
PLS 101 - Lecture 3

I got e-mails from most of you.  You did the ó weíre working on the ideologies 
here and came to your own assessment of where your own political beliefs are.  
Question?

[Inaudible student response]
Oh, okay.  Thatís fine.  You can give it to me later.  Iíd appreciate it.  

The main thing I wanted you to do is go over that and see sort of where your 
own beliefs are.  And a couple of you found that you were really, you know, 
sort of on the line between here or here, or between here or here, and it was 
kind of hard to tell.  Was anybody sort of right smack dab here?  That could 
happen, too.  The thing I would encourage you is ó actually, Iíve got some 
other diagnostics that you can take if you like to sort of more refine where 
you are.

The thing I want you to understand is that a lot of ó you know, we have 
these traditional conceptions about Liberals versus Conservatives, and I want 
you to understand that itís not that simple.  And really a true assessment of 
political ideology is more than just are you for big government or opposed to 
big government, those kinds of issues.  

And, in fact, another interesting point I wanted to bring up is that a lot 
of times we normally think of ó like a traditional conception.  Letís look at 
Liberals and Conservatives.  When we think of big government, whoís in favor 
of big government, Liberals or Conservatives?  Liberals.  We normally 
associate that with Liberals and Conservatives want to cut back government.  
They believe in tax cuts and lower taxes, and so forth.  Now, is that really 
true?  Do Liberals favor big government and Conservatives favor small 
government?  Not necessarily.  And, in fact, why is that not necessarily the 
case?

[Inaudible student response]
Thatís very good.  Your answer was that you want ó that Conservatives want 

people to behave in a certain way and therefore, by implication, they are 
willing to have big government in certain areas, right?  And thatís the key.  
Itís not necessarily that one favors big government and someoneís opposed to 
big government.  Itís actually that both ó in this case, Liberals and 
Conservatives do favor government activity but different kinds of government 
activity.  And again, thatís really different from our normal  conception of 
Liberal versus Conservative in that regard.

Now, thereís one other thing I want to talk about before we leave Chapter 
1 and then weíre gonna march on into Chapter 2 on the Constitution.  But 
Chapter 1 finishes off with talking about two different models of democracy: a 
majoritarian model of democracy and a pluralist model of democracy.  I think 
itís very important that you have a good understanding of the basic 
differences between these two models of democracy.  Now, they do a good job ó 
the authors in the book do a very good job of explaining it.  I want to 
highlight a couple of things here so youíll have a good understanding because 
your understanding of this will help you in your understanding of some other 
issues down the road.

This majoritarian model of democracy, the best way I can sort of 
conceptualize it is to think about how does government respond to the people.  
And you think of the people as one big mass of individuals, one big, huge mass 
of individuals, and the essential element behind the majoritarian model is 
that government or politicians basically respond to mass public opinion.  So 
the idea of these public opinion polls, what do the people as a whole want, 



and then how should we respond.  Thatís the majoritarian model of democracy at 
work.  The role of government is to respond to what the majority in large 
measure wants to have implemented.  So essentially to respond to mass public 
opinion.

[Inaudible student response]
Very good.  Aaron asked the question or has the very good comment here and 

that is, is this essentially a parallel with the direct democracy.  Thatís a 
very good point and Iím glad you brought that up, because it very much does 
parallel the whole idea behind direct democracy.

[Inaudible student response]
In a lot of ways, the question here again ó whatís the essential 

difference between a direct democracy versus a majoritarian democracy ó and I 
would say you could almost equate the two, the way I would do it.  When Iím 
thinking about the majoritarian model of democracy, I would think of direct 
democracy on a large scale.  Youíre responding to the mass of people.

Now, whatís important is to contrast that with our next model here and 
that would be the pluralist model of democracy.  Now, the pluralist model of 
democracy is very different in that it tries to depict how does government 
respond or whatís important here in terms of the players and the actors.  In 
this case, itís not the idea of government responding to a mass public opinion 
and making decisions that way, but instead responding to organized interests.  
Youíre gonna hear about this ó Chapter 8, in fact, is about the role of 
interest groups.  Interest groups fit in quite well with the pluralist model 
of democracy.  A basic assumption here is that government responds to 
organized interests.  You might think of it this way.  A way I would 
conceptualize it is that government is essentially a broker of competing 
interests.  Government serves as a ìbrokerî of competing interests.

What that means is that there are all these organized groups in our 
society and those that have the resources and the ability to channel their 
preferences in such a way to request that either legislators or government 
bureaucrats, anyone whoís in government, to respond to their demands.  Thatís 
the idea of the pluralist model at work.  You might think of the pluralist 
model ó again, very different from the majoritarian model ó in terms of having 
this sort of a mass sea of voters that are making decisions and people 
responding ó politicians responding to that.

Instead, here the name of the game is getting involved in an interest 
group ó special interests, as some people call them ó getting involved in a 
special interest and letting that special interest group actually articulate 
its demands upon government, and then government officials simply trying to 
respond to these competing interests.  In this case, itís not so much 
responding to the whole body of people.  Itís only responding to the players ó 
in this case, the players being the organized interest.  You have to ó in 
other words, your ticket to the game in a pluralist democracy is by joining an 
interest group and having your preferences channeled through the interest 
group to have government changed.  So government is responding not to you as a 
whole, not to the mass electorate as a whole, but instead to various interest 
groups.

Now, thatís very important because when we talk about interest groups, for 
example, in Chapter 8, weíre gonna talk about the role they have in our 
society.  A lot of people criticize our democracy because they say that there 
are too many special interests, that the politicians are beholden to too many 
special interests.  And I will say to you right now one personís special 
interest is somebody elseís, you know, treasured legitimate way of government 



spending, you know.  It depends upon the perspective, actually.
But the pluralist model of democracy, then, is essentially a very 

different kind of model here.  And because of the pluralist model, let me say 
one other quick thing about this.  Our democracy really does look a lot more 
like the pluralist model.  Now, in response to maybe what Aaron is thinking 
right now, it doesnít parallel the same idea of representative democracy in 
the same way as the majoritarian model parallels a direct democracy.  But 
instead ó but the way I would look at this is I would think about the idea 
that itís government responding to a variety of interests, and because of that 
you end up creating policies that are often ó that can be very, if you would, 
schizophrenic or contradictory in nature.

Let me give you a good example of this.  Think about tobacco policy.  
Anybody smoke in here?  I donít really care.  Donít have to raise your hands.  
I hope you donít smoke.  But if you do, you kind of understand a few things 
about cigarettes and the appeal of nicotine and the frustration of having to 
pay so much for packs of cigarettes.  How much is a pack of cigarettes these 
days, by the way?  Does anybody know?  Four bucks?  Okay.  Something like 
that?  I remember when I was a kid, just to show you how old I am, in growing 
up in South Carolina and North Carolina, they were 40 cents a pack.  So you 
could get a carton for four bucks as opposed to a pack for four bucks.  Why 
are they so high?  Taxes make them high.  Those taxes are basically a 
reflection of government policy, arenít they?  Why do we tax cigarettes?  Why 
do we put high taxes on cigarettes?  To do what?  We put high taxes on 
cigarettes to stop people from buying them, right?  Itís a public policy.  
Politicians made a decision to put high taxes on cigarettes with the specific 
intent of discouraging consumption of tobacco.  

So on the one hand I could ask you a question: Do we discourage tobacco ó 
consumption of tobacco in our government?  Does that government discourage 
consumption of tobacco?  And you would say, ìYeah.  Look at the high taxes,î 
right?  Whatís another way our government discourages consumption of tobacco?  
Another good example is that youíve got the Surgeon Generalís warning on the 
box saying, you know, if you smoke these cigarettes you will die in a matter 
of minutes, right?  So we have in which ó the government has ways in which it 
tries to discourage the consumption of tobacco.

Does anybody know any other reason ó other ways in which we discourage 
consumption of tobacco?  We put age limits on how old you have to be ó 18 ó to 
buy tobacco in products.  What about advertising?  Does the government provide 
laws or regulations that restrict advertising of tobacco products?

[Inaudible student response]
Right.  You certainly canít put ëem on Saturday morning cartoons.  

Remember the Joe Camel ad as another example of that?  And certainly do you 
ever see tobacco ó advertisements for cigarettes on television?  Not anymore.  
They used to be on TV.  I remember some of these when I was a kid.  You know, 
the Marlborough Man, Marlborough Country ó you know, and all that kind of ó 
those kinds of advertisements.  In other words, you will see tobacco 
advertisements on billboards.  You see them in magazines but you will not see 
ëem on TV.  You will not see ëem on the radio ó hear ëem on the radio because 
of government decisions to discourage the consumption of tobacco.  All right.

So, having said that, let me tell you something else.  Again, Iím using 
this as an example of the pluralist model at work.  On the one hand, we have 
interest groups in our society that say tobacco is bad.  Letís restrict ó 
letís cut back on tobacco in our society.  People get lung cancer from 
tobacco.  It leads to long-term health effects and are bad for society.  Letís 



do what we can to discourage tobacco consumption.  And specifically or 
especially among young people.  Letís helpfully not allow them to get hooked 
to begin with so they wonít be smoking for the next 40 years, and ultimately 
end up with some kind of problems because of it.

Now, on the one hand we discourage tobacco consumption.  On the other 
hand, does our government also encourage tobacco consumption?  How does our 
government encourage tobacco consumption?

[Inaudible student response]
Okay.  The fact that we donít have an outright ban on smoking might be an 

indirect way.  Let me give you a more direct way.  What about subsidies, 
tobacco subsidies, given the farmers.  Do we provide subsidies to tobacco 
farmers?  You betcha.  Do we provide subsidies to farmers to grow their crops?  
Do any of you come from a farm family?  You might know a little bit about 
agricultural subsidies.  Tobacco is considered an agricultural subsidy.  So 
there may be some farmers out in Kentucky that we are giving subsidies to to 
grow their tobacco.

Let me tell you another way which you might have less direct experience 
with.  Overseas.  We very much encourage tobacco consumption overseas by 
giving big cigarette manufacturers tax breaks for promoting their products 
overseas, for advertising their products overseas.  All in the name of 
promotion.  Exports are good for America, right?  Itís good, it helps create 
jobs, we want to promote exports.  Increasing exports basically means 
increasing the demand from other people in other countries for our U.S. goods.  
A very, very popular U.S. good is a U.S. made cigarette such as Marlborough.  
And so we encourage the consumption of tobacco by providing some subsidies to 
these corporations for advertising the products overseas.  So while you may 
not be able to advertise on TV here, they can advertise on TV or any other 
medium overseas.

Now, hereís my point.  Not so much to dwell on tobacco as much as just to 
show to you, this is a good example of the pluralist model at work.  Itís not 
that some politicians all of a sudden sent out a survey or a public opinion 
poll and asked you to respond: ìShould we have more support for tobacco ó for 
consumption of tobacco or less support?î  Nothing of the sort.  Instead, there 
are various groups outside in our society who have basically pressed their 
demands on government, asking for government to make policies, regulations, 
and decisions that are favorable to their specific interest.

So thereís the anti-tobacco quote ìlobbyî who wants to try to encourage ó 
I mean, who wants to discourage consumption and get rid of smoking in our 
society when we have other groups out there such as lobbyists for cigarette 
manufacturers who are wanting to have benefits from government such as tax 
breaks to export their products overseas, all in the name of export promotion.  
This is a good example here of how government is serving as a broker of 
competing interests.

So I kind of want to make sure you understood sort of the basic 
differences between the two models here of democracy before we left.

Now, that being said, that allows us now at this point to go ahead and 
jump into our next unit of material.  This is Chapter 2 on the Constitution.  
Let me pull that up here.  Weíre going to now talk about basically the events 
surrounding ó a little bit of a history lesson ó surrounding the Constitution, 
the formation of the Constitution.  And I guess the first thing Iíd like to 
ask you is ó first of all, we have a Constitution, as you know, and weíre 
gonna be talking a lot about the Constitution this week.  The first question 
Iíd like to throw out to you is to have you consider this: the essential 



purpose of a Constitution, okay?
Can a government be a government without a Constitution?  Can we have a 

government without a Constitution?  Do we have to have a Constitution in order 
to have a government?  No.  We donít have to have a Constitution in order to 
have a government.  Now, we created a Constitution well over 200 years ago for 
a specific set of reasons here.  And I would say probably the most important 
reason behind our thinking at the time ó when we just think about the 
historical context, weíd just won our freedom from Great Britain and had 
declared independence.  When we created our Constitution, one of the foremost 
concerns ó okay.  Let me give you a little bit of background here and ask you 
a question.

Think about your history at the time of the Revolution.  Why did we want 
to declare independence and what were the concerns that we had behind Great 
Britain?  Why did we want to have our freedom?  Again, think about this.  Why 
did we declare our independence and what were some of the issues behind 
involved in terms of our decision to become free?  And we saw Great Britain as 
tyrannical and it was time to form a new nation.  Why did we do this?  Why did 
we fight a revolution?  The Revolutionary War that we fought and won.  What 
were we concerned about?  Do you remember?  Give you a famous quote: ìNo 
taxation without representation.î  Do you remember that?  What was the concern 
there?  That here was this country all the way across the Atlantic, making 
decisions for us without our ability to have any input into that process.

When we won ó fought the Revolutionary War and won our independence, we 
were very much concerned about this whole idea of liberty.  We wanted to be 
free to run ourselves and our government as we saw fit and to be free of 
tyrannical rule.  We created a Constitution in part because we had this sense 
of paranoia that if weíre gonna create a new government, we want to make sure 
this new government is not so powerful that it might take away our hard-earned 
rights. 

So, in other words, why do we have a Constitution?  We wanted to basically 
spell out the rights of what government can and cannot do.  A more formal way 
of saying this is we want to limit or define political authority.  But 
essentially what weíre saying is we want to basically spell out the rights of 
what government ó what rights government does have, what rights it does not 
have.  And the reason we were concerned about this is because of the fact that 
we had been operating under a regime for a long time that essentially had 
taken away our rights, in the minds of our founding fathers.  So thatís what 
we were concerned about in terms of why we established a Constitution.

Now, just to give you some additional background before we go in and start 
talking about the Constitution, we ó you know, during the war all the colonies 
had adopted their own state Constitutions.  They all provided, for example, a 
strong legislature and weak governors.  They were very much again fearful of 
having governors too strong, because they were concerned about the governors 
being more like a king.  But there was also a recognition that we had 13 
colonies but there was a recognition that we needed to have a national 
government of some sort.  We wanted national government that would be strong 
enough to manage our mutual affairs but, again, not one too strong that might 
very well take away our rights and liberties.

So on November the 15th, 1777, we adopted a compact called the Articles of 
Confederation.  This was our very first attempt at self government.  The 
Constitution was not our first attempt.  The Articles of Confederation was our 
first attempt.  Anybody know why it was called a Confederation?  Weíll talk 
about this in Chapter 3.  Iíll go ahead and tell you right now what a 



confederation is.  Anybody know what a confederation is?  A confederation is a 
government where all the states or regional governments basically have equal 
power.  If thereís a national government, itís a creation of the states.  In 
other words, the states are calling the shots or the regional governments are 
calling the shots.  Thatís what confederation is.

So we adopted this thing called the Articles of Confederation where the 
states are clearly in control.  The 13 colonies are now 13 states, and the 
states are clearly in control.  Essentially, this was designed to serve as a 
loose alliance between the states.  It has been described as nothing more than 
essentially a league of friendship among all the various states.  Basically to 
help manage mutual affairs of interest.  

Now, one of the things that I want to point out here, among the Articles 
of Confederation, certain features of our first attempt at government.  Now, 
here we are.  The states are creating a national government under something 
called the Articles of Confederation.  Now, a couple of quick things.  Well, 
Iíll put these on the board here.  Under the Articles of Confederation it did 
establish a congress.  We did create a national legislature called a congress.  
But we did not have a separately elected president under the Articles of 
Confederation.  We were concerned about having a separately elected president.  
Again, the word ó in our paranoia.  Letís go back to that paranoia.  If we 
have a separately elected president, weíre thinking maybe this president might 
become too powerful and might become just like a king.  Thank you but no, 
thanks.  We donít need another king in our country.  Thatís why we fought and 
died for our liberties.

So you had a congress.  Now, you had a president but basically the 
president was simply the presiding officer of this congress.  Not a separately 
elected president but a presiding officer of this legislative body.  In 
addition to that, we also had no national system of courts.  We didnít have a 
separate court system.  A couple of other quick things and Iím gonna put ëem 
on this other side here of the board for you.  In this congress, in this 
legislature, each of these 13 states had one vote.  Each state had only one 
vote.

Now, those were some features of this, but then there was also some ó I 
think I see some more problematic aspects of this new attempt at government.  
Particularly was this.  We really wanted to make sure ó again, speaking about 
the paranoia ó we didnít want a strong executive, didnít want to have a strong 
president, and we did not want a strong national government.  We knew that we 
needed to have a national government to manage our affairs of interest but not 
too strong here.  This attempt at government actually made that national 
government far, far too weak.  One of the major flaws of this was that this 
new government, the national government, had no power to tax and no power to 
settle disputes between states.

Now, if you think about this ó no power to tax ó how can you have any 
power given to a government if it has no power to tax?  I mean, thatís really 
in a lot of ways cutting off its knees before itís even created.  But it had 
no power to tax, had no power to settle disputes between states as well.  And 
so because of that, how could you do things like, for example, raise an army 
or a navy?  And Iíd say the last major problem besides this was to change any 
of the provisions in this document, any changes required agreement among all 
13 states.  In other words, to make any change ó letís say that we wanted to 
basically give government, this national government, the power to tax.  All 13 
states would have to unanimously approve that change to the Articles of 
Confederation.  Do you know how hard it is to get unanimous agreement?  Itís 



very, very difficult.  
So in a low of ways, then, the Articles of Confederation essentially did 

not last very long because it did not provide a very workable system of 
government at the outset.  Again, the functioning of our government under the 
Articles of Confederation really depended upon the goodwill of the states.  
Essentially even to run our army, George Washington had to go to the different 
states, begging them for money, to provide money and support for this new 
national army.

Now, as you might imagine, after the Revolutionary War was over, many 
parts of our national were in shambles.  The economy was weak.  The various 
states were printing their own paper money.  In some cases it was recognized 
by some states and in other cases it wasnít.  More often than not it was 
pretty much worthless.  And so there were some very severe economic conditions 
going on in our country.  Again, because -- there were also border disputes 
going on from one state to the next, differences in tariff rates where if 
youíd take some goods and transport ëem into our state they might impose a 
high tariff on you for doing that.  And again, that did not contribute to the 
overall development of a national economy.  So there were those problems.

In addition to that, we also had some other kinds of political conditions 
that are going on.  Even though we had won our war of independence from Great 
Britain, the British were clearly still very, very strong.  They had a major 
presence in Canada.  If youíd ever been to Niagra Falls on the Canadian side, 
a major encampment ready to come an invade New York at any point in time.  
Very, very close to ó off the Niagra River.  So they had a major presence up 
in Canada.  In addition to that, they were a very strong sea power.  We were 
very, very weak.  And if that werenít bad enough, we also had the Spaniards.  
The Spanish were occupying Florida.  So we basically have some potential 
enemies that could invade us from the north, potential enemies that could 
invade us from the south.  So youíve got that going on.

There was also concern about internal rebellion going on.  Thereís -- for 
example, in Massachusetts you have what the book talks about Shaysís Rebellion 
by Daniel Shays and a small armed group of farmers protesting foreclosures on 
their mortgages on their farms that they couldnít pay for.  And they had to 
put down this rebellion.  So there was a fear of internal rebellion going on.  
There was also, again, a lot of quarreling taking place among the states 
concerning boundary lines and tariffs, those kinds of issues.

So because of that there were all sorts of problems.  Let me give you 
another example.  Even in terms of foreign policy there was some concern that 
some of the states were gonna create separate agreements with other foreign 
nations.  In fact, George Washington was worried that Kentucky might join 
Spain in some kind of alliance, you know.  Again, can you have 13 states 
forming their own separate independent treaties with foreign nations? 

So because of that, these various political and various economic factors 
combined with the fear of being invaded really generated pressure for the 
creation of a new government.  We needed to have a new national government 
that would replace The Articles of Confederation.  We had to have certainly a 
way to defend ourselves against our enemies.  We needed a government able to 
conduct foreign affairs on a singular kind of basis with one voice.  We needed 
to have a government that was strong enough to encourage positive economic and 
commercial activity to help grow our country.  And all these things are things 
that The Articles of Confederation did not permit or allow.

So in 1787, 55 delegates met in Philadelphia and their sole purpose was to 
try to revise the Articles of Confederation.  They knew that they needed to 



make it stronger and they were gonna just simply try to revise the articles.  
They were aware of the problems but they did not have complete agreement how 
to fix this very, very weak national government.

Well, as you know in history, instead of revising the articles they came 
up with a brand new document and the document they produced today is the 
worldís oldest written Constitution.  And the Constitution, by the way, is in 
your text in the Appendix, beginning on page A-4, and weíre gonna refer to 
that sometime a little bit later on today.

The chief problem facing the delegates at the Constitutional Convention 
was again how best to secure liberty and how much power should government 
have.  Think about this.  Why were the Articles of Confederation so weak?  
Because they thought a weak national government will best preserve liberty.  
You see that?  Okay.  Now, did it preserve liberty?  If the Articles of 
Confederation had continued on, would that have preserved our liberty?  Based 
upon what weíve just talked about?  Thereís no way.  Our liberties wouldíve 
been trampled upon if not by our own ó by states or by some maybe foreign 
power.  So the key again was we needed to have a government thatís strong 
enough but not too strong.  And how to find the right balance between the two.

So basically, then, the delegates at the Constitutional Convention were 
looking at various kinds of options or considerations, and one, of course, was 
the Virginia Plan.  As you may know from your earlier history, this was 
proposed by Edmund Randolph of Virginia.  A few features here probably worth 
talking about with the Virginia Plan that Iíll mention here.

First of all, as you might imagine, under the Virginia Plan there was a 
call for a stronger national government, giving the government more power such 
as power to tax and power to raise an army.  So, first of all, stronger 
national government.  Interestingly enough, separate branches.  So weíd have, 
for example, separately elected president.  A government that was much 
stronger than the Articles of Confederation.  Even a government that could 
override state laws.  In other words, if this new national government under 
the Virginia Plan occurred, any kind of law that was passed by this national 
government, if it contradicted a state law, the national law would be the 
superior law.  It would be the controlling law that would invalidate the state 
law.  So thatís one of the things that he proposed under the Virginia Plan.

Another thing that he proposed was this idea that you probably remember 
back in your civics class, back in junior high school, a bicameral 
legislature.  Bicameral means, of course, not one house but two houses of our 
legislature.  And hereís the interesting thing and I want you to think about 
this.  This is bicameral legislature.  It would have two houses, an upper 
house and a lower house.  The lower house would be chosen by the people.  The 
upper house would be chosen by the lower house.  Thatís a very, very important 
distinction here.  Lower house chosen by the people, the upper house chosen by 
the lower house.

Let me give you another one, the New Jersey Plan.  This was proposed by a 
person from New Jersey, William Patterson of New Jersey.  This plan, of 
course, favored the smaller states.  And essentially what the New Jersey Plan 
wouldíve done is to essentially keep the status quo.  Weíre gonna keep the 
Articles of Confederation pretty much with a little bit stronger congress, a 
little bit stronger national government but not much more, and each state 
would have one vote.  So essentially not much different from the Articles of 
Confederation and then each state has one vote.  So whether or not youíre from 
a large state with a lot of population or from a small state, youíd have equal 
representation in this one legislative house, this unicameral legislature.  So 



theyíre all equal.
Now, of course, if youíre from a big state with a lot of population, youíd 

think, ìWell, thatís not fair.î  Because, after all, your vote in a small 
state will count more than my vote here in a big state.  Iím supposed to 
represent all these people and yet you and I have the same vote, and yet your 
state is only a third the size of my state.  So a lot of people were thinking, 
ìWell, thatís not democratic.î  

And again, I want you to look at these two things here in this way.  The 
Virginia Plan and the New Jersey Plan in a lot of ways were two competing 
conceptions of democracy.  But people concerned about the Virginia Plan were 
concerned about this idea of tyranny of the majority.  The majority basically, 
you know, has their way.  Itís called tyranny of the majority.  Weíre gonna 
talk about that term a little bit more in a bit.  We donít want to have a 
tyranny of the majority where those who were in favor of the Virginia Plan 
felt like it was only democratic that the majority should indeed rule.  Okay.  
Which one should it be?

So this led to discussion and debate, led to the Connecticut Plan also 
known as the Great Compromise.  This is also called the Connecticut 
Compromise.  And as we know, the Connecticut Compromise sets forth essentially 
what we have today in part of our Constitution.  We basically have two houses.  
Again, not to insult your intelligence, but we have a House of Representatives 
and a Senate.  House of Representatives is based on population.  In other 
words, bigger states will have more representatives than smaller states.  This 
parallels that idea of the lower house in the Virginia Plan.

So weíll have the House of Representatives based on population and then 
weíll also have a Senate.  So we have a House of Representatives and the 
Senate will basically have two senators from each state.  So that if nothing 
else, even though the larger states would be favored in the House, the Senate 
as relatively an equal body as the House of Representatives would basically be 
two senators from each state so no one has an upper hand there.  And that was 
considered the compromise.

Now, whatís interesting about this as well is that the Senate would not be 
chosen by the lower house ó again, another compromise here ó but instead of 
choosing the senators from the lower house, youíre gonna choose the senators 
by each state ó their state legislatures which use their own senators.  So 
therefore ó again, youíre not stacking the deck in favor of the larger states 
by doing it that way.

Interestingly enough ó again, think about the original Senate.  Our 
original Senate was -- to be chosen by the Senate is you would elect people to 
serve in the general assembly here in Missouri, in Jefferson City.  They would 
choose the senators for our state.  That did not change -- interestingly 
enough, that did not change until 1913 with the passage of the 17th Amendment.  
So up until 1913 thatís how our Senate was chosen.  After 1913 with the 
passage, now our senators are chosen directly by the people.  But up until 
then they were actually chosen by the state legislatures.

The other thing it did was it created this idea of how do we choose a 
president.  We will have a separately elected president but itíll be chosen ó 
the president will be chosen through this mechanism called the electoral 
college.  When we talk about campaigns and elections, weíll go into some more 
detail about how the electoral college works.  But the idea behind the 
electoral college was this.  Smaller states were concerned again about ó 
again, you know, is our president gonna reflect the interest of the larger 
states?  And so maybe ó there was concern about the larger states would 



control the selection of the president.  And there was also concern about the 
ó you know, the other alternative would be to have a direct election of the 
president where all the people chose the presidency, and there was some 
concern about that.  So you could have the presidency chosen by the 
legislature or by all the people.  If you choose him by all the people, there 
was a concern again about this idea of mob rule and the electoral college was 
seen as a compromise.

And we have seen the electoral college at work.  Of course, for example, 
in the year 2000 it was kind of interesting because in that election year we 
have George Bush defeated Al Gore for president, as you remember.  Now, Al 
Gore actually had more popular vote than George Bush but George Bush had a 
greater number of electoral college votes to give him the presidency.  And 
every now and then, I mean ó again, more often ó I mean, many, many more 
times, 95 percent of the time, 99 percent of the time, the direct popular vote 
will line up with the electoral college.  But there are occasions in our 
history where that did not happen, and 2000 was the most recent example of 
that.  But the electoral college was set up back in the Constitution.

Let me go ahead and give you another thing, too.  In light of the fact 
that weíve had some discussions about the electoral college ó you know, should 
we keep the electoral college or get rid of it ó donít we need to have a 
president who reflects the direct popular views of everybody?  And my answer 
to you is this.  To basically get rid of the electoral college will mean that 
weíll have to change the Constitution.  And as weíre gonna talk about a little 
bit later on, to change the Constitution is very, very, very difficult.  And 
so chances are itís gonna be, you know, a cold day before we change the 
electoral college.  Itíll be here with us probably for quite some time.  
Because to change it would require a Constitutional Amendment.

Let me talk to you about one other thing before you leave here today and 
in terms of some other views about some aspects of the Constitution.  Some of 
the founding fathers were very, very well read scholars and they thought 
about, you know, what kinds of ideas should there be in our Constitution.  And 
they were influenced in large measure by philosophers such as John Locke who 
was a 17th century philosopher.  I want to just talk to you a little bit about 
John Locke and some of his ideas here, and then weíll stop here for the day.

But the Constitution reflects ideas by several people: Thomas Hobbs, 
Charles [inaudible],  John Locke,  and [inaudible].  But I want to focus on 
Locke just for a second.  Because if you see it, his ideas really permeate the 
Constitution.  Let me tell you a little bit about John Locke, just to give an 
example.  He said the purpose of government essentially is the protection of 
life, liberty, and property.  Why do we need a government?  To protect 
peopleís rights to life, liberty, and property.  To him, liberty was a natural 
right.  Everyone had the right to liberty.  And the purpose of government was 
to protect those natural rights.  So we create a government to prevent the 
strong from oppressing the weak.

Now, he also believed that our liberty is preserved by having a limited 
government.  You need to have a government limited to preserve that liberty.  
And the chief limitation of government is this: Government has to be derived 
from the consent of the governed.  And I want to bring this up to you for one 
quick reason.  Government, according to John Locke, can only exist if we say 
it can exist.  Now, just think about this before you go home today.  This at 
the time was a radical assumption.  Because if you think about the 17th 
century, 1600s, what was going on in England during this time in the 1600s?  
Who was in charge in England?  They had what?  A king.  A monarchy, right?  



Why did ó why was there a monarchy in England?  What was their basis or their 
claim for authority?  They had the right to be there because why?

[Inaudible student response]
Divine right of kings.  Exactly.  The answer is they claimed the divine 

right of kings.  The divine right of kings basically meant that they had the 
right to be there because God ordained it from the foundation of the world.  
Now, if you think about that versus this idea of liberty based upon the 
consent of the government, those two are in charge of us because theyíre 
limited by our permission.  We basically give consent to that.  Do you see how 
radical of an idea that was?  We think itís commonplace today but this really 
stood the divine right of kings on its head when he was writing about that.

And thereís some other ideas that he had as well that weíll talk about.


