big fellows. Although he was
not a large man, Paterson carried a
lot of weight among the delegates,
and his sense of political timing was
uncanny. When he introduced his
New Jersey, or Small State, Plan, he
waited until exactly the right moment.
As a result, he effectively halted the
representatives of the large States,
who were well on the way to steamroller their ideas through the Convention.
Then there was Governor Edmund
Randolph of Virginia, champion of
the large States. He was a young,
energetic politician with powerful
connections and an eye to the future.
As one studies his voting record in
the Convention and the remarks he is
said to have made, Randolph seems
to have been doubtful about the political wisdom of backing the Constitution. When the zero hour arrived
and the delegates were about to vote
to accept or reject the final draft, Randolph tried desperately to postpone
action and backed a plan which would
provide for a second convention. This
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second convention was to be held after
the State Legislatures and the people
had had a chance to study the handiwork of the Constitution Makers and
make suggestions. Time wouldn't wait
for such a procedure, and the delegates proceeded to accept the Constitution as it was and send it on to
Congress for consideration.
Randolph was on a spot. Would he
sign the Constitution, or wouldn't he?
He ended up by refusing to sign. He
was afraid Virginia would not accept
the document as it was written. But
when he discovered which way the
wind was blowing in the Virginia ratification convention, he switched sides
and worked hard to have the Constitution accepted. Maybe Washington
won him over; we can't tell for sure.
But it is interesting to see how one of
the Founding Fathers played the
game of politics much as some people
play it today.
George Mason, another Virginian
and another non-signer, was a completely unselfish idealist who put his
ideals first and his personal interests
second. Mason was a relentless foe of
the slave trade, in spite of the fact
that he owned slaves himself. His
speech against the traffic in human
lives was one of the most eloquent
and moving orations of the Convention. He was bitterly disappointed
when the delegates compromised and
permitted the slave trade to continue
for twenty years.
Mason also believed that the Constitution should include a Bill of

Rights - a black-and-white statement
which would guarantee to the people
the rights and privileges for which
they had fought. He had succeeded
in getting just such a bill into the Virginia State Constitution and was convinced that the people should be protected against the new national government in the same way Virginians
were protected against their State
government. Mason, like Randolph,
backed the idea of a second convention, not because he couldn't make up
his mind about the Constitution, but
because he felt the people might and
should reject it when they saw the
Slave Trade clause and the absence of
a Bill of Rights. When it came to signing the Constitution, Mason refused
in no uncertain terms, and he worked
hard to prevent ratification by Virginia.
Although Mason was often on the
losing side, he was always highly respected. He was the first United
States Senator to be elected from his
State, but since he could not approve
the Constitution, he refused to accept
this richly deserved honor. Here we
have a man of wealth working sometimes against the interests of property
owners and for the common people.
Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts
was still another non-signer, but for
reasons different from those of either
Randolph or Mason. Gerry was a man
of property. He had seen the threat to
property in Shays' Rebellion, and he
had good cause to distrust many of
the little people in his State. He

worked hard to protect the .interests of merchants, particularly in
Massachusetts. We may not care for
Gerry's ideas, and most of them were
not adopted by the delegates; but he
is a good illustration of still another
type present at the Convention. He
also bears out the statement that the
Constitution Makers were not a group
of men all of whom thought alike and
were committed to a single course of
action.
Not all the delegates who happened
to object to some phrase or clause in
the Constitution refused to sign the
document. There were many who
fought in vain for pet ideas, but did
sign their names when the time came
to do so. Among them were the two
Pinckneys from South Carolina, who
wanted to limit the right to vote to
men of property; the impetuous young
Dayton from New Jersey, who opposed Randolph's Virginia Plan; and
the stout Gunning Bedford of Delaware, who defended the rights of the
small States and proved that fat men
are not always easy-going, peaceful
individuals. All four of these men had
failed to get all the things they
wanted, but they signed the Constitution and worked hard for its ratification.
No account of our Constitution
Makers would be complete without
at least a passing reference to the
colorful Gouverneur - not Governor
- Morris of Pennsylvania. He was an
arrogant, charming, witty man who
wore a wooden leg with grace and

ease. He is credited with having
spoken more often in the Convention
than any other delegate - speeches
which probably were more notable
for their elegance than their content.
There is no question that he could
use the English language well. After
the articles making up the Constitution had been approved one by one
by the Convention, they were referred
to a special "Committee of Style" to
be arranged in proper order and to
be polished, "in order that the instrument might appear with the most perfect precision and accuracy of language." Morris served on this committee, and it is generally agreed that
the clear, vigorous wording of the final
draft was his work.
Morris was another protector of
property, but he didn't get what he
wanted, and he did sign the Constitution. You cannot dismiss him as a
stuffy aristocrat. He joined the patriot
cause at the outbreak of the Revolution and served it in many ways, often
at great expense and trouble. When
the United States became a going
concern, he represented us as a Commissioner to England and as Minister to France. He also served a term
in the United States Senate. He was
an aristocrat, yes, and he may very
well have been arrogant and outspoken. But he was also an energetic,
able, and loyal American who served
his country to the best of his ability.
So much for some of the big wigs
as individuals. Now let's look at the
group as a whole.
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No& Demigod., Not Compirator,,
But Wiae and Patriotic Men
Thomas Jefferson called the Makers of the Constitution demigods.
Prime Minister Gladstone of England
described the Constitution itself as
"the most wonderful work ever struck
off at a given time by the brain and
purpose of man." But not everyone
agreed with these two gentlemen.
Some Americans felt that the Federal Government set up by the Constitution was too powerful and might
swallow up the States and take away
their powers. A few wanted an even
stronger central government. The firebrand Patrick Henry, New York's
Governor George Clinton, and many
others thought the Founding Fathers
had sold out the American people and
did not hesitate to say so.
Which do you believe? Today the
enemies of our way of life brand the
Constitution Makers as scheming
capitalists who designed a government that would protect their selfish
interests and then tricked the people
into accepting it. Some of our citizens
seem to think there may be something
in this accusation. To answer them ,
you must look at the facts, even
though the Constitutional Convention was held such a long, long time
ago.
To make out the Founding Fathers
as a band of conspirators against the
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people is to be as far from the truth
as to glorify them as sainted founders
of a full-Hedged democracy. Washington hit the nail on the head when he
wrote to his nephew, Bushrod Washington, in November, 1787: "I do not
think we are more inspired, have more
wisdom, or possess more virtue, than
those who will come after us."
The Founding Fathers were capable, yes. They were men of wide
experience, yes. They loved their
country - a thousand times yes, even
though they may not have been able
to foresee its growth and present
greatness. Some were politicians.
Some were selfish. But the large majority were men who realized keenly
that they had a ticklish job to do - a
job that was vital to the future of
Americans. They would fight, sometimes bitterly, for their conflicting
ideas. But when it came to a vote,
nearly all of them stood ready to compromise in order that the best interest
of their country might be served.
Some of the leaders who worked at
this job have been described. But that
isn't enough. If you are to know the
true worth of the Constitution - why
it is that we have been able to live
under it and to develop the way of life
we enjoy today - you must know how
it was made. So let's take a closer look
at the debates that went on in Independence Hall in 1787.

Nem. Con.
A debating society may finish a
meeting without coming to any decisions, but the Constitutional Convention couldn't leave its main questions unanswered. It had to get
somewhere. It wasn't in Philadelphia
merely to talk. Fortunately there
were some points that could be settled fairly promptly.
Believe it or not, the abbreviation
nem. con. appears in Madison's account of the Convention debates
with remarkable regularity. It stands
for two Latin words, nemine contra-

dictione, which mean "with no one
speaking against it." When a clause of
the Constitution was accepted without debate, Madison would copy it
down with painstaking accuracy and
then scribble nem. con. It is surprising how many times "agreed to,
nem. con." appears in his written
record.
Of course, the Constitution Makers
knew a great deal about forms of
government, both past forms and
those then existing. Furthermore,
most people in their time accepted
the idea of writing out the funda-
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mental law on which government
was to be based. So setting down the
law in the form of a Constitution did
not seem impossible or unnatural to
those delegates in Philadelphia. And
their main problem was how to get
a central government that would give
the people of the various States not
only a common citizenship but unity
under a common written law.
Practically all the important powers
of Congress were passed with little
or no debate. The power to declare
war, to raise an army, to tax, and to
regulate commerce did not lead to
much disagreement. Even the famous "elastic clause," which gave
Congress the power "to make all laws
which shall be necessary and proper
for carrying into execution" its other
powers, went through without a
hitch. The country had had so much
experience with a Congress which
could only recommend that the delegates wanted one that could act.
It was recognized that we should
have a chief executive - rather than
an executive committee, as in the
Congress under which the Founding
Fathers were then living - and also
a powerful legislative body ( the Congress) and a Supreme Court to tell us
what the laws mean. There was little
or no disagreement over the need of
a central government with power to
act.
Why was it that there was such
unanimous agreement? The answer is
simple: the delegates were driven to
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agreement by the needs of the country. As we have seen. conditions were
so bad that it was absolutely necessary to set up a government wbich
would work - not a government that
would dictate, but a government that
would be obeyed and respected by
the people who accepted it, lived under it, and had the legal power to
change it.
Americans had had so much experience with tyrants that they
wanted no more of them; yet it was
clear that their common government
should be strong enough to hold them
all together and protect their common rights.

The Big• vs. the Small•
The most bitterly fought battle of
all came over the idea of sovereignty
- the power to rule. Should the Federal Government, the government
which exists in Washington, D. C.,
today, rule the people over the heads
of the States? Or should the States be
in the driver's seat?
There was hardly a delegation present at the Convention which had not
come prepared with some sort of plan,
or at least an outline of the changes
that might be made in the Articles of
Confederation. Virginia, however,
was the first in the field. Her delegates
had been sitting around Philadelphia
from May 14th to May 25th waiting
until enough States had representatives present and ready to do business.
These Virginians had held several

meetings in which they were able to
collect their thoughts and to agree
among themselves on a number of
vital points.
It was on Tuesday, May 28th, that
Governor Randolph presented to the
Convention the Virginia Plan, the
product of his delegation's thinking,
plus some ideas of his own. This plan,
if adopted, would have scrapped the
Articles of Confederation completely
and set up a very strong central government in which the large States Virginia, Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania - could do more or less as they
wished. (Note that in 1787 New York
was one of the smaller States.)
Discussion of the Virginia Scheme
and other matters went on for several
days. Finally on June 9th, when the
time was ripe, Paterson of New Jersey opened fire on the really troublesome point in Randolph's plan, namely, how the States should vote in the
Congress. Most of the State delegations believed that they had been sent
to Philadelphia to change the Articles
of Confederation and make them
stronger, not to set up an entirely new
form of government. The delegates
from Delaware thought that they had
been told to quit the Convention if the
question of how the States should be
represented or should vote in the Congress even came up for discussion.
Paterson's suggestion was that the
Convention should follow the Articles
of Confederation and allow each
State, no matter how large or how

small, only one vote in the Congres,.
This motion, if passed, would have
wrecked the Virginia Plan and all the
pet ideas of the men who were strong
for a national union.
Naturally, the small States wanted
equal representation with the large
States; and quite reasonably the big
States believed that their larger populations rated a greater number of representatives in the Congress than did
the populations of the small States.
Virginia slyly suggested that representation be based upon the amount
of money a State contributed to the
national government in the form of
taxes. Brearley of New Jersey came
up with the idea that the existing
States should be divided into thirteen
parts in such a way that each part
would have about the same number
of people in it. After these and other
wild schemes were thoroughly aired,
the big battle began.
Paterson's warning to the large
States is reported by Madison as
follows: "Let them unite if they
please, but let them remember that
they have no authority to compell
others to unite. New Jersey will never
confederate on the plan before the
Committee [the Virginia Plan]. She
would be swallowed up." He added,
said Madison, that "He had rather
submit to a monarch, to a despot, than
to such a fate. He would not only oppose the plan here but on his return
home do everything in his power to
defeat it there."
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To this outburst, Madison reports
James Wilson as replying: "Shall New
Jersey have the same right or influence
in the councils of the nation as Pennsylvania? I say no. It is unjust-I shall
never confederate on this plan. The
gentleman from New Jersey is candid
in declaring his opinion-I commend
him for it-I am equally so. I say again
I never will confederate on his principles. If no state will part with any
of its sovereignty, it is in vain to talk
of a national government."
The struggle became furious and
lasted for six broiling-hot summer
weeks. Delaware, New Jersey, Maryland, and sometimes New York rallied behind Paterson and his powerful ally, Roger Sherman of Connecticut. They were the little fellows attacking the big bullies from Virginia,
Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania, or
so they seemed to regard themselves.
Dickinson of Delaware told the
Convention that his State "would
rather submit to a foreign power"
than agree to Randolph's plan.
"The large states," said Gunning
Bedford, also of Delaware, "dare not
dissolve the convention. If they do the
small ones will find some foreign ally,
of more honor and good faith, who
will take them by the hand and do
them justice."
"I will never accede to a plan,"
shouted Luther Martin of Maryland,
"that will induce an inequality and
lay ten states at the mercy of Virginia,
Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania."

The Way Out
So it went on. But the leaders on
both sides kept their heads. They did
not want the Convention to fail. They
had come together to do a job. Some
thought the job meant one thing;
others thought it meant another. But
all agreed that the Articles of Confederation were not strong enough to
give them the government they
needed. So they kept their noses to
the grindstone all through that hot
Philadelphia summer.
It is Roger Sherman of Connecticut
who is usually given credit for coming up with the Great or, as some people call it, the Connecticut Compromise. To the large States who wanted
representation in both Houses of Congress to be based upon population,
he suggested that such be the case
in the House of Representatives. To
the small States who wanted equal
representation for the States in both
Houses, Sherman suggested that this
might be done in the Senate. This is
the arrangement we have today, as
you know, and it is the scheme the
delegates finally adopted. But not immediately.
At first the plan was opposed by
both sides, and all sorts of other ideas
were suggested. Finally a committee,
made up of a representative from each
of the States, was chosen to produce
a compromise. The committee had a
long meeting. After much discussion,
Franklin made a motion which, in its
final form, accepted Sherman's orig-

inal proposal. In addition, it specified
that each State should have one representative for each forty thousand inhabitants and no State should have
less than one representative, no matter what its population. It also required that all money bills should
originate in the House. The committee accepted this plan and took it to
the Convention floor, where it was
thoroughly discussed, harshly criticized, and eventually passed.
Whether or not it was Sherman who
was responsible for settling this great
dispute is beside the point. Furthermore, one should not think for a minute that, when the Great Compromise
was agreed to, they all clapped one
another on the back and rushed out
to the Indian Queen Tavern to celebrate. Few hailed the Compromise
with enthusiasm. Not even Madison,
Wilson, Sherman, and Paterson were
satisfied. But all four agreed to it, and
so did some of the hotheads.
Here you have an example of
democracy in action-at its best. Each
side thought it was right. Neither
would give in. Finally it became evident that the Convention would break
up if the majority carried through its
program with little or no consideration for the minority. The tension
which existed in that locked council
chamber must have been tremendous.
But the delegates were equal to the
occasion. They looked for and found
a solution which would work. Neither
side got everything it wanted, but
the compromise gave enough satis-

faction to both sides to insure its success.
We should never forget, particularly when the pressure is on, this superb
example of acting together in the
democratic way. Principles we can
and must hold to; but even principles
upon which all agree can lead to grave
differences of opinion when we come
to the means for putting them into
practice. We may all see eye to eye
about the goal to be attained, but still
fight bitterly about the best way to
reach it. Like the Constitution Makers,
we must be ready and willing to experiment and to "accommodate." It
is bad business for a majority to ride
roughshod over a powerful minority,
or for the minority to break up the
meeting.
Practical Politicl
The long and fiery debate on slavery
and the slave trade also ended in a
compromise-one which you may not
approve.
Virginia's George Mason opened
the argument with a stirring attack on
the slave trade. Delegates from
Georgia and South Carolina opposed
his ideas because their States needed
more slaves than could be bought in
the slave markets of Virginia and
Maryland. The two Deep South States
demanded that the slave trade with
Africa be continued. They also insisted that slaves be counted as part
of a State's population, as they weie
under the Articles of Confederation,
when it came to fixing the number of
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representatives in the House. A compromise was worked out by which
three fifths of the slaves were to be
counted as population ( as the Articles
of Confederation had also provided),
and the slave trade was to be continued for twenty years.
But how did Georgia and South
Carolina get away with it? Where did
they muster their votes? On their side
we find, strange as it may seem, Connecticut's Roger Sherman and Oliver
Ellsworth. Why? Mason hinted that
he knew the answer when he complained that "some of our Eastern
brethren had, from lust of gain, embarked in their nefarious traffic"' [the
slave trade].
Ellsworth, however, knew that
Mason owned slaves, and Virginia
made a tidy profit out of selling slaves
to the Deep South. Furthermore, he
was much too smart to overlook this
opening and replied to Mason as follows: "As I have never owned a slave,
I can not judge the effects of slavery
on character.. . . Slaves multiply so
fast in Virginia and Maryland that it
is cheaper to raise than to import
them, whilst in the sickly rice swamps
foreign supplies [imported slaves] are
necessary. If we go no further than is
urged, we shall be unjust to South
Carolina and Georgia."'
Did Sherman and Ellsworth approve of the slave trade? Did they
work to have it continued merely to
line the pockets of New Englanders
who ferried slaves to our shores? It

has been said that they did. But let's
not jump to conclusions.
Were not Sherman and Ellsworth
both one hundred per cent behind establishing a government that would
work and survive? Were they not doing their level best to push through
the Connecticut Compromise? And
didn't they know that these plans of
theirs could never be approved if the
Deep South added its weight to those
who had already opposed them?
A practical politician might answer
these questions this way: "Sherman
and Ellsworth may very well have
hoped that slavery would finally die
out. Whether they would win votes
at home by supporting the slave trade
is debatable. Certainly neither one of
them foresaw the terrible war that
was to be fought to preserve the
Union without slavery. But this is the
point to remember. Sherman and Ellsworth both had as their number-one
object a Constitution which would
set up a government that would work.
They knew they could not get the
Constitution they wanted if the Deep
South was all against it. So they
played ball with the Southern States.
They gave up what may have seemed
to them a good, but smaller, gainthe immediate end of the slave trade
-in order to get Southern support for
a much larger gain-the Constitution.
And who can say for sure that they
were not right, or that any other
course was possible?"'
Try to think this affair through as
clearly and as fairly as you can. Polit-

ical questions we have to face today
are often as tough as the one that
faced Sherman and Ellsworth. They
are not always black-and-white questions to which you can say, "This is
completely right; that is totally
wrong." There may be right on both
sides, and wrong, too. In our democracy, the majority is supposed to rule.
But a smart majority, a democratic
majority, should hesitate sometimes
to ram all its ideas down the minority's
throats. Such restraint is good political practice; and besides, a democracy protects minorities, and individuals, too, against being robbed of their
rights, even by majority vote. So it
is often far better, not only for the
majority but also for the whole coun-

try, to experiment, to compromise,
to "accommodate"; and our Constitution Makers set us some pretty sound
examples to follow.
Some of the Constitution Makers
were idealists. Others were extremely
"practical," even "hard-boiled." A few
were selfish politicians who had to be
shown that what seemed best for
them might not prove to be best for
the country. Still others combined
political know-how with idealism and
the practical approach-Madison, for
example. From the conflict among
these groups came the Constitution.
It was produced in the democratic
way, with all its difficulties-which
may very well be the reason why the
Constitution has served us so well.

4,7U
Not Everyone Has Liked It
Some people like to point to certain undemocratic features of the
Constitution. Most of their sharp judgments take the form of cleverly worded questions in which they try to
show that the Constitution is all bad
by calling attention to some of its details.
"Why," they ask, "didn't the Constitution Makers let us vote directly
for the President, and why ·did they
dream up the Electoral College idea?"
George Mason of Virginia probably
summed up the viewpoint of most of
the delegates when he observed that

it would be "as unnatural to refer the
proper character for chief magistrate
to the people as it would be to refer
a trial of colors to a blind man." That's
going pretty far, one might say, but
the Constitution Makers had their
reasons.
There was no railroad, telegraph,
radio, or newspaper of wide circulation in those days. Public schools were
in their infancy, and the great mass of
the people never got beyond the elementary grades, if they went to school
at all. A candidate could not make
his views known to all the people, nor
could the people get a good idea of

the man they would be voting forwhat he looked like, how he spoke,
how he dressed, or whether he could
be trusted. Would not the people of a
State always vote for their "favorite
son"-the man whom they knew and
respected? How could a New Hampshire voter know about able men in
such distant places as the Carolinas
or even New York? These were some
of the questions which the delegates
asked themselves, even those who
favored popular elections.
It must be remembered that the
delegates wanted to set up election
machinery which would produce the
best type of man for President. It was
James Wilson who suggested the Electoral College scheme, in spite of the
fact that he preferred to have the
people vote directly for their chief
executive. At first his motion was
voted down. But it was finally accepted, and to many it made sense.
If each State chose its most capable
men as electors, why wouldn't they
be well qualified to pick the best man
available? It sounded good at the
time.
Why did the Constitution Makers
decide that United States Senators
should be chosen by the State Legislatures? Why not by the people?
These are two questions which are
often asked by both friends and critics
of our way of life. Thanks to the
Seventeenth Amendment, adopted in
1913, we now vote directly for our
Senators. But in 1787 there were many
people who 'did not believe in popular

elections; and there were even more
who either considered their State government more important than any
Federal Government, or thought that
State legislators were better able to
pick capable Senators than were the
people themselves. The Senate, also,
was intended to represent the States,
rather than the people. The Convention delegates had to compromise
again, so they let the State legislators
elect the Senators and the people elect
the members of the House of Representatives. One must also remember
that the same delegates made it possible for us to change this procedureas we did.
Why did the Constitution Makers
decide that Federal judges should be
appointed rather than elected? Why
did they make the Constitution so
difficult to amend? Why did they set
up the system of "checks and balances"-a system that sometimes
makes it possible for government officials to hold up laws the people
want? Why did they permit the House
and the Senate "to determine the rules
of their proceedings"-a privilege that
has allowed them to use both filibusters and gag rules, ways of doing
things which at first glance seem to
be deliberate attempts to handicap
and hamper the will of the people?

They Rai,ed a Standard
One could spend years studying the
lives of the Convention delegates and
their debates and still find that there
might be many different answers to

these questions. Is it wrong or stupid

to believe that the Constitution Makers did what they did because they
thought they were doing the right
thing? Remember that they were men
of their times and thought in their
way, not our way. Furthermore, they
were trying something new. They
drew on the history of the past and
the best practices of government that
they knew about and put these parts
together into a new whole, one which
had never been tried before.
Gouverneur Morris, after Washington's death, quoted him as saying, in
opening the Convention: "It is too
probable that no plan we propose will
be adopted. Perhaps another dreadful conflict is to be sustained. If to
please the people, we offer what we
ourselves disapprove, how can we afterwards defend our work? Let us raise
a standard to which the wise and
honest can repair. The event is in the
hand of God."
When the Constitution was finally
completed, Washington said: "The
warmest friends and the best supporters the Constitution has, do not
contend that it is free from imperfections." He then went on to express
his belief that future generations
might very well make "alterations and
amendments."
Do these words of our most famous
citizen sound like weasel words? How
many of our political leaders today
would speak so modestly, so understandingly, about any accomplishment
of theirs as Washington did?

We have found it possible, as Washington said, to make "alterations and
amendments." And even though we
have made some changes, is that unnatural? Sit down and draw up a constitution for your student government
which will be operating successfully
a century and a half from now. Can
you do it? Let's not try to call the
plays in a game played under conditions with which most of us are not
too familiar. Let's give the Constitution a better break than that.
The fact is that probably not a
single one of those great Americans
ever dreamed of the kind of life we
live today. Their main job was to draw
up a Constitution under which we
could go ahead through any changes
that might come. They realized that
they might never get a second chance.
Under the circumstances, is it surprising that some of the things they said
and did seem different from anything
we would say or do now?
Critics of the Constitution like to
point out some of its unsatisfactory
features. They have been at it now
for more than a hundred and fifty
years. But what these faultfinders fail
to mention is worth remembering.
Conditions in this country in 1787 required a firm hand and down-to-earth
rules, as you know. Since 1787 we
have made but twenty-two changes
in the Constitution, and one of thesethe Twenty-First Amendment-canceled out the Eighteenth ( the Prohibition Amendment). Finally, and
most important of all, we have been

able to develop our representative
government under that selfsame document.
By the First Amendment to the
Constitution these critics are guaranteed the right to air their opinions in
both speech and press. Let's never
deny them that right. But also let's
never be led astray merely because we
are ignorant of our own history-because we do not know how our democracy got started or what it means to
all of us to live under a stable yet
flexible government.

Our Job
We have come a long way since
that red-letter year when a mere handful of hard-working men produced
our Constitution. Beginning with that
document as our guide, we have secured for all the people more and
more political rights. We have also
made much progress in living together
in peace and carrying on our daily
business with one another. But these
things have come slowly-as they
should. Now and then we have made
some bad mistakes. But we've kept
trying. And we haven't fallen for the
glamorous proposals of dictators or
the rosy dreams of starry-eyed visionaries. There is something in the American character that makes us shy away
from people who promise everybody
the abundant life-for free. We want
the abundant life; who doesn't? But
from cradle to grave we'll get that life
only if we work for it.
As you know, Alexander Hamilton

called the Constitution a "Plan of Accommodation." It was exactly that.
Our form of government and our way
of life have gone through many
changes, with the result that a greater
and greater number of our people are
enjoying the rights, privileges, and
satisfactions which our Constitution
Makers held to be so sacred. We
haven't a rigid, unchangeable Constitution. We can't always have our own
way, and we must often "accommodate" or compromise. But our life
isn't planned for us by a small group
of rulers, and that is a fate we must
fight off with all our might. We are
free under our Constitution to do what
we honestly believe is best for ourselves and all the people.
Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes
likened our Constitution to "an experiment, as all life is an experiment."
It takes courage, brains, and hard
work to experiment successfully. The
Makers of our Constitution were successful, as history has eloquently
proved, because they "had what it
takes." They were not wishful thinkers who could be fooled by pageants
and promises.
In addition to devising a form of
government which would work, the
Constitution Makers wanted to plan
a government which would make it
possible for Americans to enjoy the
rights of '1ife, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness." Note, however, that
they didn't promise, they didn't guarantee, a single thing. In effect they
said: "Here it is. This is the form of
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MAY
government which we believe will
carry into effect the stirring phrases
of the Declaration of Independence.
But it's up to you to make it go."
We have been successful and, in
attaining success, we have discovered
that our form of government is harder
to keep going than any other in the
world. It moves slowly; it often seems
to get all snarled up; it has to wait
till its big problems have been
thrashed out in public. Why is it, then,
that we have kept trying? Why have
men and women from all walks of
life worked with all their hearts and
even gone to war to preserve and improve our democracy, our free way
of life?
If you will stop to think for a
moment, the answer is very simple.
Our democracy permits us to stand
on our own feet and be men and
women in our own right. Democracy
aims to provide equal opportunities
for all; and even if our record is still
far from perfect, the goal-equality of
opportunity-still stands. Asking us
only to be fair and friendly toward
one another, democracy lets each of us
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I. The Isms and You

6. Why Don't They Think!

What it means to grow up , to work and to live
under a dictatorship ( Communist or Fascist ) as
contrasted with growth , work and life in a
democracy.

How thoughtless, prejudiced, emotional reactions
lead to wrong attitudes and unsound conclusions.
Straight thinking is a civic duty.

2. They Made a Nation

7. And Crown Thy Good

A vivid and personalized account of what went
on at the Constitutional Convention . How the
Founding Fathers hammered out a workable
scheme of national government "in the spirit of
accommodation." What their example of democratic action means for us.

3. It Has Been Done!
Case studies illustrating how political conditions
have been improved in certain cities and towns.
The role of leaders and the rol e of l)Opular support.

4. Bread and Butter Plus
Factual stories of citizens and groups of citizens
who find time for their civic responsibilities.

The story of the current drive for civil rights for
all groups, without exclusions based on birth or
name or origin.

8. Work Without Strif~
An analysis of the causes of industrial warfare;
case studies of industries in which we find a
large measure of industrial peace. Why?

9. Capitalism-Way of Freedom
Issues and problems to be faced and solved in
order to insure a high level of prosperity, equitably shared.

5. Who Says So?
An analysis of the influences that tend to produce
group judgments, wise or otherwise, about civic
issues and problems.

10. These Americans
How people from many lands help to make the
U.S.A. one nation , worthy to be great.
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