
 
 
Federal Farmer: An Additional Number of Letters to the Republican, 

 New York, 2 May 1788 (excerpts) 
 
...The gentlemen who oppose the constitution, or contend for amendments in it, 

are frequently, and with much bitterness, charged with wantonly attacking the men 
who framed it. The unjustness of this charge leads me to make one observation upon 
the conduct of parties, &c. Some of the advocates are only pretended federalists; in fact 
they wish for an abolition of the state governments. Some of them I believe to be 
honest federalists, who wish to preserve substantially the state governments united 
under an efficient federal head; and many of them are blind tools without any object. 
Some of the opposers also are only pretended federalists, who want no federal 
government, or one merely advisory. Some of them are the true federalists, their object, 
perhaps, more clearly seen, is the same with that of the honest federalists; and some of 
them, probably, have no distinct object. We might as well call the advocates and 
opposers tories and whigs, or any thing else, as federalists and anti-federalists. To be for 
or against the constitution, as it stands, is not much evidence of a federal disposition; if 
any names are applicable to the parties, on account of their general politics, they are 
those of republicans and anti-republicans. The opposers are generally men who support 
the rights of the body of the people, and are properly republicans. The advocates are 
generally men not very friendly to those rights, and properly anti-republicans. 
Had the advocates left the constitution, as they ought to have done, to be adopted or 
rejected on account of its own merits or imperfections, I do not believe the gentlemen 
who framed it would ever have been even alluded to in the contest by the opposers. 
Instead of this, the ardent advocates begun by quoting names as incontestible 
authorities for the implicit adoption of the system, without any examination—treated all 
who opposed it as friends of anarchy; and with an indecent virulence addressed M—n 
G—y, L—e,1 and almost every man of weight they could find in the opposition by name. 
If they had been candid men they would have applauded the moderation of the 
opposers for not retaliating in this pointed manner, when so fair an opportunity was 
given them; but the opposers generally saw that it was no time to heat the passions; 
but, at the same time, they saw there was something more than mere zeal in many of 
their adversaries; they saw them attempting to mislead the people, and to precipitate 
their divisions, by the sound of names, and forced to do it, the opposers, in general 
terms, alledged those names were not of sufficient authority to justify the hasty 
adoption of the system contended for... 
 
Cite as: The Documentary History of the Ratification of the Constitution Digital Edition, 
ed. John P. Kaminski, Gaspare J. Saladino, Richard Leffler, Charles H. Schoenleber and 
Margaret A. Hogan. Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 2009. Original source: 
Ratification by the States, Volume XX: New York, No. 2 
 


