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Debating the Bill of Rights
The debate on the bill of rights was between federalists and antifederalists, who had different ideals about the constitution. The federalists made a clear distinctions of the constitution used by the states and that used by the federal government. They indicated that people who formed state constitutions relinquished their rights and powers to the state, which was not the case for those supporting the U.S. constitution. The antifederalists believed that in a state of nature, people should be entirely free and the rights of their liberty should not be relinquished because it would be going against the common good. Therefore, they advocated for the explicit declaration of these rights in a bill of rights that would be incorporated in the constitution to clarify the limits of the government. The federalists did not agree this and indicated that the bill of rights was not necessary. This standoff made a number of states not to ratify the constitution despite the convincing arguments from various leaders such as James Iredell, youthful delegate appointed by George Washington.
The lack of a bill of rights was one of the major reasons why the constitution was not ratified in 1788. The delegates were proposing a series of amendments to personal liberties and urged the federal authorities to incorporate a bill of rights into the constitution if they wanted it to be ratified (Lumen: Boundless US History, n.d.). The people believed that it was important that the fundamental rights of personal liberty be retained and a bill of rights would enable them to know when these rights are threatened (Center for the Study of the American Constitution-University of Wisconsin, n.d.). The bill of rights would guarantee them personal freedom and put a constraint on the power of the federal government, while reserving some powers to the states. 
The antifederalist believed that the federal government could be barred from having excessive power through the amendment of the bill of rights. They wanted a guarantee of the freedom of speech, press, convene, exercise religion. However, this was met with some resistance by the federalists who barely aligned with the republican ideals of personal liberty. For instance, Alexander Hamilton argued that such amendments were unnecessary and ratifying the constitution did not mean that the people were relinquishing their rights to the government.  Other federalists indicated that the new government could not infringe on the rights of the people because its powers were limited (Levy, 2008). Regardless, state legislatures opposed the ratification of the constitution until the bill of rights was added.
James Iredell was one of the first justices of the Supreme Court. He was a strong supporter of the proposed constitution and indicated his stance regarding the bill of rights during the North Carolina Ratifying Convention on July 28,1788. He vehemently rejected the bill of rights. Based on his argument, fixing the constitution would mean that the bill of rights is useless because the constitution would explicitly show the extent of the authority of the federal government that was in dispute. He argued that a bill of rights would be dangerous. No man could enumerate all the personal rights not surrendered by the constitution regardless of their ingenuity (Graebe, 1990). While bill of rights could enumerate many of the individual rights, there would be no plausible answer by the government if an omitted right is invaded.
The explanation by Iredell regarding the bill of rights is reasonable. While the antifederalists were lobbying of the inclusion of a bill of rights in the constitution, they did not consider the power retained, which was not given. The bill of rights could be a snare rather than a protection. By the fact that the powers of the federal government were expressly defined by the constitution, it could not invade what was beyond its jurisdiction and thus rights not defined in the constitution could still not be violated. Therefore, installing a bill of rights into the constitution would reduce the scope of rights that were protected because some of them would be omitted or not explicitly defined thus creating a platform for invasion.
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