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es in our nation’s history have

occurred over interpretations of the constitutional principle of federalism—the
division of powers and functions between the state governments and the national
overnment. The struggle for desegregation and the civil rights of minorities,
the legalization of abortion, the selective incorporation of the Bill of Rights into
the Fourteenth Amendment, slavery and the Civil War all ultimately turned on the
yestion, Who has the quthority to gover: the states, or the national government?
Our federal system is a delicate balance of power and shared responsibility between

nation and states, each with constitutional authority to pass laws, levy taxes, and
dynamic balance of power, easily

rotect the interests and rights of citizens. Itis a
tigtives, and Supreme Court rulings,

destabilized by econontic crises, political ini
t years by the question, Who will pay the price for

but often resolved in more recen
implementing and enforcing government policy?

The “double security” that James Madison discussed in The Federalist, No. 51
did not satisfy those who feared that the national powers would encroach on state
sovereignty. In The Federalist, No. 46, Madison went to great lengths to reassute
the states that they would continue to wield a high degree of power, arguing that “the
first and most natural attachment of the people will be to the governnients of their
respective states.” While recognizing the potential for conflicts between state and
federal governments, Madison concluded that the power retained by the states

be sufficient to resist arrogation by the newly established national government.

Some of the most divisive and bitter political battl

proceed to inquire whether the federal gover
ments will have the advantage with regard to the pre
port of the people. Notwithstanding the different mo
are appointed, we must consider both of them as substanti

des in which the
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acknowledgments of such as have had a seat in that assembly, will inform
us that the members have put too frequently displayed the character
rather of partisans of their respective States than of impartial guardians
of a common interest; that where on one occasion improper sacrifices
have been made of local considerations to the aggrandizement of the fed-
eral government, the great interests of the nation have suffered on a hun-
dred from an undue attention to the local prejudices, interests, and views
of the particular States. I mean not by these reflections to insinuate that the
new federal government will not embrace a more enlarged plan of policy
than the existing government may have pursued; much less that its views
will be as confined as those of the State legislatures; but only that it will
partake sufficiently of the spirit of both to be disinclined to invade the
rights of the individual States, or the prerogatives of their governments.
Were it admitted, however, that the federal government may feel an
equal disposition with the State governments to extend its power beyond
the due limits, the latter would still have the advantage in the means of
defeating such encroachments. If an act of a particular State, though
unfriendly to the national government, be generally popular in that State,
and should not too grossly violate the oaths of the State officers, it is exe-
cuted immediately and, of course, by means on the spot and depending

on the State alone. The opposition of the federal government, or the inter-

position of federal officers, would but inflame the zeal of all parties on the
d, if at all,

side of the State, and the evil could not be prevented or repaire
without the employment of means which must always be resorted to with
reluctance and difficulty. On the other hand, should an unwarrantable
measure of the federal government be unpopular in particular States,
which would seldom fail to be the case, or even a warrantable measure
be so, which may sometimes be the case, the means of opposition to it
are powerful and at hand. The disquietude of the people; their repug:
nance and, perhaps, refusal to co-operate with the officers of the Union;
the frowns of the executive magistracy of the State; the embarrassments
created by legislative devices, which would often be added on such occa-
sions, would oppose, in any State, difficulties not to be despised; would
form, in a large State, very serious impediments; and where the senti-
ments of several adjoining States happened to be in unison, would pres-
ent obstructions which the federal government would hardly be willing

to encounter.
But ambitious encroachments of the

ity of the State governments i

State, or of a few States only.

Every government would espouse the common ¢

would be opened. Plans of resistance would be con
animate and conduct the whole. The same combinations, in short, woul_

result from an apprehension of the federal, as was produced by the dread'
a foreign yoke; and unless the projected innovations should be voluntarik

federal government on the author-
would not excite the opposition of a single

They would be signals of general alarm
ause. A correspondence
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e o thr; s, whp w111- be supported by the people.
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proposed to be lodged in the federal government are as little formidable
to those reserved to the individual States as they are indispensably neces-
sary to accomplish the purposes of the Union; and that all those alarms
which have been sounded of a meditated and consequential annihilation
of the State governments must, on the most favorable interpretation, be
ascribed to the chimerical fears of the authors of them.

PusLius

DiscussioN QUESTIONS

1. Is Madison right when he states that people are more attached to their
state governments than to the national government? Why or why not?
If not, would it better facilitate the democratic process if they were
more attached to state governments?

2. Would your answer change at all during different political times?
For example, were people more attached to the national government
in the wake of the terrorist attacks on our country than they were
before September 11, 2001? Do people lose their faith in the national
government during tough economic times?




