US History from European Settlement to the Civil War Lecture Notes
Caveat emptor: These lectures have sometimes been written and typed in haste so I hope they aren’t too poorly written and too confusing. Additionally, since I grew up, in part, in Canada, Australia, and parts of Europe (where English is often translated into English not American English) they contain spellings more consistent with English, Canadian English, and Australian English rather than American English. Finally, I consider myself just as much a European as American historian so I have tried to link developments in the US to developments in Europe and other Settler Societies (like Canada, Australia, and New Zealand) if far too briefly. Enjoy.

Forward
History is not, in my perhaps not so humble opinion, hard or positivistic sciences (though we can get them closer to or further away from “hard science”). That doesn’t mean that there aren’t facts, however. John F. Kennedy was assassinated in Dallas, Texas on 22 November 1963. Not every analyst agrees on why Kennedy was assassinated—did a lone gunman do it? Were there several shooters? Was Lee Harvey Oswald a patsy? Nor do all analysts agree on the reasons for the assassination of Kennedy—was Castro paying back Kennedy for the CIA attempts to assassinate him? Was it the mafia who assassinated JFK? Was the CIA behind the assassination attempt? Is there any unquestionably right answer here?

History then is an interpretive discipline, perhaps even an art form. Historians have long disagreed with each other about the stuff of history. And historians have long been impacted by their own social and cultural contexts both of which influence how they read or interpret history. I tend to read history through the prism of my cynicism and anti-utopianism. If you are looking for the Pollyanna, everything is going to be alright, we are heading toward a bright future, I am not your man. I am not a neo-liberal or neo-capitalist or a Leninist utopian. I tend to see history in negative hues emphasizing human depravity, to use a religiously tinged term that is somewhat out of fashion these days. If I wanted to phrase this in more secular terms I would say, I see humans as fallible. When I look at history I see wars, abuse, patriarchalisms, misogynies, rapes, brutalities, destructions, inhumanities, and, well you get the point. One of my critics at RateMyProfessors recognized this and was apparently appalled by it. To each his or her own. I do see some of the good things humans have done as well. A human gave us one of the great artistic achievements in media history, Buffy the Vampire Slayer. Humans are, after all, angels and demons to use that religiously tinged terminology again.

You don’t have to agree with my perspective. Feel free to believe that capitalism is slowly but surely bringing about heaven on earth. If you are going to argue against my perspectives, however, I expect you to ground your criticisms on the best available evidence and to debate with me not ignore what I said or wrote. 

One more thing about doing history, history always involves selectivity. Neither I nor anyone else can tell you everything—and history is about everything from sports to fashion to the everyday lives of human beings to the TV programmes we watch—about everything. Neither I nor anyone else can tell you everything that happened during every single minute of every single day during every single year. 

Finally, there are two issues that my “reviewers” on RateMyProfessors bring up that I want to address because I find them, to put it bluntly, rather “bizarre”. Let me explain why.

One of my “reviewers” claims that I will insult you if I don’t agree with you. Not true. One of these individual who I “insulted” had the audacity to claim that he hated Buffy the Vampire Slayer though he had never seen it (this reminds me of a young woman who I once met and had a discussion with who claimed to hate Coen Brothers films but had never seen one). Another “reviewer” claimed I wasn’t sensitive to his/her views. There might be some truth to this latter since I do not take fully seriously feelings that aren’t backed up with empirical data. I suspect that this student is upset about my reaction to his/her take on college towns, specifically that they are any town (Albany, New York City, LA, Boston, Louisville, Iowa City, Bloomington, Indiana, Ithaca) that has a college in it. Such a position is, of course, meaningless. (and meaningless categorizations are not what the humanities and social sciences are all about). Anyone who has ever been in Ithaca knows that there is a difference between Ithaca and Albany. Ithaca is a college town. Cornell University dominates the city economically (Cornell employes one out of every three persons in Tompkins County), culturally (Cornell’s concerts, talks, exhibits dominate the city’s cultural life), demographically (those who go to Cornell and work there comprise a significant segment of the population of Ithaca and Tompkins County), geographically (Cornell constitutes a significant proportion of the geography of Ithaca), and politically (Cornell plays an important role in Ithaca politics). Albany, of course, is not a college town. Albany is not dominated geographically, demographically, politically, economically, or culturally by the University at Albany, Saint Rose, or the professional schools near Albany Med. It is a political town (the state is the city’s largest employer), a regional medical centre (Albany Med is the hospital for this region of upstate New York), and a regional shopping centre (people come from all around to shop at Crossgates Mall and Colonie Center). This is a class in which history is important. History is grounded in an empirical analysis of the empirical evidence. History (and Anthropology, Sociology, and the Humanities) focuses on factors intellectuals and academics have long regarded as of causal importance in human life—geography, demography, economics, politics, and culture—the very factors I utilized to explore whether Ithaca or Albany are college towns or not. Fundamental to all university subjects is the fact that if you haven’t seen something you simply cannot validly analyse it. If you haven’t seen and closely analysed all of Buffy or all of any TV show (or works by a particular director or author) you cannot truly analyse them. 

Now despite the total lack of validity in what this young man said about Buffy what he said is historically and culturally important though not in the way he thought when he said it. Humanities scholars and social scientists not only need to explore how and in what contexts TV (film, literature, and so on) are produced but also how they are consumed. The fact that this individual hates Buffy without ever having seen it tells us something about him (and about humans in general). The young woman who hated Coen Brothers films who hated the Coen Brothers actually hated Coen Brothers films because they did not fit into her definition of “independent film”. This is, of course, ideological rather empirical analysis. It is “analysis” guided by normative prejudices rather than by descriptive analysis. In the final analysis these reactions tell us more about the consumer (the person making the statement) than the product (the object the consumer is making the statement about). 

While I find it important to analyse how humans consume products in this class I want us to closely analyse products before we make normative (whether ideological, theological, metaphysical, or aesthetic) claims about them. In order to analyse Buffy as a product of specific historical, social, cultural, and economic moments and longer historical, social, cultural, and economic factors we have to explore the institutional and economic contexts in which Buffy was made, what those people who made Buffy thought they were doing, whether there were conflicts or consensus or both between these two groups, and whether there was conflicts or consensus within these two groups. Saying “I don’t like it because” simply will not do in an academic class. Personally I don’t think such statements should play in intellectual culture in general.
Let me repeat something, I am not one of those people who thinks that anything any student says is worthy of compliment. I expect every student in this class to be analytical and systematic in their comments and writings. I expect you, in other words, to be academics and intellectuals. I expect you to look at all of human history through those prisms through which all social scientists and teachers of the humanities use to explore human life—economics, politics, culture, demographics, and geography. An expression of feelings or thoughts without empirical backup is not acceptable in this class.
Now for the second matter. Another of my “reviewers” claims that a Canadian (I am a Canadian though I have lived in the US for most of my life) should not be teaching American history. The assumption here, I guess, is that only Americans can and should teach American history because only they can fully comprehend it. Let’s take this statement at face value for the moment. If it is correct this means that only Europeans can write European history, that only Spanish can write Spanish history and that only Catalonians can write Catalonian history. But let’s push this further. If my “reviewer” is accurate can we say that only women can write women’s history? That only Spanish women can write Spanish women’s history? That only Spanish bourgeois women can write Spanish bourgeois women’s history. That only bourgeois Catalonian women can write bourgeois Catalonian women’s history. Well, you get my drift. Pushed to its furthest extent I suppose this means that only a single individual can write a single individuals history. But let’s pull back from this nihilistic edge for a moment and pose some questions to my (not so) anonymous “reviewer”. Would my “reviewer” assert that only Europeans can study and teach European history? Would he urge any American engaged in the study of Europe in colleges all across the nation to find something else to do, something that is consistent with their “nationality”? 

We can critique such a “position” from a number of perspectives—my “reviewer” fetishises nationality (a phenomenon that is a social and cultural construct and which has only “existed” for a relatively short period of time in human history) and my “reviewer” assumes that all Americans think the same way (patently false). But let’s get real here. My “reviewer” is not upset because I am a Canadian. He is upset because my empirically grounded approach to US history is not congruent with his ideologically determined myth of US history. Such a reaction is common among those whose notion of history is guided by ideology rather than empiricism. Nationalism, and my “reviewer” is grounding his idea of how history should be done in nationalism, is, like religion (another ideologically grounded phenomenon), a meaning system. Meaning systems are fundamentally ideological (metaphysical, aesthetic, ethical). The question you have to ask and answer is whether you prefer a meaning system grounded in empirical evidence or whether you prefer one grounded in ideological myth, whether you prefer a nationalist myth or an analysis grounded in the facts. Take your pick. By the way, for those of you with a healthy sense of irony you might recognize that it is here in this assertion of the need for indigenous analysis of indigenous history that the “left” and the “right” meet in their own version of (a postmodernist) heaven.
So off we go…

Chapter One:

The World in 1400

Human history is not linear. Humans haven’t evolved in exactly the same ways.

 In 1400—as there are today—there were hunter-gatherers in Northern Europe, the Americas, Africa and Oceania. There were fishing cultures in every continent. There were nomads in the Middle East, Central Asia, and North America. There were pastoralists in Europe, the Middle East, Asia, Africa, and the Americas. There were agriculturalists at all levels on every continent. There were traders in Asia, Africa, Europe, and the Near East. There were cities in the Middle East, Africa, Europe, Asia, and South America. There were centralized states with military and administrative components in the Middle East, Europe, Africa, Asia, and North America.

In all of these societal forms there were inequalities. In hunter-gatherer or foraging societies male hunters had higher status than non-hunters. Hunter-gatherer societies despite this were quite egalitarian. First off, variations in status were much less than one finds in agricultural, hydraulic, trading, and industrial dominated societies. Hunters distributed their kills to all members of the group. Ironically, it was women who actually gathered most of the energy or food essential to hunter-gatherer survival. Agricultural, hydraulic, and trading societies and city-states all reveal variations in wealth and in the larger of these forms—defined geographically and demographically—there were often a ruling and priestly castes who, through appropriation and the creation of monuments and a military, were able to acquire greater status and power. Some of these, such as Rome, Han China, Persia, Venice, Genoa, Russia, the Aztec’s, the Inca’s (both in South America), the Byzantine’s or Eastern Romans, the Ottoman’s, Ethiopia, the Mali Empire, Songhay all in north West Africa, the Kingdom of Kongo, Mwene Mutapa or Monomotapa , Kilwa (all in  East Africa), 15th century China became empires whose reach and power—political, economic, military, cultural—spread further and further from the site of their geographical origins. 

In the early 1400s trade by land—the famous silk route, increases in sub-Saharan trade routes—and by sea—over both the Mediterranean Sea and the Indian Oceans—was quite extensive. Trade on the Indian Ocean was the more significant in the early fifteenth century. Monsoon winds were very well understood by travelers and traders and facilitated both. Indian Ocean and Asian was dominated by Muslim middlemen and their European trading partners—Venice, for instance. 

Trade wasn’t the only thing that flourished on the Indian Ocean trade lanes. Philosophical and religious ideas, religions—particularly Islam which at this time stretched across Spain, North Africa, West Africa across to East Africa, India and Southeast Asia—Christianity, and Buddhism also moved along these trade lines both on land and at sea. So did institutions, flora, fauna, diseases, textiles, cottons, rice, and sugar cane. Sugar cane would be transported and transplanted from India to Palestine and Europe—Cyprus, Crete, Sicily, Spain, the Canary Islands. Highly priced spices were transported from South Asia into other parts of the trading world, particularly into Europe. Silk, porcelain, wood carvings, lacquer ware, and gold came from China into Europe. Gold, salt, sorghum, rice, shear butter, olive oil, fish, ivory, ostrich feathers, civet for perfumes, copper, iron ore, cotton, gum, and slaves were transported from Africa into Europe and the Middle East. Important trade cities included Cairo, Sidjimasa, Awdaguust (both in north West Africa), Mogadishu, Malindi, Mombasa, Kilwa, and Sofala—all along the coast in East Africa, Canton—a trading post acquired by Portugal from China in 1514—and Macao—founded in 1557 by the Portuguese in China.

Europe, a subcontinent of landlocked lands at this time, had little to offer in this global trade other than what little bullion it had. Moreover, the “Continent” was still recovering from the Black Plague that ravaged it in the 14th century. Russia did have furs, leather goods, textiles, cattle, and horses to trade and were beginning to exchange these for foreign goods at three trading posts along their borders.

Links: The Rise of the West

On the rise of Europe to power see

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part1/narrative.html 

Viewings and Listenings: Thinking about History

History as Detection

History Detectives, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/opb/historydetectives/
Michael Penn, “Try”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oivI6HCEPt0
1997, Directed by Paul Thomas Anderson

Talking History: Who Owns History, 1 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Talking History: Historical Lies and Distortions, 27 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007jan-june.html
Talking History: Teaching History in Schools, 22 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Chapter Two:

The Rise of the Atlantic World
So much of comparative history has been and probably always will be focused on the question of why the West became so powerful and dominant after the sixteenth century. Analysts, of course, have answered the question of why the West was so powerful in a variety of different ways. For many in both the past and the present Western dominance was set in the stars, set in motion by the hand of god. 
Others were less sure about the divine origins of Western power, however. Karl Marx attributed Western dominance to the development of capitalism. German Comparative Historian and sociologist Max Weber attributed it to a host of factors including capitalism, the development of “modern” accounting procedures, increased urbanization, increased bureaucratization with its professionalisation, meritocracy, and rationalization, and the Protestant ethic of asceticism and hard work. 
Recently some have seen Western dominance as a product of the West’s increasing control over its environment, the awakening of the Western masses through rituals, symbols, propaganda, patriotism, nationalism, a belief in their own civilisational superiority and technological developments—development of ships that could carry more cargo, which used wind power instead of human muscle, which were more maneuverable, which used the compass—a Chinese invention that they didn’t use for navigation—developments in astrolabes and maps, development of cannon which were used to bombard enemy ships instead of ramming and boarding them—institutional developments such as double entry accounting, the use of money for commerce, the rise of banks, financial institutions and joint stock companies all of which allowed for investment with limited liability and the mobilization of vast amounts of capital, the collapse of the church’s ban against usury or loans, a renewed interest in the Western past especially Ancient Greece and Rome which came to be seen as the hearth of Western Civilisation (a tendency seen as early as the Renaissance), a belief in progress through science and technology, its lack of centralization, competition between the Western powers, the hemming of Europe by the Islamic Empires of the West which forced them to innovate particularly in terms of ocean exploration, increases in European agriculture, increases in Europe’s population, the development of overland and overseas trade between various parts of Europe, and European Christianity’s missionising impulse. All of these, claim these scholars, led to Western political, economic, cultural, social, military, scientific, and technological might. 
Not everyone has bought into this kitchen sink explanation for Western dominance. Geographer Jared Diamond summarises Western power and dominance in three words—guns, germs, and steel—the title of his prize winning book. Diamond’s Guns, Germs, and Steel explores geographical, social, and cultural explorations rather than genetic ones to try to understand Europe’s political, social, economic, technological, military, and cultural power in the fifteenth century and afterwards. He rejects notions of unilinear evolution, the notion that everyone evolves along the same lines, arguing instead, like most contemporary anthropologists, that humans have evolved to where they are today along a variety of paths, multilinear evolution. Diamond argues that it was food production and herding which has ultimately led to Western and European dominance.
Diamond points out that food production has developed at different rates in different parts of the world. Some people developed it independently others acquired it through cultural diffusion, others through culture contact. Diffusion of food production, claims Diamond, followed east-west axes in Europe and north-south ones in the Americas and Africa. In Europe food production was aided by the fact that over much of the peninsula irrigation is unnecessary for cultivation. Moreover, most of the cultivable land in Europe lies at low altitudes. Geography, in other words, does matter. The domestication of livestock in Europe provided, over time, Europeans with immunity to several diseases—measles from cattle, Tuberculosis from cattle, smallpox from cattle and other livestock, flu from pigs and ducks, whooping cough from pigs and dogs, and a type of malaria from chickens and perhaps ducks. It was, for Diamond as for others before him, food production that also played the formative role in the rise of writing, by the way. For example, parts of the Tanakh/OT could not have been written down before the development of priestly and kingly hierarchies and cities.

The West becomes a World Power

It was in the mid-15th century that the World began to change. Europe was becoming slowly but surely the dominant global power. Exploration would be an important factor in Europe’s rise to power. Europeans were not, however, alone in exploring the world. China undertook seafaring expeditions between 1405 and 1433 and quickly became one of the dominant players in global exploration, before they drew back on the emperor’s orders in 1433—financial considerations apparently were paramount though the whys of this pullback are intensely debated by specialist in Chinese and Global History. 

It was during the mid-15th century that Portuguese ships began to traverse the Indian Ocean. Soon they took over the profitable Southeast Asian trade—which included the very valuable spice trade—from the Muslims. This economic triumph over the Muslims also had a religious and crusading aspect to it. Muslims or Moors, of course, had been in Spain for centuries. Between the 1200s and 1400s they were slowly but surely driven out by Christian crusaders. When Granada finally fell to the Christians in 1492 Spain as we know it today came into existence. The crusade against the Muslims didn’t end there, however. Both Portugal and Spain would make some of their first overseas incursions into Muslim North Africa—Portugal at Ceuta, Spain at Mellita—during their crusade against the “Muslim infidel”. This war not only had religious and political consequences it had economic consequences as well. During the fifteenth century holy war the Pope had given Portugal a monopoly on trade southward and eastward giving them ample reason to undertake incursions via the seas into the Far East.

Things weren’t only happening in the Indian Ocean area. In the Atlantic Portuguese ships plied the same waters Genoese ships had before in 1277. They sailed up the coast of what is today Portugal, Spain, and France to Flanders—Flanders is today in Belgium—“discovering”, in the process, an alternative to the land route to England, France, and Flanders across the European continent. Next, they began to create a zone of navigation between the Mediterranean—particularly Iberia and, the Canary Islands in the south, Madeira, the Azores in the north, Cape Verde off the West Coast of Africa, and along the coast of West Africa where Portugal established several trading colonies including Elmina in present day Ghana—becoming, in the process, a major player in the European and African gold and copper trades. 

All of this, of course, stimulated further expeditions and explorations. In 1487 Portuguese explorer Bartolomeu Dias sailed around the Cape of Good Hope at the tip of Africa “discovering” an alternative trade route to India and Asia. In the Atlantic the winds of ocean were slowly but surely being deciphered and European ships began to explore the Atlantic in a search of another alternative route to Asia and India. In 1492, the same year the Muslims and the Jews were expelled from the newly created Spain the Genoese born Cristoforo Colombo, who we know better as Christopher Columbus, began the search for this alternative route to Asia while in the employ of Ferdinand of Aragon and Isabella of Castile—now king and queen of Spain. He set out on this task with three ships and 88 men. What he found, of course, was not a route to the Indies—though he believed he had found just this until the end of his life—but a New Continent. Columbus landed in what is today the Bahamas in the Caribbean. He named the Bahamian island he landed on San Salvador. The continent itself would eventually come to be called America after the famous Florentine explorer, merchant, and cartographer Amerigo Vespucci. 

Columbus was not alone in trying to find a new route to the Indies. Soon others were trying to find an alternative sea route to the East in order, of course, to get in on the rich trade of that region. In 1500 a Portuguese ship bound for India sailed so far west that it touched the shores of Brasil. In 1513 Balboa and his crew reached the Indian Ocean. Between 1519 and 1522 Magellan and his crew sailed around the world. 

This exploration was not without its controversies. Because of conflict between Portugal and Spain the Pope divided these newly discovered worlds between these two Catholic countries. At first a line dividing the new world between these two was placed 100 leagues west of Cape Verde. Later it was moved another 270 leagues west. In this division the Spaniards acquired right to all lands lying to the west of the line while the Portuguese got those to the east. Portugal got most of Brasil, Spain everything else.

Given what was at stake economically and politically other nations soon were getting into the exploration act. By the 16th century Portugal controlled European trade with the Orient though Muslims and their Venetian middlemen were not entirely excluded from this trade. Spain tried to gain a foothold in this trade but failed. The United Provinces—contemporary Netherlands—who revolted against Spain in 1570—used the wealth their economy was generating from its strategic spot on trade routes between the west—Germany, the Baltics, Russia, and England—to harass and raid Spanish ships around the globe. They also began to make incursions into the Far East, Africa, the Middle East, and the New World. They established colonies in Southeast Asia—Java, Sumatra, the Spice Islands, Africa—at the Cape of Good Hope in today’s South Africa—East Asia, Persia (now Iran), Bengal—now Bangladesh and part of southern India—Malacca—in present day Malaysia—Siam—now Thailand—mainland China—specifically Canton, Formosa—now Taiwan, North America (New Amsterdam), and even into parts of Brasil which they took, for a time, from Portugal. Goods or booty were a major reason for Dutch expansion. The Dutch East India Company (Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie) was created by Holland’s royals and given the role of colonizer by Holland’s powers that be. This joint stock company would be granted the right to raise an army, the power to wage war, and the power make peace by Holland’s rulers. This is, of course, mercantilism.

The Dutch weren’t the only ones getting into the act. Like the Dutch before them English privateers, particularly those of Sir Francis Drake, shadowed and raided Spanish fleets across the globe. The English weren’t simply engaging in piracy. They were also beginning to explore North America. Giovanni de Verrazano, who was born near Florence and whose name graces a bridge in NYC, explored Newfoundland, the Hudson, and Florida while in the employ of the English. Soon the English began to establish settlements in the Caribbean, New England, and the Chesapeake. In England, in the early years of colonization, the Crown publicly promoted private colonization. One of the private colonization enterprises the Crown chartered was the British East India Company. The British East India Company was originally a privateering operation. Eventually it was chartered in 1600 as a Crown corporation and given a 21-year monopoly on colonization and enterprise in the East Indies. The British East India Company like the Dutch was a military and economic power that had interests in South Africa, India, Hong Kong, and Singapore. Another English Crown corporation, the Hudson Bay Company, controlled the fur trade in North America. Its holdings became in time the core of the Dominion of Canada. 

It’s important to remember that exploration and conquest wasn’t only something that was happening in the West. In the east the Russians, especially Russian Cossacks, moved into their frontier wilderness of Siberia where their militarily and technologically superiority over indigenous groups resulted in their conquest of Siberia by the 17th century. This, in turn, gave the Cossacks control of rich fur trade of Siberia. When these Russians reached the Pacific they turned southward and came into brief conflict with the powerful Chinese in the Amur Valley—the Russians were looking for fertile land on which to engage in agriculture since Siberia itself was impossible to farm and the centre was so far and hence unable to supply the conquerors with foodstuffs and goods. The Russians were forced to withdraw from the Amur valley after a battle with superior Chinese forces. The Treaty of Nerchinsk limited them to commercial activities in Chinese territory. By 1622 there were 23,000 Russians and foreigners in Siberia. By 1763 the number was 420,000. Compare that to the 1.5 to 2 million colonists in North America around the same time. 

So why was Europe able within a few hundred years to explore and in some cases “conquer” other parts of the world? The role of technology in European exploration and conquest should not be underestimated. Exploration and conquest in general and exploration and conquest of the Atlantic and of parts of Asia in particular were aided by technological developments in shipbuilding and technologies associated with seafaring—specifically the development of the astrolabe by a Portuguese Jew and later the quadrant both of which allowed one to find their location through observation of the night sky, and the development of the Caravel, a relatively small, sturdy, and maneuverable three-masted ship. It was the Caravel and the development of cannon which stood on the decks of these ships that allowed the Portuguese to take over trade in Southeast Asia from the Muslims and to establish colonies in Southeast Asia and on the coast of West Africa. 

The guns and steel of Diamond’s title were also important. In the struggles between Spain and the Aztecs and Inca Empires, for instance, the Spanish had steel swords, steel pikes, steel lances, steel armour, firearms, cannons, and horses while the Aztecs and Inca had wooden spears, clubs, axes, bows and arrows. Despite western myths to the contrary, however, Cortes’s victory over the Aztecs was not an easy one. Cortes lost half of his 600 men and all of his supplies in an initial battle with the Aztecs. Reinforcements from Cuba—800 men and horses, cannon, muskets—and 25,000 native allies would save the day and would eventually prove decisive in Cortes’s triumph over the Aztecs. In Peru Francisco Pizarro with 180 men, horses, cannon, muskets conquered the vast Inca Empire. Nor should we forget cultural factors: the Aztecs had mythologies that prophesied that white gods would appear on their shores. Finally, there is the luck factor. At the time of European expansion into India in the fifteenth century a number of powers in the subcontinent were contesting each other for power. This allowed Portugal and eventually Holland, England, and France to gain a foothold on the Indian coast line.

The meeting of old and new worlds would have an immense impact on the world. The environmental impacts of the meeting of old and new worlds alone, for instance, should not be underestimated. The exchange of foods from the new world to the old would transform the European diet. By 1900 beans, tomatoes, sweet potatoes, and maize or corn, would become staples of European foodways while more than 50 % of the farm products of the US today are derived from crops grown by the First Peoples including maize, potatoes, tomatoes, squashes, peanuts, tobacco, beans, and chocolate. Wheat, onions, oranges, and bananas would be introduced from old worlds to new. 

And then, of course, there are the diseases mentioned in Diamond’s books title. Indigenous peoples, particularly in the New World, had a lack of resistance to European diseases like smallpox. This lack or resistance led to widespread death among the New World’s First Peoples. Diseases, particularly smallpox and measles, even more than guns and steel, would decimate the native populations of the New World. Between 1519 and 1568 the native populations would fall from 5 to 10 million to 2.7 million. Most of that was due to these diseases. To take one example, it is estimated that one-third to one-half of the native population of Hispaniola—present day Haiti and the Dominican Republic—were killed by smallpox and measles. It is estimated that 90% of New England’s First Peoples died from diseases they had no immunity to between 1616 and 1620. The deaths of so many native men by guns and diseases would, in turn, transform indigenous social systems including their gender relations. The almost insatiable European exploitation of furs would, over time, lead to the decimation and destruction of several species of fur bearing animals in North America and in Siberia. The invasion of Central and South America by the Europeans would also have cultural consequences. It would lead to the collapse of native religions or mythologies. By the way, virtually the only disease that traveled the other way around was syphilis which first appeared in the Old World in 1493 a year after Columbus sailed for the New World.

It should be kept in mind that not every native group collapsed. The Caribs or Kalimagos resisted Europeans incursions well into the 17th century. The Aracanians of present day Ecuador held the Europeans at bay for years. Much of interior Africa was not brought under European colonization until well into the 19th century because of the climate and because of European nonresistance to malaria or yellow fever—European mortality rates along the coast of Africa were between 25% to 50%.

Colonisation and imperialism was often rationalized by those doing the colonizing and imperialising in ideological terms. But this ideological rationalization was some time in coming. In the beginning Europeans actually saw the stronger and technologically, architecturally, politically, and economically more advanced Chinese and to a lesser extent, the Byzantines, Seljuk and Ottoman Turks, as superior to them. As Europeans, particularly Western Europeans surpassed “near easterners” and Asians technologically and militarily, however, Europeans soon began to see themselves as superior to others on the fact of the globe. In the process they developed ethnocentric ideologies and world views to rationalize their conquests and later enslavement and forced labour of indigenous peoples on the basis of their global burden to bring civilization to primitive and heathen peoples all across the globe. Bartolomeu Diaz would claim that his voyages had several purposes: “[t]o serve God and the King, to give light to those who are in darkness, and to grow rich…”. 

This sense of superiority soon began to acquire racial dimensions. Disapproval and contempt soon became a normal part of European attitudes to those natives that they came into contact with. Aristotle perhaps the dominant philosopher of the time, thanks, in part to the Renaissance, was used to justify racism and the enslavement of indigenous peoples. Africans, in particular, were seen by Europeans as the antithesis of everything European and as hence inferior to the superior Europeans. Africans were “dark” while Europeans where “white”. Africans had a lack of civilization while European civilization was the greatest the world have ever seen. Africans were “sexually immoral” while the Europeans were “sexually upright”. Africans were “intellectually primitive” while European thought and science had reached incredible heights. Africans were “brutal” while the Europeans were “civilized”. Africans were “idle” while Europeans were “industrious”. African religion was “primitive” and polytheistic while European Christianity was “cultured” and “monotheistic”.

Soon these notions of superiority and inferiority would be conceptualized into a theory of human and societal evolution. By the late seventeenth century European elites would develop and maintain a theory of human evolution that described the stages from primitive to civilised and from pre-civilisation to civilization. All humans, claimed this theory, began as hunter-gatherers. Over time some became pastoralists (or farmers), and finally even fewer passed on to a commercial society or city. In the European worldview only Europeans, specifically Western Europeans, reached this last stage. In this scenario it was believed by many Europeans that only they had been able to harness nature to their own ends through science and technology. It was this harnessing of nature through science and technology, they believed, that allowed them to subdue the world. There were, however, countercultural perspectives. Immanuel Kant and David Hume, for instance, maintained, that all humans were citizens of the world  Though developed and propagated by elites these ideologies would prove popular with the masses—particularly the former. 

At first European intellectuals did not quite know quite how to conceptualise indigenous peoples since their very existence seemed to contradict Bible tales. So in the beginning Europeans framed the existence of New World peoples within already existing European ideological frames. Given that most European intellectuals accepted the reality of the biblical myths regarding human origins, namely, the notion that all humans derived from Adam and Eve, New World first peoples were seen as descendents of the lost tribes of Israel—those tribes, who according to the Tanakh/Old Testament were scattered by the Assyrians in 721 BCE. Others saw them as descendents of the lost cities of Mu in the Pacific or Atlantis in the Atlantic. Others as descendents of the Egyptians--the similarities between Mesoamerican and Egyptian pyramids seemed to prove this hypothesis for some. Still others saw them as descendents of the ancient Phoenicians, Etruscans, Scythians, Romans, or as descendants of the Mongols, Chinese, Mandingos, Africans, early Irish, Welsh, Portuguese, or Spanish.

Curiosity about the “savages” as well as a lack of knowledge about them is reflected in the European collection of marvels and wonders from exotic lands and in myths about the “mysterious races” of the world. Some Europeans assembled items from exotic worlds displayed them at public gatherings or gathered them in “wonder cabinets”. At the public theatre at the University of Leiden in Holland, for instance, shoes and sandals from Siam and Russia, mummies from Egypt, and hammers from North America were displayed for the curious. As with the displays of so-called “primitive peoples” and their crafts at the World’s Fairs in Europe and America in the 19th and early 20th centuries, these displays usually provided Europeans with a sense of their own superiority vis-à-vis the primitive. As for the “mysterious races” of the world (most of the European myths of mysterious races were derived from classical myth). European art was filled with depictions of Amazons, warlike women whose culture was without men, anthropophagi, man-eaters, Antipodes, peoples on the other side of the globe whose feet were facing backwards, scipods, one legged humans, Blemmyae, men with faces on their chests, and cynocephali, dog-headed humans, and Cyclops, one eyed men. Unicorns also appeared in these works on the mysterious.

As I noted earlier, these ethnocentric and racist perceptions allowed European settlers to, in some cases, justify the enslavement of indigenous populations. In Spanish America slavery would be abandoned and replaced with slave labour—the Catholic hierarchy, by the way, had opposed slavery along with conquest. Natives were allotted to mine operators and large landowners for weeks, months, and even years. After completion of their tasks natives were paid and allowed to return home. It is worth noting that this was not the only approach Europeans followed. The French took another tack. French fur traders in North America often lived among the First Peoples, taking wives from among them, going somewhat native in the process. Intermarriage in Central and South America would create a large class of mestizoes, men and women of mixed race. They would be looked down upon for centuries by supposedly racially pure elites.

Not all Europeans accepted these caricatures and stereotypes of non-Europeans. Some, particularly those influenced by romanticism like Jean Jacques Rousseau (more about him later), came to see the savage as noble and the state that he lived in as a golden age. The past, in this perspective, became a utopia while those who lived in this utopia became freedom loving individualists who were not bound by the ties that society invariably creates which stifle individual “freedom”. Some, as I mentioned earlier, saw the “savages” as remnants of the lost tribes of Israel and as a result viewed them somewhat positively. Such notions would remain popular well into the nineteenth century. Going beyond both the unilinear and noble savage positions another Enlightenment figure Michel de Montaigne saw human differences as products of different cultures and culture histories.

A New Way of Doing Things? British Settler Societies
On the cultural level the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand all think of themselves in some way, shape, or form, as God’s nation, as exceptional, as democratic lights in a dark authoritarian world bringing right government and right economic forms to a world living in political and economic darkness. Despite claims to being unike all four nations share a similar background. They are all the products of British colonization and imperialism. They were all populated by migrants from the British Empire, particularly England, Scotland, Ulster, and Ireland, and Norhern Europe. They all had native populations which were “conquered” over time and their land incorporated into the “motherland”—the Indians in the US and Canada, the Aboriginies in Australia, and the Maori in New Zealand. Some saw these as savage others as noble and vulnerable. They all had their rough edges. James Busby was sent by Great Britain to New Zealand in 1833 to bring the New Zealand “extreme frontier chaos” in NZ under control. Lawmen, military men, and women were said to have brought order to the raucous American West. They all had their frontiers and wildernesses to be tamed—the “West” in the US and Canada, the “Outback” in Australia, and the inner parts of the North and South Islands in New Zealand. They are all the products of the Enlightenment and all have memorialised their commitments to freedom and liberty. They were and are dominated by Christianity, particularly “protestant” Christianity. They were and are all capitalist in teconomic form. And they are all representative democracies. 

But they are somewhat different representative democracies. Canada, Australia, and New Zealand maintained, by and large, a British style parliamentary system while the US transformed it out of the necessity of dealing with regional tensions between North and South into a somewhat novel type of representative legislation system. The academic cliché, clichés can, by the way, be true, is that in their early years Canada, Australia, and New Zealand were conservative in their political culture while the US was revoltionary. Canda, Australia, and New Zealand never revolted against their British rulers and when they became indpendent—Canada in 1867 with the union of the Canadas (Upper and Lower, West and East, Ontario and Quebec), New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, Australia in 1901, New Zealand in 1907—they maintained the political and economic structures of their former British rulers (including the monarchy) and joined a “Commonwealth” of former British colonies who were still loyal to king, queen, and former country. Over time, say many commentators, these former British colonies have become more “radical” than even the United States. Some, like myself, attribute this to to the greater representative nature of a parliamentary system. In Canada today the New Democratic Party and the Bloc Quebecois, both socialist, have significant representation in the federal parliament in Ontario.

Canada’s 1867 Constitution

http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/const/index.html
And then there are the geographic and demographic differences. The United States is temperate in climate, consists of 3.8 sq miles or 9.8 million sq. kilometers, has significant amounts of raw materials, and has a population of 307 million. Canada consists of 10 million square kilometers, most of it unoccupied, has significant though sometimes difficult to get at raw materials since its climate is temperate only near its border with the United States. It has a population of some 34 million most of whom live near the border with the US. Australia has a temperate though largely dry climate on its coasts, consists of 7.7 square kilometers, has significant amounts of raw materials, and has a population of some 21 million most of whom live on or near its coasts. New Zealand consists of 269,000 square kilmoetres, has a relatively temperate climate particularly in the north, and has a population of 4.3 million, less than the population of New York City. Size matters, in other words, but size doesn’t always tell the entire story. The US has a nominal per capita (per person) gross domestic product of $46,895, Canada, $45,428, Australia, $47, 400, and New Zealand, $30,049.

Settler Societies given their nature—they were settled by migrants from all over Europe and eventually the world—developed somewhat novel conceptions of identity over time. The US saw itself in theory if not in practise as a melting pot, a place where all people, well all White people, could and should become “Americans”. Canada saw itself as a mosaic of nations and ethnicities though historically English, Scots, Irish (Anglophones), and to a lesser extent, those of French background (Francophones), tended to dominate political and economic life in the new nation.

These broad notions of American, Canadian, Australian, and New Zealand identity haven’t meant that there weren’t “ethnic” tensions in these new nations. The legacies of slavery in the United States have meant that “Blacks” have remained mostly powerless, in poverty, and ghettoized down to the present. The Civil Rights and Anti-Vietnam movements of the 1960s eventually flowered in the late 1960s and 1970s into a host of identity and ethnic identity rights movements including the Black Power Movement, the second and third waves of the Women’s Rights Movements, the Chicano Movement, the Indian Rights Movement, the Gay and Lebian Movement, and the Diabled Rights Movement. Some of the groups within these broader movements did resort to violence (for them they were just) and sometimes spoke of separation from the United States. This flowering of multicultural has caused tensions within American society that still remained unresolved today despite the fact that the US elected its first “Black” president in 2008.

Increasing immigration into the US beginning in the mid-1960s thanks to revisions in US immigration policies (remember immigration into the US was essentially limited to Northern Europeans, i.e., “Whites” after the 1920s) and “illegal” immigration to the US reinvigorated historic prejudices against Latinos and Latinas in American life particularly during periods of economic distress. The 1980s, saw an incease in Spanish speaking immigrants coming into the US and renewed attempts by many in the US to enshrine English as America’s language. The 1990s saw federal, state, and local governments pass laws to try to inhibit immigrations from Latin America to the US and to limit benefits to any illegal aliens in the United States. The 2000s saw “concerned Americans” calling themselves the Minutemen patrol the US Mexican border to try to limit “illegals” coming into the country and apprehend any who tried and its saw the beginnings of construction of a fence along segments of the US/ Mexican border whose goal was to keep “illegals” out.

Tensions between Anglophones and Francophones in Quebec have had a major impact on Canadian social, political, economic, and cultural life and have distinguished Canada from the US, Australia, and New Zealand. While Francophones did play important roles in the Canadian federal government (often as co-prime minsters) and the provincial government of Quebec they were largely kept out of important roles in Canadian economic life including in Quebec. Francophones did play important roles in Quebec religious life through the Roman Catholic Church, which had a “special” and prominent place in Quebec life. When Quebec secularized in the 1960s the Church lost the place guarented to it by the Quebec Act. Tensions between Anglophones and Francophones did not decline or disappear, however. The 1960s saw the appearance of the Front de Libération du Québec (Quebec Liberation Front) which used “terrorism” and kidnappings a la the IRA to push for the separation of Quebec from Canada. The French Canadian prime minister at the time, Liberal Party member and democratic socialist Pierre Trudeau, put war measures in effect (the only time this happened in Canadian history) and suspended civil liberties. The FLQ went into decline and today has basically disappeared from Quebec life. 

This did not mean an end to Quebec nationalism, however. Quebecois went to the polls in 1980 and 1995 to vote on separating from Canada. 60 percent rejected separatism in 1980. 50.6% rejected it in 1995. These tensions, as I noted, have had a major impact on Canadian life as I noted. The Constitution Act of 1982 and its charter of rights made Canada a dual language nation and guaranteed language education in the nation. Quebec refused to sign the Constitution and still hasn’t. One hears tales of “language police” trolling the streets of Montreal making sure that all store signs are in French/en francais. 

Canada’s 1982 Constitution

http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/const/index.html
Quebec then remains a province apart in Canada. The separatist and socialist Bloc Quebecois dominates Quebec federal political culture and is the third largest federal political party in Canada. The separatist Parti Quebecois dominated Quebec provincial political culture until 2007 when the party failed to form the government or the oppositon in the Quebec legislature for the first time in its history. What this means for the separatist movement in Quebec is anyones guess since separatist tendencies have long ebbed and flowed in importance in Quebecois life.

Though the “French Question” dominated Canadian ethnic politics it wasn’t the only ethnicity issue at play in Canadian political life. There was also the issue of Aboriginals. In 1999 the federal government carved out a new territory out of the Northwest Territories Nunavut. Dominated by Aboriginals the legislative assembly of the new territory is unicameral, has no political parties, and is consensus based. 

Like the US Canada has seen significant legal and illegal immigration since the passage of the immigrant act of 1967. Between 1850 and 1940 some 4.3 million people immigrated to Canada. Hundreds of thousands more came to Canada’s shores between 1967 and 2009. Today Canada is the home of 34 ethnic groups. Canada’s multiculturalism can be seen particularly in its cities. 43% of Toronto’s population consists of “visible minorities”. 47% of Vancouver’s residents are nonwhite. Most of these are Asian.

On Toronto see

http://www.toronto.ca/demographics/index.htm
Ethnic tensions have a long history in the Great White North. Like the US Canada has historically been dominated by White Anglophones. Europeans displaced First People’s onto tracts of land in Central and Western Canada. Canada’s Protestants were almost as prejudiced against the Irish as America’s Protestants. Social Darwinism with its ideology of fitter (Whites) and less fit races was a factor in Canadian intellectual life as it was in American intellectual life. There was prejudice against immigrants from Eastern Europe. In the 1930s Jews trying to escape the Nazi pogroms were turned away from Canada’s shores even if they had professional or scientific skills. Prejudices against Asians were as harsh in Canada, particularly in British Columbia (BC), as in the US. During the years between the Great War—Canada followed Great Britain to war—and World War Two—Canada once again followed Great Britain to war—anti-oriental movements in BC claimed that Asians and particularly the Japanese refused to assimilate to the Canadian way life. After Canada went to war with Japan Japanese Canadians, who were seen by many as a military threat to the Canadian nation, were herded into “internment camps” in the BC interior and all across Canada. As in the US where Japanese Americans were placed in “internment camps” their property was confiscated. Animosity toward Germans was evident during the Great War and World War Two as well not only in attacks on Germans and German institutions but also in name changes. Berlin, Ontario, for instance, changed its name to approapriately patriotic Kitchener in 1916. Animosity toward dissenters was also evident during the war years as it was in the US. Thousands of pacifists were interred without trial, for instance.

Ethnic tensions weren’t the only tensions in Canada. Like the US socialism (of all varieties including democratic socialism and communism) and anarchism were considered by many Canadians to be threats to the Canadian way of life. As in the United States and Europe the Bolshevik triumph in Russia led to a “red scare” in Canada. The General Strike of 1919 by 50,000 workers in Winnipeg, Manitoba, organised by the One Big Union sought to improve working conditions, give the union the right to organize, and sought to raise wages. Many businessmen and politicians saw the strike as a conspiracy led by radical agitators generally “foreign” in background. The government sent in the army, the militia, and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). Foreign-born “radicals” were deported after the amendment of the Canadian Naturalisation Act in 1919 for preaching “revolution”. Strike leaders were arrested and charged with sedition. Striking marchers were met by an RCMP charge on horseback on “Black Saturday”, 21 June 1919. The strke was broken. This was not the end of the “red scare” in Canada. The Cooperative Commonwealth Federation (CCF), a democratic socialist party in 1933, its victory in Sasketchewan, and its democratic socialist refoms was seen as a threat by many of Canada’s politicians and businessmen who did not make distinctions between the various flavours of socialism. Many Canadian politicians and businessmen saw attempts by the Communist Party to organize the unemployed during the Great Depression as a part of an international campaign to overthrow the government of Canada. In response Ottawa passed section 98 of the Criminal Code which criminalized any advocacy of “revolution”. And they used it. In 1931 eight members of the Communist Party of Canada were arrested, quickly convicted, and quickly sentenced for allegedly talking revolution. Only after public protests were they released. When in 1935 the CP helped organize a march on Ottawa by workers and the unemployed that made it as far as Regina, Saskatchewan the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), when talks between it and the march’s organizers broke down, moved in with red batons arresting 120. As in the US state repression was instrumental in checking the growth of Communism in the Great White North.

European and Aboriginal tensions were also important in Australia and New Zealand. In 1770 the year Captain James Cook claimed Australia for the British Crown 800 Aboriginal bands speaking 260 different languages and numbering some 750,000 inhabited the continent. By 1999 there would be 287,000. As in the US and Latin America aborigines, given their lack of immunity to western diseases, died by the hundreds of thousands. Those who fought back against Europeans were massacred and then placed on reservations. The young, as was the case in the US and Canada, were placed in mission schools to be educated in “Europeaness”. One of the first acts of the Australian Parliament sitting in the new capital of Canberra in 1927 was to exclude non-whites from serving in Parliament. Aborigines were also restricted in their property and employment. It wasn’t until 1967 that Aborigines were allowed to become citizens of the land down under.  In February of 2008 the Labor government of Australia finally apologized to the Aborigines for their treatment at the hands of Europeans and Australians.

When Dutch Captain Abel Tasman discovered New Zealand in 1642 and English Captain Cook visited New Zealand in 1769 both the North and South Islands were already occupied by Polynesian migrants, the Maori. No one really knows how many Maori were there. Cook guestimated 100,000 which is probably a way to low guestimate. We do know that the Maori were divided into numerous tribes. European trade, which included a trade in muskets, with them let loose a series of tribal wars amongst the Maori killing hundreds. The treaty of Waitangi between Great Britain and the Maori “legitimized” (at least for the Europeans), with the consent of 500 Maori chiefs, English control of the North Island and annexed the North Island to the British Empire. The Brits claimed the South Island through the right of discovery. The treaty, by the way, has been controversial ever since. The Maori translation of the document differed from the English language version and as several scholars have noted the document was poorly drafted. Scholars and the Maori have debated ever since whether the Maori agreed to give up sovereignty over the North Island when they signed the treaty. 

The Treaty of Waitangi

http://www.nzhistory.net.nz/category/tid/133
As Europeans came the numbers of Maori declined many because of a lack of immunity to European diseases. Between 1840 and 1896 Maori numbers fell from 60,000 to 42,000. Increasing colonization by Europeans through the New Zealand Company since the 1840s increased tensions between European settlers and the Maori. 1840 saw violence breakout between the Maori and the “Pakeha” (as Maori referred to the Europeans). The 1860s saw further Maori/Pakeha conflict. When the dust had cleared the Maori had lost millions of acres of land. Between 1862 and 1865 Native Land Courts divided up Maori communal land taking 95% of it for European settlement. Many Maori now began to adapt to the new realities and began to sell products on the growing New Zealand market. 1900 saw a resurgence in Maori identity as many more Maori began to adapt to and assmmilate to New Zealand capitalism and New Zealand parliamentary democracy.

The discovery of discovery of gold in Otago and along the West Coast in the 1850s increased immigration to New Zealand. Agriculture soon became important in NZ life. Sheep farming and the woolens produced from it along with dairy farming and the butter produced from that have been central to NZ agriculture ever since and have long been among New Zealand’s leading exports. New Zealand is heavily dependent upon export trade.

With growth came political change. Like Great Britain and Australia NZ has an unwritten constitution. In 1852 a Constitution Act was passed creating a central bicameral parliament, provinces, and an executive council. In 1867 Maoris were allocated four seats in New Zealand’s central parliament. In 1872 NZ extended the franchise to almost every male New Zealander. In 1893 it gave women the vote in 1893 In 1891 it instituted land settlement, industrial protection, trade union protection, and social pensions policies. In 1986 it passed the constitutional Act of 1986 which severed all remaining ties between the parliament of Great Britain and New Zealand. A Bill of Rights Act and a Human Rights Act were passed in 1990 and 1993 respectively.

New Zealand Constitution Act of 1986

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1986/0114/latest/DLM94204.html
New Zealand Bill of Rights Act and Human Rights Act

http://www.hrc.co.nz/home/hrc/humanrightsenvironment/humanrightsinnewzealand/billofrightsact.php
New Zealand Bill of Rights Act

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1990/0109/latest/DLM224792.html
New Zealand Human Rights Act

http://www.dredf.org/international/NewZconst.html
Before leaving New Zealand I suppose we should touch on one component of the New Zealand civil religion, rugby. New Zealand’s national rugby team, the All Blacks, is the winningest team in international rugby competion and has won the World Cup in rugby twice. The team is an integrated one. Maori have long played important roles in New Zealand rugby life not only as team members but culturally as well. The haka, a traditional Maori dance, is performed by the team before each match in order to intimidate its opponents. Many New Zealanders live and die by the team’s performance.

Australia’s settlement has a direct connection to the American Revolution. Britain took formal possession of the colony in 1788 and made it into a dumping ground for the convicts it could no longer dump on America’s shores. New South Wales was settled first, then Western Austrialia. In 1829 Britain laid claim to the entire continent. 

The discovery of gold in 1851 increased Australia’s population. Between 1850 and 1860 the population of New South Wales (NSW) and Victoria rose from around 267,000 to 886,000. The gold rush made the capital of Victoria, Melboune, the financial and industrial centre of the continent.

The land of Aus was not simply an industrial and mining centre. Agriculture was becoming important as well. Dry land wheat farming began in 1848 in Victoria and NSW. Sheep farming and woolens became important around the same time and remain so toda.

With growth came political change. A miner’s revolt at the Eureka Stockade near Ballarat, Victoria in 1854 led to the adoption of the secret ballot for voting in 1856, the extension of the franchise (only males could vote) in 1857, pay for parliamentary service in 1870, and the extension of the franchise to women in 1908.

Australia like New Zealand and Canada before 1982 has an unwritten constitution. Between 1898 and 1900 referendums were held in Australia’s colonies which approved Australia’s Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act. The Act went into effect in 1901 with Britain’s Queen Victoria’s signature. The Statute of Wetminster Adoption Act of 1942 and the Australia Act of 1986 severed constitutional ties between Australia and Great Britain.

The Commonweatlth of Australia Constitution Act of 1900

http://www.statutelaw.gov.uk/content.aspx?activeTextDocId=1066401
Statute of Westminster Adoption Act of 1942

http://www.foundingdocs.gov.au/item.asp?sdID=96
Australia Act of 1986

http://www.statutelaw.gov.uk/content.aspx?activeTextDocId=1330183
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/consol_act/aa1986114/
Like the US and Canada immigration, has been important in both Australia and New Zealand. Between 1850 and 1940 some 2.9 million people immigrated to Australia and some 650,000 people immigrated to New Zealand. Both had, like the US, a “Whites” only policy until the 1950s in New Zealand and 1961 in Australia. As in the US and Canada immigration to both Australia and New Zealand has grown substantially in the last decade and a half with almost 200,000 immigrants pouring into Australia in in 2007 alone. 2009 saw the newly elected Labor government cut the number of professional immigrants allowed into the country in the face of worsening economic conditions.

This massive immigration has changed the face of Australia and New Zealand since the 1960s. In Australia the percentage of Whites as percentage of the total population declined. Australia was now home to about 8% Asian groups. Aboriginals numbered around 1.5%. In New Zealand the era saw increasing numbers of Asians and Pacific Islanders move to New Zealand. By 1999 5% and 8% of New Zealand residents were from Asia and the Pacific respectively. Today there are as many New Zealanders of Pacific descent as Maori descent. A new category of New Zealander was also emerging, the multi-ethnic New Zealander. In 1999 21% of New Zealanders classified themselves as multi-ethnic.

New Zealand may have been the leader among British Settler Societies in “progressive legislation” but the US, Canada, and Australia did eventually catch up with the Kiwis. In Canada the socialist democratic farmers party, the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation (CCF) founded in 1932 during the Great Depression by Agnes Macphail, Ted Garland, Humphrey Mitchell, Abraham Albert Heaps, and J.S. Woodsworth, won provincial elections in Saskatchewan in 1944 under the leadership of former Baptist minister Tommy Douglas. The CCF and its successor party the New Democratic Party (NDP) governed the province until 1964. Between 1944 and 1964 Douglas and his successor Woodrow Lloyd brought electrification, public automobile insurance, public unemployment insurance, legislation friendly to labour unions which led to the unionization of the public sector, public control of the telephone and energy sectors, the establishment of Crown Corporations or public business enterprises, a public arts council, and universal medical care (health care, hospitalization), to the citizens of the province. Douglas became the federal NDP leader in 1961 and was instrumental with his party, which held the balance of power in Parliament in Ottawa, in helping Liberal Prime Minister Lester Pearson and his minority governments expand family allowances, (1964), pass a national pension plan (1964), pass universal health care (the Federal Medical Act of 1966), and initiate student loan legislation. Pearson’s successor Pierre Elliot Trudeau continued socialist democratic policies. He and his party passed the Official Languages Act making Canada a bilingual nation (1969), a new federal unemployment insurance programme (1971), and a new constitution (1982). In 1975 Trudeau initiated wage and price controls to try to control the inflation brought about, in large part, by the oil crisis. He also raised American ire by opposing the war in Vietnam.

In the United States Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society saw the second coming of the New Deal. The momentum for some of it was the Civil Rights Movement which had been pushing for equal rights for America’s Blacks particularly in the South. The first New Deal, if you remember, had done little to end discrimnation against Blacks. Johnson passed the John F. Kennedy initiated Civil Rights Act in 1964. The Kennedy’s , John and Robert, had been pushed kicking and screaming into civil rights. This Civil Rights Act theoretically ended segregation but it didn’t help disenfranchised blacks get the vote in the South. After police and the National Guard suppressed a voter registration drive in Selma, Alabama, Johnson decided to push for legislation that would prohibit this and got it in 1965. The Voting Rights Bill of 1965 had teeth as well for it gave the attorney general the power to intervene in those counties where less than half of all eligible voters were registered. Within ten years over two million African-Americans would be added to the voting roles particularly in the South.

LBJ was not done as he continued to send “Great Society” legislation to Congress. Between 1965 and 1966 he passed Medicare and Medicaid, medical care for the aged and poor respectively. He secured legislation that gave educational aid to the poor regardless of colour. He achieved legislation which liberalized American immigration policy. The Immigration and Nationality Services Act of 1965 abolished the national-origin quotas that had been in place in the United States since the racist Immigration Act of 1924. And he began his “war on poverty” with legislation which created the Office of Economic Opportunity which, in turn, launched Project Head Start (a programme designed to help end poverty by providing preschool children from low-income families with a program that would meet emotional, social, health, nutritional, and psychological needs), the Job Corps (which trained disadvantaged and at-risk youth and which has provided more than 2 million disadvantaged young people with the integrated academic, vocational, and social skills training they need to gain independence and get quality, long-term jobs or further their education), Upward Bound (which helped low income individuals attend college), VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America; a programme which increased employment opportunities for conscientious people who felt they could contribute tangibly to the War on Poverty), and he expanded the Aid to Families with Dependent Children programme, which did exactly what’s its name said it would. He expanded support for education, including higher education. He established the National He initiated government support for the arts with the establishment of the National Endowment for the Arts in 1965.

The “war on poverty”, of course, was controversial. Conservative standard bearer Barry Goldwater attacked it as the “Santa Claus of the free lunch” and implied that poverty was the result of the “attitudes and actions” of the poor (this would become a mantra of the right down to today). Democratic Socialist Michael Harrington (author of the expose on poverty in America, The Other America, a book that was read even by JFK) argued that it would not be the poor who would benefit from the war but politicians. According to a Gallup poll at the time 83% of Americans believed that a “war on poverty” could not be won at all. Many later argued that the war on poverty’s impact on the poor was blunted by local political and economic opposition to its more experimental aspects of the Community Action Project, an opposition that led the federal government to end some of its more experimental practices (such as making the poor the instruments of government policy to end poverty). 

Johnson’s “war on poverty” did have some success. Between 1962 and 1973 poverty in the US fell, if the statistics are to be believed, from 23% to 11%. There was a 30% reduction in infant mortality. There was an increase in African American and Hispanic school attendance. There is good reason to be suspicious of some of these statistics. Johnson’s advisors on poverty, the Council of Economic Advisors, had set the poverty level at $3000 for a family of four in their 1964 annual report. This absolute standard of poverty was high enough that it allowed the economic growth itself rather than governmental programmes to move families out of poverty (the median income was $6000 dollars at the time) and it ignored the fact that poverty is relative not absolute (it is always tied to incomes at the high and median levels and those always seem to grow).

Richard Milhous Nixon, of all people, would continue and even expand Johnson’s Great Society. After his election as president in 1968 he expanded the federal bureaucracy. Under him the number of pages added to the Federal Register doubled each year. He imposed wage and price controls, indexed Social Security for inflation, and created Supplemental Security Income (SSI). He established the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and gave it and its director, Willam Ruckelshaus the power and authority to act if probably unintentionally. He created the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) (a conservative’s nightmare), and implemented the Philadelphia Plan, the first significant federal affirmative action program and which mandated affirmative action in the construction industry.  Speaking of affirmative action his Department of Health, Education, and Welfare continued pushing many school desegregation cases in the South and his Labor Department established the use of numerical goals in affirmative action plans. 

On the poverty front Nixon (admittedly under pressure from Congress) signed into law a program to create temporary jobs in the ghettos, instituted a subsidized housing program for the poor, initiated revenue sharing and block grants for cities, increased welfare payments to the poor, presided over a major expansion of the food stamps program, began a new program under Social Security that made payments to disabled people, and sent a bill to Congress which would have given the poor a guaranteed income (he was influenced here by future New York Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan). Congress failed twice to pass it. On the health care front Nixon proposed a national strategy in which private Health Maintenance Organisations (HMOs) would provide equal access to health care for all citizens at a reasonable cost. Congress refused to pass Nixon’s proposal. On the cultural issues front Nixon advocated gun control and instituted a drug policy that emphasized treatment and decriminalized marijuana only to turn on it after he felt the sting of public reaction and began calling for law and order. In terms of economic policy Nixon eradicated the last remnants of the gold standard. Nixon did, at least rhetorically, backtrack on civil rights and desegregation. His Southern strategy to get re-elected demanded it. 

Links: The Rise of the Atlantic World

On the “age of discovery” and mercantilism see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook03.html 

On the “discovery” and Europeanisation of the New World see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/1492/ 
Viewings and Listenings: Themes in Western History

Guns, Germs, and Steel: “Conquest”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KuD4vchi3ho
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nQkuJ-dobIo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=64UHLVip3uY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bzos4IddtIk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=udtBpQpmcYk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dt5g-1DtVL0
PBS
The Ascent of Money, 2009, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/ascentofmoney/featured/watch-full-program-the-ascent-of-money/24/
Big Ideas that Changed the World, “Democracy”, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=poO5BgU2PZo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0gyeWdWmfh8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=COz0y4tIoog
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ebvRsN-WaAg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=caQDPjGhdDg
Channel 5, June 2005

Big Ideas that Changed the World, “Consumerism”, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PZ29DQvopZo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tJWYWKNdq4Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OFTjqzqZ3zU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MyMvJ2giDmQ
Channel 5, May 2006

Chapter Three:

America’s Environment

In terms of scale the Continental United States is about three-quarters the size of Europe—Russia to the Don included. America’s ecosystems are varied. There are tundra, forests, grasslands, deserts, swamps, deltas, wetlands, plains, mountains, semi-arid plateaus, among other forms. America is home to several great north-south mountain chains in the America—the Appalachians in the east, a series of parallel mountain ridges that run from Newfoundland in the north to Alabama in the south, the Rockies, which stretch from British Columbia in the north to New Mexico in the south, the Cascades—which stretch from BC to Northern California, and the Sierras of Eastern California and Nevada. America is home to one of the world’s great rivers, great river tributary systems, and great river valleys, the Mississippi which lies between the Appalachians and the Rockies and runs from Minnesota to the Gulf of Mexico in the south after passing through Louisiana. The Mississippi River drains the entire central basin of North America.

Analysts have long defined several physiological zones in the US, the East, the Central Interior, and the Far West among them. Others have divided America into the Atlantic Plains, the Appalachian Highlands, the Interior Plains, the Laurentian upland, the Interior Highlands, the Rocky Mountains, the Intermountain Plateaux, and the Pacific Mountain System. America’s east coast has abundant good harbours, navigable rivers, and coastal plains suitable for agriculture. Except in New England the Atlantic Coastal Plain was suitable for farming Indian corn and tobacco. America’s forests are denser than Europe’s as a general rule. These provided timber for shelters, fuel, and of course wood for ships.

America has a variety of climates—maritime polar, continental polar, continental tropical—and analysts have delineated several climatic regions that are relatively self-explanatory—humid continental, humid continental with long summers, humid subtropical, dry continental, desert, undifferentiated highlands, Mediterranean, and marine West Coast. America’s weather is more extreme than that of Europe—summers are generally hotter and more humid while winters, north of the Chesapeake anyway, are colder and more severe. Ocean currents and ocean currents in the Pacific in particular, have long an impact on America’s inland climates.

America’s mineral resources were and are varied and abundant. America is home to oil, coal, iron ore, mercury, silver, gold, hard rock, uranium, water resources. America’s wildlife was and is abundant. Wild turkeys, deer, beaver, badgers, pigeons, and abundant fish, to pick a few examples were common in the America Europeans “found”.  Beaver pelts and fish, particularly cod, to pick two examples, would play a major economic role in global trade in the early part of European American history. 

Americans exploited their environment in a variety of different ways. Forests provided wood for homes, mills, boats, ships, as well as fuel. Grasslands were used for livestock grazing. Stones were used for building. Sod was used for homes on the Plains. Forests were, of course, cleared for farms. Aquifers were exploited for water. Waterways were used for movement of people and goods and energy. Exploitation of the environment, of course, led to changes in America’s landscape, its flora, and its fauna. Farming without the practice of letting land lie fallow led to soil exhaustion. Monocultural farming practices led to a decline in plant diversity and soil richness which led, in turn, to soil exhaustion. Mining led to massive transformations in the landscape. Industrialisation led to air and water pollution. Hunting and fishing led to species decline of animals like bison, beaver, elk, pronghorn, species extinctions, and the exhaustion of fish stocks. The cutting down of forests led to a decline in the amount of virgin forests in the US. Very few strands of virgin forest remain in the United States today.

In what Alfred Crosby calls ecological imperialism Old World flora and fauna were intentionally and unintentionally brought to the New World in various ways while New World flora and fauna would intentionally and unintentionally make their way to the Old again in various ways. These Columbian exchanges would change both the New World and the Old forever.

Geological Map of the United States

http://www.ldeo.columbia.edu/users/menke/envdata/quality/map/
General US History Links:

A useful site for a variety of materials on American history can be found at http://www.ashp.cuny.edu/
A nice site containing a wealth of important documents on American history can be found at http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/avalon.htm
A nice site containing a wealth of historical maps on the US can be found at http://etc.usf.edu/maps/galleries/us/complete/index.htm
Here is a nice site with legal documents relating to early America http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/amlaw/ 
For links to data go to http://www.albany.edu/history/history590/
A great site containing audio programmes and primary documents on history can be found at http://www.talkinghistory.org/
Here is an excellent site on American Religion

http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/religion/religion.html
Viewings and Listenings: General Themes in US History

The Land

Talking History: The History of American Wilderness, 22 April

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2002.html#Anchor-Wildernes-62343
Urbanisation

American Experience, “New Orleans”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/neworleans/program/index.html
PBS

Culture

Talking History: American Patriotism, 17 December (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Talking History: American Freedom, 28 June (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
Talking History: Pirates, 1 February (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
Talking History: America and its Guns, 29 October (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Talking History: The History of Insanity, 9 May (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Talking History: The American Families, 17 September (Real Media)
http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Religion and Secularism
Talking History: Religion in US History, 3 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Talking History: Jesus in the US, 6 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Talking History: Secularism in the US, 6 October

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2005.html
Antisemitism

Talking History: Antisemitism, 10 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
Chapter Four:

North America’s First Peoples

Europeans, of course, were not the first travelers to come to the New World. Asian immigrants traveled from Siberia to North America via the Bering Strait around 30,000 years ago. Over time these immigrants settled the length and breadth of North and South America. 

Scholars have estimated that there were somewhere between 10 and 112 million First Peoples in the Americas. Estimates of how many of these lived north of Mexico in 1492 have ranged from 1.15 million to 12 million. 

Most of the First Peoples living in the “New World” lived in tribes. Some of these tribes were hunter-gatherers. Others were nomadic. Still others—a very few—were sedentary and agricultural. Indian agriculturalists grew maize or corn, squash, beans, sunflowers, and cured tobacco usually with the slash and burn technique. Almost every tribe referred to itself as the People. The cultures of these various Indian or Native American tribes varied making it almost impossible to generalize about them. They spoke over 600 languages (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Langs_N.Amer.png). Some lived in adobe buildings—some of these on cliffs. Some lived in log structures. Some lived in teepees. Some in igloos.  Some, like the Aztecs of Mexico and the Maya of Peru, lived in monumental cities. Some engaged in widespread trade. Cahokia in contemporary Illinois seems to have been on several major trade routes (http://www.cahokiamounds.com/cahokia.html). The wheel, the horse, cooking utensils, and firearms were unknown to America’s First Peoples before the arrival of the Europeans.

The natives Europeans first encountered when they landed on the coast were less aggressive and warlike than those further inland and relations between them and the Europeans were at first friendly. There are tales of First Peoples coming to the aid of the European settlers. The Wampanoag Squanto are said to have taught the Pilgrims how to fish and plant and so survive in the difficult wilds of Massachusetts. The daughter of the Powhatan chief Pocahontas is said to have saved English Jamestown settler John Smith from execution in Virginia and married another, John Rolfe, afterwards. On the other hand, we shouldn’t forget that one of the theories concerning the lost colony of Sir Walter Raleigh was that it was attacked by First Peoples. 
As Europeans encroached on First Peoples traditional hunting grounds relations between the two rapidly turned violent. In 1622 the successor of Pocahontas’s father attacked several English settlements in Virginia killing around 350. In 1637 the Pequot War in New England led to the annihilation of that tribe and the opening up of the Connecticut River Valley for settlement. King Philip’s War between 1647 and 1676 resulted in the near extermination of the Wampanoag. The Tuscarora War of 1711 and 1712 and the Yamasee War of 1715 and 1718 in the Carolinas ended in the defeat of the Tuscarora and Yamasee tribes. 

Relations between Europeans and First Peoples in Pennsylvania was the great anomaly of the Colonial period. In Pennsylvania Quaker William Penn and the Delaware negotiated and signed a treaty which was kept and which kept the peace between them for years.

Europeans, as we noted earlier, largely saw America’s First Peoples as uncivilized. When this sense of European superiority arose is a question historians argue about. Some argue that Europeans arrived in the new world with a sense of superiority.  Historian Jill Lepore, however, argues in her The Name of War that it wasn’t until King’s Philips War that New Englanders came to see themselves as superior to the disease infected and defeated in war First Peoples. Regardless of what side we take in this debate it is clear that Europeans viewed First Peoples as pagans. They regarded the polytheism of First Peoples as “primitive” particularly when contrasted with their “civilized” monotheism. They viewed First Peoples collective conception of land ownership as “barbaric” when compared to their “advanced” private and commodity based notion of land ownership. They contrasted the “primitive” technologies of First Peoples with their own “advanced” technological achievements. 

Not everyone, of course, painted First Peoples in such negative hews. Others, impacted by Romantic ideologies, saw First Peoples as “noble savages”.

Warfare, as we will see, took its toll on America’s First Peoples. It was less war and more European diseases and European alcohol that decimated First Peoples populations, however. The effect of guns, germs, and steal on America’s First Peoples is stark. By 1900 it is estimated that there were fewer than 250,000 indigenous natives remaining in the United States. Most of these had been herded into the West and placed on reservations. Some, by the way, have seen reservations as some of the first concentration or internment camps the world had seen. Ensconced on reservations First Peoples lived in abject poverty as wards of the paternalistic American state.

So how did the First Peoples respond to these European settlers? Responses, of course, varied. Some welcomed them at first. Some fought them. Some died as a result of this warfare. Even more died when they came into contact with European diseases they had no immunity to. Some developed trading and political relationships with the Europeans. The Iroquois, for example, were an important player in the power relationships that developed in the Hudson Valley. The Algonquin, as historian Richard White has noted in his superb The Middle Ground, instituted a series of complex trading and political relationships with the Europeans in the Great Lakes region.
Viewings and Listenings: First Peoples

Journey of Man: A Genetic Odyssey
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OV6A8oGtPc4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ybji0axp6s0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M25Ez4HW104
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BA3aINMIWMw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0m2-RwYXkWg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=N0QDrODnN6g
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EMzaQhqHYnM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xhZ7zaT5hvU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QV3Ws7pyJUI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nNlvzhfQex0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8KzroCQVDoI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jl-bnnES42U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AT6XsVnuz6o
PBS, 2002

Talking History: The Indian as Ecologist, 16 April (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Nova, Making a Stone Age Weapon, excerpts

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jRax_a8t4C4
PBS

American Experience, “We Shall Remain”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/weshallremain/
Chapter Five:

Settling New Worlds

Spain and Portugal began to build colonial empires in the New World in the Fifteenth, Sixteenth, Seventeenth, and Eighteenth centures. France, England, Holland, and even Sweden would follow suit though largely in North America where Spanish and Portuguese was limited and weak. 

Portugal, Spain, France, and England encouraged private individuals to settle in the New World. In what became the United States large numbers of colonists settled in Pennsylvania, New Jersey—44.500 settlers during the 17th century—and the Chesapeake—120,000 settled there—while New England was the backwater—21,000 settled there. Fewer till settled in Maryland, the Carolinas, New France—the Maritimes and Quebec of contemporary Canada—and Louisiana. The centre of settlement in the New World was the Caribbean. 200,000 immigrants settled there, almost one half of the total number of immigrants to the New World during the early years of tEuropean immigration to the New World.

Migrants to the New World, as I noted, came from England, Holland, Germany, Scandinavia, Spain, and Portugal. They migrated to the New World for a variety of reasons. Some, like the Catholic Society of Jesus (the Jesuits), came to convert the heathen. Some came to escape religious persecution and religious intolerance. Quakers and Mennonites came to the Middle Colonies to escape the persecution of both Protestants and Catholics alike. Huguenots emigrated to Rio de Janeiro, Florida, and English North America to escape persecution and genocide in France. Jews came to the New World to escape persecution and expulsion from many parts of Europe. They immigrated to North America, the English Caribbean, and to South America. The first Jewish immigrants into what would become the United States came from Brasil after the Dutch lost that colony to Portugal in 1645. Others came for economic and political reasons. Many came to start anew on land they themselves owned. Some came to work. Craftsmen came. Rural labourers came.  Younger nobles came hoping for a better future than the uncertain one they faced at home. “Convicts” were forced to come.

European settlers came to the New World as both free and unfree. Some paid there way to the new world. Some paid half and had to pay the other half within a month of arrival. Some came as unfree, as slaves, of course (more about this latter). Some came as indentured servants and had to work off their passage and their keep for several years afterward. 

Indentured servants were usually indentured for a period of around four and half years. “Convicts”, “vagrants”, and children were usually indentured for fourteen years. During the Colonial period somewhere between one-half on two thirds of all White immigrants coming to America—excepting immigrants to New England—were probably indentured servants. Some who indentured themselves did so because they expected their relatives in the New World to redeem them upon their arrival. Other indentured men and women  upon arrival in the Colonies were sold at markets to the highest bidder.

The vast majority of those sold into indentured servitude were sold to settlers in the Middle Colonies, particularly Pennsylvania. The work they did was difficult and tiring. The conditions they lived under were usually harsh. Their “freedoms” were limited. Indentured servants could not marry without their “master’s” consent. They did not loose their political and legal rights save those explicitly noted in their terms of indenture. They continued to have the right of recourse to courts for wrongs done them. Once their term of indenture was up they were free to chose any occupation and they were due “freedom dues”—clothing and usually tools, seeds, and other provisions. A few returned to Europe. By the way, around 1700 indentured servants would largely be replaced by slaves.

For an autobiography of an indentured servant see http://www.historicaldocuments.com/GottliebMittelberger.htm and http://www.swarthmore.edu/SocSci/bdorsey1/41docs/40-mit.html    

The trip to the New World was not easy for anyone. 80 of 350 migrants, for instance, died on one English ship before they stepped out onto the New World. Conditions weren’t any easier for those who did manage to survive the sea journey. In the French town of St. Christophe 350 of 500 settlers died from famine and disease. 

As colonies were established in the New World colonizers administered their “possessions” in different ways. Spain administered its empire from the centre. The Council of the Indies governed Spain’s New World Empire from Spain itself. Two viceroys were appointed to represent the Council in the New World, one in Mexico City, the other in Lima. The Empire was further subdivided into ten districts or audiencias. Conquistadors or encomenderos were granted the right by the Crown to draw tribute and labour from local native villages. The conqueror of Mexico, Hernan Cortes was one of these. He would become lord of Central Mexico with holdings of 115,000 natives (his count). In New Spain haciendas and plantations were established. The former grew foodstuffs for themselves and for nearby cities and mining settlements and employed native labour. The latter grew single crops—usually sugar—for the market and relied on slaves from Africa for their labour. In Spanish North America Spain initiated several types of settlements across New Spain including present-day California, New Mexico, and Texas. There were military settlements or presidios. There were religious settlements or missions. There were civil settlements or pueblos. England, on the other hand, appointed governors to its colonies but also allowed colonists to elect assemblies. These almost inevitably came into conflict with the governor and the powers that be back home. English and British immigrants to North America would give us the New England style grid villages and towns with single family homes separated from each other and set back off the street as well as village greens and villages and towns or row houses, set next to each other, and sitting quite close to narrow winding streets (examples: Boston’s Old Town, Albany’s Mansion Hill neighbourhood). French colonies, like the Spanish, were administered by central authorities back home and their representatives in the colonies. They built fur posts, forts, and villes. French North America was often divided into long thin lots paralleling those from where the immigrants came.

As colonies arose so did trade between the periphery colonies and the various European centres. Spain’s control of silver mines in Veracruz in contemporary Mexico and Potosi in contemporary Bolivia made Spain rich. It also increased the amount of silver in Europe. In the 16th century Europe’s silver stock tripled. Europe’s gold stock increased by 20% at a time when Europe was desperately in need of bullion which it used to trade for luxury goods from the Orient. 200 tons of registered gold entered Spain between 1503 and 1603. Estimates of unregistered gold entering Spain during the same period would likely add 10% to 50% to that total. Tobacco and sugar became important commodities grown in the New World. Tobacco was grown extensively in the Caribbean and would eventually be planted as well in the Chesapeake, England, Wales, France, Brandenburg, the Palatine, and the United Provinces. Sugar was grown in the Caribbean. Eventually, the sugar industry, which was labour intensive and done on a large scale, particularly in comparison with the tobacco industry, became the largest cash crop in the New World. By the mid-18th century sugar overtook grain as the most valuable commodity on the world market. The sugar trade also went hand in glove with slavery. Increasingly individuals from Africa were sent to the New World as slaves. Both the tobacco and sugar industries had impacts on the environment: forests on many Caribbean islands were leveled to make way for sugar cane operations transforming forever those environments.

Tobacco and sugar flowed from the New World into the Old World. From Europe textiles, hardwares, agricultural products, woolen cloth, linens, silks, and cottons flowed into the New World. Trade was carried on in a variety of ways. One of the most popular was the three way or triangular trades between different regions of the increasingly global market. In triangular trading manufactured goods from England, for instance, were traded for slaves in Africa who were in turn traded for sugar and rum in the Caribbean that were, in turn, taken back to the Mother country. Trade by shuttle was the most common type of trade during the early years of the settlement of the New World. Ships left for the New World filled with goods from the Old and returned with goods from the New. The intensity of trade varied: Between 1713 and 1743 around 12 French ships per year visited New France. Contrast that with the 101 in 1674 and the 352 in 1750 that came to trade with the French Caribbean. The Caribbean was quickly becoming the most important trading centre to the European colonisers.

The wealth accumulated from this trade was more and more having a significant impact on European society and culture. The use of money as a medium of exchange—silver was Europe’s medium of exchange beforehand—was becoming ever more common all across the continent. Monarchs sometimes aligned with the growing merchant class against the feudal princes and eliminated many of the barriers to trade that feudalism had established (the multiple tolls along rivers and roads, for instance). Guilds with their emphasis on a “just price” rather than profit declined as a merchant class which emphasized profit grew. Joint stock companies (which we talked about earlier) came into existence. Consumption for tobacco and sugar skyrocketed in Europe. The increase in monies in Europe led to increasing wealth. European monarchs like Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain, Henry VIII of England, and Francis I of France became wealthy. They then used that wealth to purchase the new weaponry that was being developed in Europe as a result of increasing monies coming into the Continent. This, in turn, fueled even more technological innovations. Spain, for instance, used the wealth that came from its gold and silver trade to expand its military power on land and sea. 

Spain’s increasing wealth had other impacts as well. It created a class of individuals who had been in the New World and made their fortunes there. It created a class of individuals which had substantial investments in New World sugar production, mining, and pearl fishing, and substantial real estate holdings in the New World. It also led to the growth and increasing wealth of certain Spanish cities. Seville would become the centre of Spanish trans-Atlantic trade, in part because it was the receiving port for Spanish bullion, until it was supplanted by Cadiz later on. This growth and increasing wealth of cities wasn’t something happening only in Europe. Lima and Mexico City, for instance, would also see the rise of merchant class which prospered from the silver and export markets in place across the Atlantic. 

In the early days of colonialisation most nations tried to outlaw trade between their colonies and the colonies and centres of its rivals. The English, Dutch, and French in particular, all of who emerged as colonizers rather late in the game, tried to undermine this ban. Dutch, English, and French traders, for instance, illegally provided Spanish colonies with contraband textiles, hardware, and spices in return for Spanish bullion, cacao (beans used to make cocoa), and cochineal (a dye). To stem this tide of illegal trade colonizers tried other strategies. The British Molasses Act of 1733, for instance, placed heavy taxes on products from the Caribbean colonies of Spain and France in order to try to keep them out. Sometimes the English, Dutch, and French used smugglers, to move their goods into Spanish and Portuguese colonies, striking, in the process, at the very heart of mercantilism. Needless to say, all of this illegal trade would have consequences for merchants in Spanish, Portuguese, English, Dutch, and French colonies. Trade would become so lucrative between them that they would all ignore the bans on trade between colonies of different centres. Treaties that resulted from European wars would also come to impact these limitations on trading between various states. The Treaty or Peace of Utrecht in 1713, which dealt with issues surrounding Spanish succession and confirmed the rise of England to power, resulted, in part, in English ships being allowed to enter Spanish ports legally. 

Links: The Settlement of New Worlds

On the settlement of new worlds see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook07.html
and

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook08.html 
On the “discovery” and Europeanisation of the New World see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/1492/ 
Chapter Six:

Settling North America

We have focused on the broad settlement picture of the New World up to this point. Now I want to focus on the settlement of North America more specifically. 

North America as we all know now was not discovered by Europeans. Nor were they the first immigrants to North America. The first immigrants to America’s shores were those Old Worlders who crossed the Bering Strait into “America” from Asia as I noted earlier.

The first “Europeans” to come to the New World came from Scandinavia at the beginning of the eleventh century. Remnants of their settlements have been found along the coast of Labrador and Nova Scotia. 

On the Norse and the New World see http://www.heritage.nf.ca/exploration/norse.html 
It was, of course, the Spanish, French, English, Swedish, and Dutch who settled the parts of North America we are focusing on in this class—the parts of North America that became the United States. 

We have discussed Spanish settlement patterns already but I want to specifically focus on Spanish settlement in the areas of what became the United States and to a lesser extent Canada here. Spanish exploration and settlement of North America came from two different parts of New Spain, the Caribbean and what is today Mexico. In 1513 Ponce de Leon landed in Florida and began to explore the region. In 1519 Alonso Alvarez de Pineda landed in North America and began to explore the Gulf of Mexico. In 1523 Esteban Gomes began his explorations of the east coast of North America between Florida and Labrador. In 1527 Panfilo de Narvaez explored the area of North America between Florida and the Rio Grande. Beginning in 1538 Hernando de Soto explored lands in what are today Florida, Georgia, South Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi, and Arkansas. In 1538 Francisco de Niza explored and mapped the Gulf of California. By 1539 he had likely reached what is today New Mexico. In 1540 Francisco Vasquez de Coronado lead an expedition from Mexico City that passed through Arizona, New Mexico, Colorado, Texas, and Kansas. Coronado and his men would explore the Colorado River and be the first Europeans to look upon the Grand Canyon. In 1542 Ivan Cabrillo explored the area between what is today San Diego and Oregon. 

Exploration wasn’t the only thing New Spain engaged in. Many were motivated by tales of eternal life and cities of gold—a reminder of the European tendency in the early years to see New Worlds as exotic places populated with all sorts of wonders. They were also interested in colonization. In 1559 the Spaniards established a community in Pensacola, Florida. In 1565 they established St. Augustine in Florida. By the beginning of the seventeenth century Spain had established settlements in New Mexico. As other European powers—particularly France, England, and Russia—began to “intrude” on Spanish parts of North America New Spain began to fortify settlements north of the Rio Grande and Gulf of Mexico. For the most part these were meant to be buffer zones between New France, English settlements, Russian settlements, and Spanish controlled areas particularly those in the Caribbean and Mexico.

Spanish settlements in North America had largely religious, military, and economic motivations. The purpose of mission settlements was to convert the “heathen” to Christianity and thereby make them model Spanish citizens. The intent was to congregate First Peoples, convert them, and spanishise them. Mission settlements could be found in Florida, Georgia, Texas, California, New Mexico, and Arizona. After Christianisation and spanishisation occurred in one region the settlements were turned over to secular clergy and the process began anew further northward. Presidio settlements were established for military particularly defensive purposes. They were intended to subdue any hostile First Peoples and to act as the civil authority in the region until civil authority could be established. Presidios were established in what is today coastal Georgia, coastal Florida, and along the California coast. Pueblo settlements were established after mission settlements. Their role was to initiate agriculture in New Spain and to provide reserve military forces in times of crisis. In California, to take one example, Spain established 21 missions, 4 presidios, and 3 pueblos to ensure Spanish claims to the territory. In the nineteenth century as the French, English, Russian, and US began to encroach on Spanish territories New Spain would strengthen the communities in its territories, particularly in California, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas. All this was to no avail, however. In 1819 Spain gave up Florida to the United States and gave up their claims to what is today Oregon and British Columbia. In 1821 Mexico won her independence from Spain. In 1836 Mexico lost Texas after a revolt in that region. In 1848 it lost California, New Mexico, and parts of the Intermountain West to the US as a result of the Mexican-American War. In 1853 it sold Arizona to the United States.

The Spanish presence on the North American landscape and on North American culture was not ephemeral, however. Even today land ownership patterns, Spanish names in the North American landscape, the Spanish language, Spanish folklore, and Spanish architecture—the oldest standing building in the US is found in Santa Fe, New Mexico—remain important parts of American life particularly in the Southwest.

Map of New Spain in North America and the Caribbean http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Mapa_Virreinato_Nueva_Espa%C3%B1a.png 
French settlement of North America began after John Cabot noticed the abundance of fish stocks in the Northwest Atlantic. During fishing trips to the New World French fisherman from Normandie, Breton, Gasgon, and the Basque Country established work sites in Newfoundland, Cape Breton Island, Labrador, and the Gulf of the St. Lawrence to process the fish they caught pushing aside any First Peoples who happened to be in the way.

By the 17th century year round settlements developed at these fish processing sites. French traders soon arrived and began trading with the natives for furs. Settlements began to appear in Acadia—contemporary Nova Scotia—in 1605, at Quebec in 1608, at Trois-Rivieres in 1634, and at Montreal in 1642. The latter was established originally as a mission but soon became an interior outpost of the growing fur trade where French traders traded goods for furs to their Algonquin speaking and Iroquoian speaking allies.

After the decimation of their First Peoples allies by disease and inter-tribal warfare French traders began to venture westward into the wilderness learning native languages and sometimes taking native wives as they went. Jesuit missionaries soon followed. By the end of the 17th century there were French trading posts on each of the Great Lakes—including one at Green Bay—along the upper Illinois and Mississippi Rivers—the French explorer LaSalle reached the mouth of the Mississippi in 1682 and claimed it for Nouvelle France naming the area Louisiana.—on Lake Nepogan, and on James Bay where they captured posts established by the English Hudson’s Bay Company. The Crown would close many of these because of glut of furs in the market and only reestablish them after the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713. After this the French would establish the palisaded Fort Detroit and Michilimakinac.

Agricultural settlements now began to arise in Acadia. Dykes were built creating productive marshland that could grow wheat, legumes, oats, rye, barley, and flax. Cattle, pigs, poultry, and sheep—for wool—were soon introduced in Acadia as well. Agriculture also began to take hold between Quebec and Montreal. By law these farms were held by seigneurs and sub-granted, in turn, to farmers, habitants. Habitants had to perform military service during time of war and roadwork, when needed, and probably had to pay tithes for support of the churches in the area whether they wanted to or not. Important differences between the two regions began to develop. Acadia was not taxed by the Crown or by seigneurs, the St. Lawrence was. Farm land was laid out in the long and thin seigneurial patterns common to parts of France along the St. Lawrence. Manor houses, parish churches, and water powered grain and saw mills were more common on the St. Lawrence. This was in part due to the greater degree of stratification in Quebec and Montreal.

Quebec and Montreal developed into small towns with multiple functions much like towns back in the Mother Country.  There were commercial towns, military towns, administrative towns, and religious towns. Merchants, government officials, military officers, important clerics, artisans, traders, and construction personnel from many regions of France could all be found in the streets of 17th century Quebec and Montreal These towns mirrored French towns in the northwest part of the Mother Country.
With the Treaty of Utrecht France had to cede much of Acadia and Newfoundland to the British and return the posts it had captured in the Hudson Bay to the British Hudson Bay Company. The treaty did allow France to retain fishing rights to the north of each. In response France strengthened its fort at Louisbourg on Cape Breton constructing stone walls around it and building baroque stone buildings within it and turning it into a military and commercial centre of some 2000. The Crown would also begin to encourage trade along the Mississippi Valley. 

France would now begin to colonise Louisiana. A grant to settle the area was given to a merchant company for 25 years. Estates were created in the region and it was assumed they would be worked by indentured servants. Indentured servants from France didn’t turn up, however, and Louisiana turned to slaves to work a plantation system that was, in part, imported from the Caribbean. Soon slavery would be a legal condition for Blacks in Louisiana and 70% of Louisiana’s Whites would be slave owners. 

In 1718 New Orleans was founded in Louisiana. Between 1729 and 1731 the French opened up more of Louisiana to settlement when they defeated the Natchez Indians some 200 miles north of New Orleans. Soon a fort was established at the mouth of the Arkansas River some 200 miles north of Natchez. Agricultural settlements which grew wheat and corn and supplied beef and pork to settlements down the river soon sprang up at Kaskaskia in what is today Illinois and at Vincennes in what is today Indiana. These settlements were quite different from the French settlements along the St. Lawrence and along the east coast on New France.

New France would not last for long. The Seven Years War between Britain and France saw the British take Louisbourg in 1758, Quebec in 1759, and Montreal in 1760. The Brits would mete out brutal treatment to the Acadians some of whom migrated to Louisiana forming, in the process, the nucleus of what would become Louisiana’s Cajuns. Eventually Britain, as we shall see, gave Quebec special status with the signing of the Quebec Act. French areas of Indiana and Illinois would eventually be overwhelmed by the westward spread of the United States. Nevertheless, evidence of French settlement in what would become the United States is still evident in place names in the Midwest, in the patterns of land division one finds around Green Bay, Vincennes, Praririe du Chen, and St. Louis, and in the town plan of the city of New Orleans.

Map of New France http://atlas.nrcan.gc.ca/site/english/maps/historical/preconfederation/newfrance1740 and http://www.library.upenn.edu/exhibits/rbm/kislak/lands/nfmap.html 
The founding and populating of what became the Thirteen Colonies began as unconnected private enterprises and took place in a largely haphazard fashion at least at first. These colonies were planted along 1500 miles of the Atlantic coastline over the space of a quarter century. The colonies founded along the Atlantic seaboard were founded for varying reasons and they took various political and economic form, there were royal, proprietary, and corporate colonies.  

The first English colony in what is today the United States was founded in 1584 by Sir Walter Raleigh on Roanoke Island, Virginia. By 1591 this colony was no more. Various theories have been propounded for what happened to it—the settlers left the settlement and integrated into surrounding First Peoples groups, the settlers perished during an attempt to return to England, the Spanish destroyed the colony, the colony was destroyed by First Peoples. Regardless of the reason—and we may never fully know what happened to Roanoke—the colony was “lost”.

The first permanent English settlement in what would become the Thirteen Colonies was in Virginia. The Virginia Company was given the right to colonise the New World between the 34th and 35th parallels—this is in what is today contemporary Virginia. The company landed first on the coast of Maine. After a few months in this difficult environment they did finally manage to make it to Virginia where they established a settlement they called Jamestown in 1607. The settlers sought quick wealth. What they got, however, was famine and disease. Between 1609 and 1610 both reduced the population of the colony from 500 to 60. To induce further settlement the Virginia Company offered incentives promising settlers shares in the joint stock company and their own land to cultivate. When it proved possible to transplant tobacco into the Chesapeake—50,000 pounds of tobacco would be exported from the Chesapeake in 1626—the population of the colony finally began to grow. Self-government followed in 1619. Immigration was not without its problems. In 1622 the colony was almost wiped out by an Indian attack. By 1620 Virginia still had fewer than 1000 settlers. It was only in 1624 that the colony became a royal colony.

On Jamestown see http://www.apva.org/history/index.html 
What would become Maryland was the dream of a single proprietor, George Calvert, Lord Baltimore. King Charles I granted him a large tract of land along the Potomac River in 1632 for his colony. Calvert was a convert to Roman Catholicism and the colony he envisioned was manorial one modeled on the one in contemporary Ireland. Maryland was to be a refuge for Catholics—remember that this is a period in England when Catholics and Protestants were struggling for power. Despite intentions, however, it was mostly Protestants who immigrated to Maryland’s shores. Two out of three immigrants to Maryland were Protestants. 

Maryland was intended to be a source of income for Lord Baltimore. Following his feudal predilections land was parceled out into large manors. Calvert’s power itself was limited only by a clause in its charter that Calvert had to obtain the “advise and consent” of the freeman. It was this check and balance on Baltimore’s power which eventually allowed for an assembly to arise in Maryland. Maryland’s assembly eventually gained the right to initiate legislation. After 1688 Maryland became a royal colony with a governor appointed by the Crown. The new Protestant monarchs of England, William and Mary, outlawed Catholicism in the colony.

On Maryland see http://oriole.umd.edu/~mddlmddl/791/communities/html/index.html  

Religion was central to the settlement of New England. English religious non-conformists who had migrated to Holland to escape what they felt was ecclesiastical and popular persecution decided, after ten years in Dutch exile, to seek refuge in the New World. They were able to do so with a little help from well placed and well-healed London merchant friends. Before setting out they instituted a “compact” amongst themselves to work together for the common wealth or good upon arrival. In 1620 102 of them—they called themselves Pilgrims—set sail on the Mayflower. They landed later that year in what is today Massachusetts. The Mayflower Compact they made amongst themselves would serve as the basis for the government of Colonial Massachusetts throughout its history. The first years of the New Plymouth settlement would prove difficult. Half the settlers died during the first winter. After several tough years the colony stabilized largely because of fishing and agriculture. 

The Mayflower Compact

http://www.nationalcenter.org/MayflowerCompact.html
Soon after the Pilgrims sailed for the new world other religious non-conformists were making plans to migrate to North America as well. The Puritans were granted a charter for a Massachusetts Bay Colony in the New World by Charles I in 1629. The Puritan “exodus” to the new world was the largest single migration of individuals to colonies in the 17th century. 1000 settlers were the vanguard of this migration. Around 20,000 would follow in the next ten years. Most of these were from East Anglia and the West Country. Puritans migrants that followed—they would bring their families with them and would often come with their entire congregations—would hail from all over England and would have above average wealth and above average educations.

The Puritans were intent on establishing a biblical commonwealth that was orderly and self-regulating. They quickly established towns, including Boston. Puritan towns served as the political and administrative units of the new colony and they controlled their own affairs. It was Puritan towns, by the way, which distributed land to the settlers. Persons of wealth and higher social standing received the largest grants since Puritan society was hierarchical. The family farm that would come into existence in Puritan New England would establish for the first time a settlement free of feudalism.

The Puritans believed firmly in the exercise of authority by those whom God had “made eminent in power and dignity” as the first governor of the colony John Winthrop put it. In the early years of the colony a council of eight freemen granted all legislative, executive, and judicial powers to the “Council”. This eight man body appointed and assisted the governor govern the colony. Political participation in the Puritan colony was restricted to “visible saints” those who were certified by the pastor as being in good standing in his church. In the early years of the colony every male member of the church was one of these “visible saints”. 

Still there were complaints by the colonists against what they saw as authoritarian rule. These complaints eventually had an impact. In 1632 freemen gained the right to directly elect the governor. In 1634 freeman gained the right to elect deputies to represent them in the General Court, the colony’s legislative body which alone had the power to levy taxes. In 1644 the General Court became a bicameral body consisting of an upper house consisting of the governor and his “assistants” and a lower house of deputies elected by freemen. All legislation had to be approved by both houses.

Despite Massachusetts’ transformation into a colony with a representative government the religious character of the colony was not weakened. While Massachusetts wasn’t a theocracy religion and government were strongly intertwined. Politicians regularly consulted preachers on matters of state. The state, it was believed, had a duty to maintain good religion as was the case throughout Europe at the time. Every town had to build a meeting house in which to hold religious services. These doubled as places for town meetings in which the political and economic business of New England towns was done. The state mandated that colonists attend church and that they restrict their activities during the Sabbath.

The state also dealt harshly with what it categorized as “heretics” and “blasphemers”. Quakers, who despite being Christian were regarded as heretics by the Puritans, were banished from the colony on pain of death. When Quaker missionaries disregarded the ban—Mary Dyer amongst them—they were hanged in Boston Common. Roger Williams and Anne Hutchinson got off easier. Both were expelled, Williams for denying the validity of the Massachusetts Charter on the ground that colonists had stolen the land from the First Peoples who were there before Puritans and for questioning the right of civil magistrates to limit conscience and belief, Hutchison for challenging clerical authority by insisting that faith alone was necessary for salvation (a foreshadow of evangelical things to come). Hutchison was tried and found guilty of sedition and heresy. 

Willams and Hutchinson fled to what is today Rhode Island. Eventually both were granted a a charter by the Long Parliament—a Parliament called by Charles I in 1640 that could only be dissolved by agreement of its members—to establish a colony. Their charter, when written, instituted the separation of church and state.

Puritan survival in the New World was not easy. Agriculture dominated the new colony’s economic system and family farms free of feudal forms dotted the New England landscape (they would later come to dominate the early American landscape). Farming in the stony soil of Massachusetts was not easy, however. Timber harvesting, fishing, and ship building soon became important to the survival of the colony. Soon the colony had become largely self-sufficient.

Massachusetts, of course, played a major role in the founding of other colonies in New England. Colonists from Massachusetts founded the Colony of Connecticut in 1636. Those who immigrated to Connecticut came in search of fertile land. The constitution that they created for the new colony was modeled on that of Massachusetts Colony. The Colony of New Haven founded in 1638 had religious motives behind its creation. Those who settled that colony were even stricter in their religion than those they left behind in Massachusetts. In 1642 the Colony of New Haven was absorbed into the Colony of Connecticut when the latter was given a royal charter.

In 1643 the colonies of Massachusetts, New Haven, and Plymouth formed the New England Confederation in order to protect themselves against the First Peoples, the Dutch, and the French. Rhode Island, by the way, was excluded because it was seen by the others as too liberal and heretical. This alliance was necessitated in part by Mother England’s neglect of her colonies as a result of the English Civil War during the 1640s. It would last until 1684.

In 1686 King James II combined all of the New England Colonies into one, the Dominion of New England. Existing assemblies in the New England Colonies were abolished and the governor of the Dominion of New England was given almost autocratic powers—we will talk about the reason for this reorganization shortly. New York and New Jersey were incorporated into the Dominion in 1688. After James II was overthrown and William and Mary of Orange were named monarchs of England, James’ reorganization was reversed and the colonial legislatures were revived.

Immigrants weren’t coming only to New England. They were also setting sail for the South and Mid-Atlantic seaboards as well. The colonies established in these areas would all be royal colonies. 

In 1663 and 1665 Charles II issued several royal grants to several prominent individuals. One was for a vast tract of land south of Virginia. This would become the Colony of Carolina. 8 men would be appointed Lord Proprietors by the King. Carolina’s first constitution—one of those who drew it up was the famous philosopher John Locke—called for a highly stratified society ruled by a hereditary aristocracy. It also made slavery legal in the colony and mandated religious toleration.  

The northern part of Carolina was settled largely by settlers from Virginia. They planted tobacco and raised naval stores—components used in building wooden ships. The southern part of the colony was settled by immigrants from England. They first attempted to develop a silk trade. When this failed they begin to raise rice and indigo and engage in fur trading with local First Peoples. They would eventually found Charles Town. 

The hereditary aristocracy envisioned for the Carolinas, by the way, never really worked. Eventually a government with a Governor, a powerful Council, half of which was appointed by the Lords Proprietors, and a relatively weak popularly elected Assembly arose in Carolina. By 1712 separate governors would be appointed for the northern and southern parts of the colony.

What is today New York began life as New Netherland. In 1609 Dutch merchants sent a ship across the Atlantic and up the Hudson. The English born Henry Hudson working in the employee of the Dutch East Indies Company sailed his ship the Halve Maen up what is today called the Hudson River in that year—he was looking for the much sought after Northwest passage to Asia for Company. Hudson didn’t find a passage to the Far East but he did establish Dutch claims to the region and he did ascertain that trade with the natives might be profitable for his Dutch financial backers. Soon Dutch ships were sailing up the Hudson to engage in the fur trade with local First Peoples.

In 1614 the Dutch established a year round presence on that place on the Hudson where they had conducted the fur trade. In that year they constructed a fort on the Hudson at what is today the Port of Albany—Fort Nassau—which was later renamed Fort Orange. Its associated village was called Beverwijck. The settlement, of course, was there to conduct business. Dutch settlers—there were around 50 by 1620—traded for furs with the Iroquois Confederacy. This trade brought New Netherland into conflict with New France to the north which was also engaged in the fur trade in the region. 

In 1621 the Dutch West India Company was granted a monopoly in New Netherland. The States General back in the Mother Country had created it to put an end to the contentious situation among its capitalists in the New World from Brasil to New Netherland. Fearing its French and English rivals the Dutch made attempts to expand the population of the colony. A number of colonists arrived with the new director of the colony Pieter Minuit in 1625. In the same year Minuit “purchased” land on Manhattan Island from local First Peoples the same year and established the community of New Amsterdam—present day New York City. New Amsterdam would become the colony’s major seaport and its governmental centre. By 1625 the population of the colony still remained small—New Netherland only had around 3000 colonists. The new settlers were encouraged to establish farms in what is today New Jersey and Long Island bringing them into conflict with the local Algonquin tribes thus establishing a precedent which would impact New Netherland for most of its existence. New Netherland would be characterised by difficult settler-First Peoples relations during much of its history. Wars against the Algonquin’s would occur in 1644, 1645, 1655, 1659-1660, 1663-1664 devastating these First Peoples in the process.

A few years later in 1629 colonist Kiliaen Van Rensselaer convinced the Dutch West Indies Company to once again promote immigration to New Netherland. The Charter of Privileges to Patroons it drew up offered any patron who paid the passage of 50 people to the New World large tracts of land—they were called patroonships—along the Hudson River if the 50 new colonists remained on the patroonship for four years. The Charter also gave patroons a cut of the profits from the fur trade. Originally patroonships consisted of a 16 mile stretch of land on one side of the Hudson or an 8 mile stretch if it was on both sides of the river—In 1640 the charter was revised to cut new plot sizes in half, and to allow any Dutch-American in good standing to purchase an estate. Six patroonships were established—only the largest, van Rensselaer’s Rensselaerwijck, would last for more than six years. Rensselaerwijck, by the way, was huge covering almost all of present-day Albany and Rensselaer counties and parts of present-day Columbia and Greene counties in New York State and extended even into the southwestern corner of Vermont.
Patroons were almost like feudal lords. They could create civil and criminal courts, appoint local officials, were relieved of collecting taxes for ten years, built churches on their holdings, and could hold land in perpetuity. Patroonships were generally passed from father to son creating a landed aristocracy in New Netherland. Those who settled on patroonships were required to pay the patroon in money, goods, or services in kind.

The patroonship scheme did increase the population of New Netherland. Most of the new immigrants came as families and included farmers and artisans among them. West African slaves were also brought to the colony most of whom worked constructing wharves and buildings and loading unloading ships in New Amsterdam. They could move freely around the colony, own property, marry, and even buy their freedom. By 1664 10,000 immigrants had settled in New Netherland. One half of these were non-Dutch and included Huguenots from France, Walloons from what is today Belgium, refugees from New England—many of whom settled on Long Island—Scandinavians, immigrants from the German speaking lands, and refugee Sephardic Jews from Brasil. 

New Netherland, like Old Netherland, was quite tolerant of this ethnic diversity and the religious diversity that accompanied it. Though the Dutch Reformed Church was the established church of the colony and officially at least only it could hold religious services dissidents like the Quakers, Christian Dissidents from New England—including Anne Hutchinson who died during an Indian raid in the colony—Huguenots, Lutherans, Catholic Walloons, and Jews were present and welcomed in New Netherland—though Stuyvesant had tried to keep the Jews out—and could practice their faiths unofficially.

Women in New Netherland enjoyed greater legal status than did English women, for instance. They could and some did keep their maiden names unlike English women who had to take their husbands name. They weren’t deprived of their legal identity and property as were English women. If they survived the death of their husbands they were legally entitled to half of their property instead of the one-third English women were entitled to. They were legally able to write joint wills with their husbands unlike English women. They could make contracts and bring lawsuits unlike English women. They could and many did conduct commerce and run their own businesses unlike English women. The women of New Netherlands ran bakeries, laundries, and taverns 

Despite this growth in the number of colonists the Dutch West Indies Company was on the verge of bankruptcy. Trade grew—4700 furs were purchased in 1624, 16,300 in 1635, and 35,000 in 1656. Illegal trade in furs was also on the rise as well, however, among individuals who simply ignored the law giving the Dutch West Indies Company a monopoly on the trade.

Immigration to New Netherland was much smaller that that to New England or the Chesapeake but larger than that to New France. One of the reasons for this is most certainly the fact that the Dutch had few reasons to leave Old Netherlands given its booming economy, its high standard of living, and its lack of overcrowding.  Its small population, however, made it vulnerable to the other great power in the region, a great power that Holland would go to war with several times during the course of the 17th century, England.

In 1664 King Charles II of England decided to annex New Netherland and granted the territory between the Connecticut and Delaware Rivers to his brother James, the Duke of York. Holland and England were fighting the Second Anglo-Dutch War at the time. In August of that year four English frigates sailed into the harbour in New Amsterdam and demanded the town’s and province’s surrender. Since the largely wood built New Amsterdam was highly vulnerable to the cannons on the English ships, the governor of New Netherland, Petrus (born Peter) Stuyvesant decided to negotiate terms with the “too powerful” English. New Netherland now became New York. Stuyvesant, by the way, would return to New York—he called it his home—after returning to Holland to file his report about the English takeover. A sense of the New World as home was arising among those who lived in the New World.

Little actually changed at first in what had been New Netherland after the English victory. James, the Duke of York, allowed Dutch religion, Dutch commerce, Dutch inheritance, and Dutch landholdings to remain much as they were before the English conquest. He also allowed Dutch freedom of conscience, jury trials, and self-governance to remain in effect.

The Dutch briefly retook New Netherland from the English in 1673. After the English retook the colony the Anglicization of the colony began. In 1675 Governor Edmund Andros instituted English common law in the colony. The Dutch language was now forbidden in the colony’s courts. The Dutch were excluded from administration of the colony. All of the colony’s Dutch were required to take an oath of allegiance to the English. Those who refused—8 did—were jailed and had their property confiscated. The status of women became governed by English rather than Dutch law as women became legally covered by their husbands, were no longer able to do business in their own names, and could now only inherit one-third of their husband’s property. The English replaced the Dutch in the fur trade with the Five Nations Iroquois and Andros began to cultivate relations with them. The alliance between them—the so-called Covenant Alliance—gave the Five Nations dominance over Indian nations to the north transforming the relations between First Peoples groups in the Northeast. Andros would use the Iroquois to prosecute his war against the Algonquians.

On New Netherlands see http://www.nnp.org/ 
In 1674 James gave away the lands between the Hudson and Delaware Rivers to Lord Berkley and Sir George Calvert. In 1683 New York was granted an assembly. The first act of that assembly was to create a Charter of Liberties. James largely ignored this and made New York a royal colony in 1685. This land was divided between the two—Berkeley took the west, Calvert the east. Berkeley then sold his half to members of the Religious Society of Friends, the Quakers. In late 1675 the Quakers began to settle in Berkeley’s old lands—West Jersey. Baptists and Congregationalists from Massachusetts began to settle in East Jersey. Calvert would eventually sell East Jersey to members Religious Society of Friends to the consternation of the Baptists and Congregationalists who had settled there and who regarded the Quaker as akin to “heretics”. In 1702 West and East Jersey would be unified and become a royal colony.

Quakers were also important in another region of the Mid-Atlantic, present day Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania is named after its founder Quaker William Penn. Penn acquired the land that became Pennsylvania in payment for a debt owed his admiral father. In 1682 Penn purchased additional land for his colony by buying land owned by the Duke of York along the Delaware River Valley, land that had once constituted New Sweden. In 1703 these “lower colonies”, as they were called, were granted a legislative assembly and became the Colony of Delaware.

New Sweden, by the way, began life in 1637 as a colony begun by Dutch entrepreneurs attempting to defy the monopoly the Dutch West Indies Company had on the fur trade in New Netherland. These colonists established Fort Christina near present day Wilmington, Delaware and began to trade with the local First Peoples—Algnoquins and Iroquois—for furs. After the economic failure of this enterprise the Dutch colonists sold the colony to the Swedes. By 1643 300 Swedes and Finns had settled in the colony. The Finns, by the way, would build the first log cabins in the New World. In 1655 Pieter Stuyvesant invaded New Sweden. The Swedish commander surrendered in the face of the overwhelming manpower superiority of the Dutch.

Pennsylvania, the colony Penn founded, was envisioned as a refuge for persecuted Quakers by Penn and tracts of land were sold to Welsh, Irish, and English Quakers by the proprietor. The colony, of course, was also meant to turn a profit for the Quaker proprietor.

On Penn see http://xroads.virginia.edu/~cap/PENN/pnhome.html 
Over time Pennsylvania became not only a refuge for persecuted Quakers. It also became a home for other persecuted Christian sects. Anabaptists of the Mennonite, Amish, and Dunker persuasions, and many other Protestant Christian denominations—German speaking Lutherans, in particular—flocked to Pennsylvania. By 1685 8,000 colonists from Europe—particularly from the British Isles, Holland, and the German speaking Palatinate—had immigrated to Penn’s woods. So many non-Quaker immigrants came to the colony, in fact, that soon Quakers were a minority in their own colony. By 1682 two substantial communities arose in the colony—Philadelphia—the city of brotherly love—and Germantown.

The Pennsylvania Frame of Government created a government consisting of a 72 member Council and a General Assembly of 500. The Council proposed legislation. It also served, as was typical in the colonies, as an advisory body to the governor. The Assembly approved or blocked legislation proposed by the Council. The Pennsylvania Frame of Government also instituted an executive branch with a governor who had the power of veto and three votes on the Council. The Frame mandated trial by jury, freedom from unjust imprisonment, freedom of the press, and religious toleration and placed limits on the use of the death penalty. Elite Quakers would dominate Pennsylvania’s political system until the Revolution, though many Quakers would remove themselves from office during the French and Indian War finding themselves unwilling and unable to vote funds for the war. Quakers were, officially at least, pacifist.

Further south James Oglethorpe was granted a corporate charter by George II for a colony in what is today Georgia—it served partly as a buffer state between Spanish Florida and the English colonies to Florida’s north. Oglethorpe envisioned his colony as a refuge for debtors and “the worthy poor”’—as distinct from the “unworthy poor” who were, in the ideology of the time—and today for that matter—deemed unworthy of governmental or private charity. The colony of Georgia was first settled in 1740 by 1500 English, Scots, and Swiss men and women, few of whom were debtors Colonists tried to create an economy based on vineyard and mulberry tree harvests. When these failed they turned to rice and indigo cultivation. 

Oglethorpe became the colony’s first governor. Slavery was, by the way, outlawed in the colony. In 1751 Georgia became a royal colony. By 1760 it had around 6000 inhabitants.

To sum up, North America was an area settled by the Spanish, English, British, French, Dutch, Swedes, and as we shall see, their African slaves. It was a New World linked to the Old ideologically, politically, economically, commercially, religiously, philosophically, scientifically, and technologically. It was a European settler society, like present day Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Brasil, Argentina, and others, and it cannot be understood without contextualizing it within its European contexts.

Vignette: Albany’s History as History Writ Small

To some extent the history of the US, the northeastern US, is written in small scale in the history of the city you and I live in, Albany, New York. If we look at Albany’s history through the framework Guarneri provides in the book we are reading, America and the World, we can see that his framework—frontier, colony, nation, and empire—is as relevant for Albany history as it is for US history.

Albany, of course, wasn’t first settled by the English. The first European settlements near the area where the Mohawk and Hudson rivers meet were Dutch. The first Dutch settlements of Ft. Nassau (on Castle Island in the Hudson, 1614) and Fort Orange (1624) were frontier outposts. They were centers of the fur trade between Europeans and First Peoples.

The fur trade, of course, was part of the Atlantic trading system between the “new world” and the old. A village, Beverwijck, grew around Fort Orange and was given a charter by Peter Stuyvesant in 1652. The English took over Beverwijck in 1664 and renamed it Albany. A city charter was granted by Royal Governor-General Dongan in 1686 making Albany one of the oldest cities in North America. Peter Schuyler (note the Dutch heritage here) was Albany’s first mayor.

Albany was a relatively important colonial town. In 1754 the city would host a meeting of representatives from British North America, among them Benjamin Franklin, that resulted in the Albany Plan of Union, the first formal proposal to unify the colonies. The Albany Plan was spurred by the French and Indian War and proposed the establishment of a general government with a President-General all who would be appointed by the British Crown, and a “House of Representatives”, based on size, to be chosen by “representatives of the people of the several colonies”. Colony on the way to nation.

Speaking of nation, Albany officially became the permanent capital city of New York, one of the original thirteen colonies that made up the new United States, in 1797, though the legislature had met there off-and-on since the Revolution (Kingston had been the first capital). By 1790 Albany’s population was about 3500 people. The present capitol was built between 1867 and 1899 (it seems to have taken almost that long to restore it recently). Its shape was inspired by the Hôtel de Ville, the famous city hall of Paris and an important site in the French Revolution.

In the nineteenth century Albany and like many other US towns was growing quite rapidly. By 1800 Albany had a population of around 5200. It grew to almost 11,000 by 1810. In 1830 Albany’s population was over 24,000. By 1870, around the time this class begins, it was almost 70,000 and Albany ranked as the twentieth largest city in the United States. By 1910 it was over 100,000. By 1920 Albany had more than 113,000 residents. By 1930 the population grew to over 127,000. By 1940 it was over 130,000. By 1950 it had reached more than 134,000 people.

During these years Albany changed dramatically. Albany’s position on the Hudson River made it an important transportation center. Three developments made Albany into the transportation center it became in the nineteenth and part of the twentieth century. The opening of a steamboat line which connected Albany to New York City opened by Robert Fulton, the father of the steamboat, in 1807, the completion of the state funded Erie Canal which connected New York City to the Great Lakes in 1825, and the construction of the New York Central Railroad (Albany was its headquarters between 1834 and 1837). Its founder, industrialist Erastus Corning and his heirs would play a major role in Albany’s economic and political life. His great grandson, Erastus Corning II, would serve as mayor of Albany from 1942 to 1983 (good old urban American machine politics). Speaking of railroads, the gothic style SUNY system administration building on State Street in downtown Albany began life as the headquarters of the Delaware and Hudson (D&H) Railroad (it was constructed between 1914 and 1915 and was based on a Guildhall in Ypres, Belgium). D&H, by the way, began life as a canal company

The transportation revolution made Albany into an industrial center and a financial center. Albany’s role as transportation hub transformed Albany physically and demographically. Industrial areas grew up along the Hudson River and along the railroad tracks in west Albany. Neighbourhoods grew up all across Albany as the city began to stretch out north, south, and west from the city’s first neighbourhood the Pastures (where buildings from the 1840s and 1850s can still be found). To the north there was Sheridan Hollow, Arbor Hill (annexed in 1815) and West Hill. Up the hill to the south and the west there was Mansion Hill with its 19th century buildings, the South End, Little Italy, Center Square with its late 19th century buildings, Hudson/Park, Lincoln Park, Delaware Avenue, Second Street, Pine Hills, University Heights, and Whitehall.

Albany’s new neighbourhoods oftentimes reflected the class and status of its residents. Mansion Hill with its proximity to the Capitol became home to some of Albany’s elites. Washington Park, opened to the public in 1871, stimulated the construction of homes for Albany’s elite in Center Square and around the park. Working class homes were prominent in West Hill, Hudson/Park, Lincoln Park, and part of Pine Hills.

Speaking of the working class, Irish, German, Jewish, Italian immigrants and Blacks flocked to Albany to work in the city’s industries manufacturing and craft industries. They also left their mark on Albany’s landscape in the form of churches—Irish Catholic churches, Italian Catholic churches, and Jewish synagogues (the old Reform synagogue can be found at the corner of Lancaster and Swan in Center Square).

The religion of American consumerism was also leaving its mark on Albany. Downtown Albany became a center of business and commercial activity. Temples to such activity proliferated in Albany’s city center. Albany’s Palace Theatre (at Clinton and North Pearl) opened in 1931.

Politically, Albany alternated between Republicans (some Reform Republicans) and Democrats (ethnic machine Democrats) in the late nineteenth century. The 1920s saw the rise of the Democratic Albany machine to power. It has not relinquished that power since.

The 1960s, the era that saw the beginning of “globalisation”, saw decline hit Albany hard (as it did many other “rustbelt” cities in the Northeast). Albany’s population fell to around 130,000 in 1960, around 116,000 in 1970, around 102,000 in 1980, 101,000 in 1990, 96,000 in 2000, and an estimated 94,000 today. Businesses moved to the suburbs, south to the “sunbelt”, sent part of their operations overseas, or went out of business altogether. Whites fled to suburbs like Clifton Park, Latham, and Colonie. Suburban development stimulated the development of retail centers like Crossgates Mall, Colonie Centre Mall, Latham Farms, and the Latham Center Mall to which many formerly downtown establishments moved. Even doctors followed. Parts of Center Square and Mansion Hill declined. The homes of Albany’s elite were subdivided and rented out to the poor and to poor students (more about latter, you, soon).

The city and the state tried to stem the tide. New York Governor Norman Rockefeller led the charge. Attempts at urban development gave us the Empire State Plaza (the building of which led to the destruction of large parts of the Center Square neighbourhood), Rockefeller’s grand new freeway plan to transport suburbanites into the new Empire State Plaza and beyond (one part of the proposed freeway system would have gone underneath Washington Park), and Rockefeller’s new State University of New York system. By and large urban renewal was as successful in Albany as it was in other American cities, not at all. In fact, most of urban renewal was predicated on the assumption that the suburbs had won and that cities now had to move workers from the suburbs into the city in the easiest way possible. Parts of Albany were now adapted to the rhythm of the automobile.

Part of Albany’s and New York State’s urban renewal plans included, as I mentioned, the State University of New York system. The University at Albany began life in 1844 as a college to train teachers, The Normal School. It was renamed the New York State College for Teachers in 1914 when it had 556 students (the “downtown” really midtown campus, that exists today, by the way, opened in 1909). Hardly a college town. In 1962 the school was transformed into the State University of New York campus at Albany with bachelors, masters, and doctoral granting capabilities. The new or uptown campus opened in 1966. By 1969 the student population reached around 10,000. Today it numbers some 18,000.

As Albany’s whites and workers moved out “SUNY” students moved in. Over time students moved into and “took over” some of the old working class areas of Pine Hills remaking it into a “student ghetto” in the process. As students moved in student oriented business opened up. Niche marketing.

Today Albany’s population continues to decline. Housing stock continues to deteriorate as substantial numbers of Albany’s old late nineteenth century and early twentieth century buildings lie vacant and bordered up. The suburbs continue to expand as do its retail establishments. Crossgates and Colonie Center have become regional retail centers drawing the consumer faithful from all over the area. The Democratic machine continues to control city government. State government continues to dominate the city though parts of it have been farmed out to Schenectady, Rensselaer, and even Kingston to try to stem the tide of urban decay in those cities. There are some “bright” spots (these “bright spots” parallel what other declining American cities have tried to do to renew themselves). The city of Albany and the state of New York are trying to turn Albany into a high tech center. And they have succeeded to a limited extent. The recently created College of Nanoscale Science and Engineering at the University at Albany has brought a few high tech businesses to the city and promises (hallucinatory?) of more. SUNY Albany continues to grow demographically if not architecturally. The College of Saint Rose has expanded demographically and physically in part by incorporating Victorian homes in the Madison and Western triangle near its campus into its campus. The Albany Medical Centre has become the regions major medical center. An entertainment and sports arena (the Kinckerbocker, Pepsi, and now Times-Union arena) opened in downtown Albany. An “entertainment district” has grown up along North Pearl Street. There are (illusory?) dreams of a convention center in the city that would draw conventioneers to New York’s capital even (if the city powers are to be believed) during its less than wonderful winter weather (would you choose to come to Albany for a convention over SF, Austin, and New Orleans in the winter?). Center Square and Mansion Hill are experiencing some upscale renewal (gentrification). As this occurs, however, housing costs are on the rise and the less well off who once lived there are forced to flee for other parts of the city or out of Albany all together. Globalisation has had contradictory impacts on New York’s capital city.

Viewings and Listenings: Settling the New World

Time Team America, “Fort Raleigh, North Carolina”, PBS, 2009

http://www.pbs.org/video/video/1098873031/program/1100231536
Talking History: Jamestown, 16 August and 2 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007july-december.html
Chapter Seven:

Slavery and the New World

As I noted, North America cannot be understood without placing it within its broader European or Atlantic contexts. But Europeans were not the only “immigrants” to come to the New World. Africans came generally against their will as slaves. This African context then is essential for an understanding of the New World as well.

Slavery, of course, didn’t begin suddenly in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Slaves numbered around one-third of the population of the Roman Empire during its heyday. Slavery receded in Europe in the wake of the fall of the western part of the Roman Empire in 476. By the 10th century, however, Europeans were once again becoming involved in the slave trade as merchants from Genoa and Venice began trafficking in slaves from the Greek and Slavic worlds. In the Italian speaking colonies established in Palestine in the wake of the First Crusade slaves were used in agricultural and industrial pursuits and as domestic servants. It was during the Crusades and the Christian Muslim cold wars that followed that Christians and Muslims alike raided each other’s lands and enslaved those they captured either for their own use or as commodities on the slave market. Trade in slaves between Christians and Muslims was not only a product of wars, raids, and cold wars, Europeans and Muslims both traded in slaves from sub-Saharan Africa. By the mid-1600s, in fact, there were 10,000 African slaves in Lisbon alone. By 1565 there were 6000 in the Spanish city of Seville. It was from Seville that the first slaves to be taken to the New World would come.

In Africa the enslavement of Africans by other Africans and by Muslims had been going on for some time before the Europeans arrived. Africans had no sense of ethnic or even regional identity at the time. Slaves had been a commodity in the Islamic trade in North Africa for quite some time. Most of those enslaved came from the interior of the continent not the coasts having been captured during raids or wars, acquired as tribute, enslaved for criminal acts or for non-payment of goods, or, in some cases, born into slavery. Those enslaved were often used to carry trade goods from the interior to the coast. 

The role of Europeans in slave trade had its beginnings when Portugal reached what they called “the land of the Blacks”—contemporary Guinea—in the late 1440s. The quantity and quality of the European slave trade would be different from that which preceded it. At first the Portuguese involved themselves in the slave trade in order to satisfy African demand and in order to satisfy their demand for gold. Some Africans and some Europeans profited from the slave trade. The Portuguese traded human beings needed by Africans to cultivate land in Africa in return for gold. Quickly the slave trade became itself a big business for the Portuguese. The Portuguese would dominate it until the 17th century. By 1515 they established slave depots on islands off the African coast where they were held until they were transported elsewhere. Eventually they established slave markets at Madeira and on the Canary Islands where slaves were bought and sold. In the Canaries slaves would also be used to harvest the sugar cane that had been transplanted there from Asia and the Middle East. Slaves were also sent to Europe. 
After 1600 Brasil was the leading destination for slaves sent to the New World. After 1650 the Caribbean was the place in the New World where most slaves were sent. In the second half of the 17th century 45.3% of al1 slaves shipped to the New World were bound for the Caribbean islands. By the 18th century 54.5% of the enslaved were sent there. Slaves in the Caribbean worked on sugar, tobacco, coffee, and cotton plantations in the Caribbean. In the United States they would work on cotton, sugar, tobacco, and rice plantations. The numbers of slaves transported from Africa to the New World would increase from 1476 on. They would only begin to decline in the 19th century. As a postscript: Arabs would continue to be involved in the slave trade well into the early 20th century. The enslaved were shipped from the coasts of East Africa to Zanzibar, Madagascar, Arabia, Turkey, Persia, and India and the Indian Islands—home not surprisingly of significant numbers of sugar plantations.

Soon Holland, England, and France became involved in the slave trade. Holland would dominate the slave trade for most of the 17th century. England would dominate it for most of the 18th. The economies of the English cities of Liverpool and Blackpool would become tightly linked to the slave trade. 

So how were slaves brought from the old world to the new? Ships, which could hold around 180 slaves, generally sailed up and down the west coast of Africa until they filled every inch of their holds with slaves bound for the New World. When the holds of ships were filled they departed. The “middle passage” as it was called was often difficult and sometimes even deadly. The average voyage took around thirty days. The average number of slaves which perished during the voyage ranged between 20%—most died from disease or maltreatment in the 1600s—to around 50%. By the late 18th century around 10% perished during the middle passage. Estimates of the number of Africans enslaved and transported from the Old World to the new range from 12 to 20 million. Those that survived the journey to the New World were either sold or held in stockades until they could be sold. Those enslaved toiled on sugar, rice, cotton, tobacco—sometimes hemp was also cultivated and harvested along with tobacco—or molasses plantations in the New World. These plantations were usually monocultural, they grew a single crop. Conditions on these plantations were as harsh as conditions on the transport ships. Rice and sugar plantations were the worst plantations of all for slaves. 

New World slavery varied in its harshness. The “peculiar institutions” was less harsh in the American South than in the Caribbean. For instance, child mortality was lower in the South than it was in the Caribbean while life expectancy was higher in the South than in the Caribbean. The harshness of slavery varied even within regions. It was harsher on sugar plantations than on cotton plantations in the South, for instance. The number of slaves who died in forced servitude on sugar plantations far outstripped those of cotton and tobacco plantations.

The impact slavery had on the enslaved was, as you can guess, significant. African kinship and marriage patterns were rent asunder and the nuclear family of the West became prominent among slave populations. Some scholars argue that many slaves from Africa brought their games, songs, dances, foodways, and religious beliefs with them. Others argue that Slave cultural life was created anew in the New Worlds as a result of the horrors of slavery and slave life. What is clear is that in the New World slaves created new pan-ethnic identities for themselves or if they were Muslims came increasingly to rely on religion for their sense of self. In the New World slaves didn’t always remain passive. Resistance and rebellion occurred in slave communities throughout the New World. One was even successful. An 1803 rebellion in Haiti threw off French rule and slavery.

What kind of societies did slavery create in the New World? I want to look at one example, Barbados. Barbados was the harshest of New World slave societies while, at the same time, the archetype of West Indian or Caribbean planter society’s. In 1680 Barbados was the largest, wealthiest—its exports were far more valuable than those from the North America—and the poorest community in the New World all at the same time—the rich were very rich, the poor were very poor. It had a population of 30,000. 70% of these were Blacks. By 1750 the population of Barbados had risen to 70,000 with 80% of them African in origin. The population of Barbados per square mile in 1680s Barbados was 300. Compare that with a per capita population of 92 per square mile in Europe. 

Barbadian society was highly stratified. At the bottom were around 40,000 slaves. At the top were 175 big planters. In between the two extremes were 2300 servants, 1300 freemen, 1000 small planters, 400 Bridge Town householders—Bridge Town was the major settlement on the island—and 190 middling planters.

This stratification had varying impacts on Barbadians. Barbados was, as I mentioned, densely populated and hence quite crowded. Given the environmental and agricultural realities—little farming of anything other than sugar cane—on Barbados this meant that the food supply was generally overtaxed and that those at the bottom, particularly the slaves, were almost always fed a semi-starvation diet. Those at the other end of the stratification spectrum, however, lived quite well. The big planters, and the middling and low level planters who tried to mimic them, attempted to recreate England in the New World in built environments, clothesways, and foodways, all of which were inappropriate for a hot and humid environment that was quite different from the mother county. The Barbadian landscape was domesticated and turned into a simulation, as much as it could be, of the gardened landscape of the mother country. The wealthy lived in substantial houses next to makeshift storehouses, shed, and slave quarters. Windmills—a hangover, by the way, from the Dutch influence on the island—were used to grind the sugar cane. Climate, in fact, was one of the few equalizers on the island. All suffered alike from it, if not quite equally. Finally, the population dynamics of the island had impacts on life on Barbados. Whites feared Blacks and slaves, in part, because of their numbers, and, in part, because of fear that they might rebel and they (Whites) might be slaughtered.

The first slaves brought to North America arrived in 1619 in Virginia. Slavery existed everywhere in the Colonies, however. In the 1690s there were as proportionately as many slaves in New York City as in Virginia. By the 1700s while there were still slaves in every colony in Colonial America four-fifths of them were in the Southern Colonies.

In the early years of the Colonies the status of Blacks was somewhat ambiguous. It was only after 1660 that the status of Blacks began to be defined through legislation. Virginia and Maryland, for instance, made Blacks slaves for life during this time. This legislation also declared the offspring of mixed marriages slaves as well. Blacks were now no longer allowed to possess weapons or to engage in sexual activities with Whites. Despite these legal changes it should be remembered that some blacks remained free.

On the transformation from indentured servitude to slave see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part1/1narr3.html 
Around 1700 the importation of slaves into Colonial America rose dramatically and slavery began to take root particularly in the tobacco growing Chesapeake region of Virginia. The reasons for this increase probably include soil exhaustion, increasing population, and dwindling profits for tobacco growers. As profits fell growers began to seek out cheaper forms of labour to exploit. As slave prices too began to fall in the late 1690s—this was largely the product of the demise of the Royal African Companies monopoly on the slave trade—the cheap form of labour tobacco planters were seeking turned out to be Black slaves. As a result the Black population of the Colonies grew from around 20,000 in 1700 to 350,000 in 1763. The growth in Black population, of course, impacted the Southern Colonies in particular. In 1756 Blacks made up 40% of a population of around 120,000 in Virginia. In 1751 South Carolina Blacks outnumbered Whites by two to one. By 1760 slaves constituted 23% of the population of all the Colonies.

Links: Slavery in the New World

On Africans in America see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/home.html 
Viewings and Listenings: Early Slavery in the New World
Trailer from Katrina Brown Brown’s documentary, Traces of the Trade, a personal documentary about the slave trade (Brown’s family were slave traders) on Bill Moyers Journal
http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/06202008/watch.html
PBS, 2008

Chapter Eight:

Colonial America

Colonial Demographics

Between 1700 and 1763 the Colonies were transformed. The area of European settlement doubled. All the Colonies began to expand westward. In New York settlers moved into the Hudson, Mohawk, and Schoharie valleys. In New England they moved northward into Maine. In Pennsylvania they moved westward until they hit the Appalachian Mountain barrier. They then turned southward settling the western parts of Virginia, the Carolinas, and Georgia. 

The population of the Colonies increased nine-fold to two million. Half of these new Colonials were originally from England indicating how significant immigration was to the New World.  

Colonial cities were growing. Boston, New York City, Philadelphia, Charleston all grew significantly. By the Revolution Philadelphia had 40,000 inhabitants. London had 750,000 so Colonial cities were still relatively small.

Life was improving in the Colonies. The death rate of the Colonies was decreasing. The average age of death for men in Andover, Massachusetts was 71.8. It was lower for men in the harsh, hot, humid, and malaria-ridden Chesapeake. Colonial infant mortality declined. There were more men in the Colonies than men. In the early years of settlement women were a minority among the population in every region but New England. Even by 1700 men would outnumber women in Virginia 3 to 2. Given this the average age of marriage for women was lower than that of men in most of the Colonies.

Immigration to the Colonies increased as I noted earlier. The majority of immigrants came from England. Immigration was spurred by the Treaty of Utrecht which ended a long period of wars in Europe, particularly between France and England—and instituted a period of relative peace. Among those transported to the New World by England and Great Britain were paupers, vagrants, and political and military prisoners. 30,000 felons alone were transported to the colonies, particularly to Maryland and Virginia, in the eighteenth century alone. Paupers, vagrants, and political and military prisoners, of course, would also be sent to other English and British settler societies like Australia. 

Despite the dominance of the English born in and coming to the Colonies Colonial America was actually quite ethnically diverse. Settlers came to the New World from England, Wales, Scotland, Holland, France—Protestant Huguenots fleeing Catholic persecution in France in particular—Switzerland, Scandinavia and the various German speaking states. By the end of the eighteenth century immigrants from the Continent coming to Colonial America in particular increased. In some cases these immigrants settled as a group and maintained, as best as they could, their cultural distinctives—language, architecture, dress, familial structures, social structures, and religion. David Hackett Fischer in his book Albion’s Seed: Four British Folkways in America explores how Puritan yeomen and artisans from urbanized East Anglia settled in New England and established a religious community in Massachusetts between 1629 and 1640, how royalist cavaliers and young male indentured servants from the south and west of England built a highly stratified agrarian way of life in Virginia between 1640 and 1670, how egalitarian Quakers of modest social standing from the North Midlands settled in the Delaware Valley and instituted social pluralism between 1675 and 1715, and how poor borderland families of English, Scots, and Irish background fled their violent home environments to seek a better life in the equally uncertain American backcountry between 1717 and 1775. According to Fischer the social and cultural forms these four different cultures brought with them became established regional patterns of language, architecture, literacy, dress, sport, social structure, religion, and familial ways that persisted in American life for centuries and still do, to some extent, today. 

One could, of course, take a similar approach to Colonial America’s German speaking immigrants and Fischer promises to do so in a forthcoming book. Needless to say, Germans and Swiss, particularly sectarian Christian groups from these areas seeking freedom from persecution—the Amish, the Mennonites, the Dunkers, the Moravians, and Schwenkfelders—but also German speakers seeking escape from dismal economic situations—Lutherans and German Reformed settlers—settled in the Middle Colonies, particularly in Pennsylvania giving that colony a pluralistic and Germanic flavour. They would all help create what we today refer to, wrongly in part, as Pennsylvania Dutch culture.

One of the largest immigrant groups to the New World were deeply religious Scots-Irish Presbyterians mostly from Northern Ireland or Ulster. In 1776 alone 250,000 of them came to the United States. They originally settled in New England but finding that region inhospitable many ended up in Pennsylvania’s Cumberland Valley on the Trans-Appalachian frontier. From there they spread into western Maryland, the valleys of Western Virginia, the Carolina backcountry.

Despite ethnic, cultural, and social differences between the immigrants there were also similarities. To some extent, the fact that America was a wilderness or a frontier, a tabular rasa—if one discounts the presence of First Peoples—mandated that there was a certain similarity in immigrant experiences in the New World. The frontier, as scholars have long noted, spurred America’s early population toward greater mobility, adaptability, enterprise, and self reliance. Historian Frederick Jackson Turner would place these differences and the democracy that he said developed out of the interaction between settlers and the frontier at the heart of his analysis of early US history.

As the eastern coast of the country was settled and urban areas began to develop—particularly along the Northern coast—and as settlers moved inland after the defeat of indigenous peoples differences between established seacoast settlements and frontier settlements began to arise. Settlers inland were more mobile than their seaboard cousins. This cycle of frontier/settlement/frontier/settlement would go on until the nation was settled. 

One caveat about the frontier/individualism/democracy connection: it should not be assumed that all wilderness or frontier settlements were characterized by the individualism that has come to be regarded as central to the American myth. Groups like the Pilgrims, Puritans, Quakers, Mennonites, and Amish after they arrived in the US established settlements grounded in mutual aid or collective support. Ethnic groups and sectarian religious groups, tended, in other words, to cluster together and to provide mutual help to members of that ethnic group.

Social Status in the American Colonies

Despite all the talk of frontier egalitarianism in the New World distinctions of rank and status were common in the new American colonies even in more putatively democratic Quaker Pennsylvania. “Gentlemen” and “esquires” could be found in almost every colony in the New World.  

By 1700 a wealthy elite existed in every colony in Colonial America. In New York City in 1703, for instance, the richest 10% of the population owned just barely half of New York City’s taxable property. This difference of status was not only visible in wealth and incomes. It could be seen in homes—the wealthier you were the larger and nicer your home—in lifestyles—the wealthier you were the more expensive and conspicuous your lifestyle, the more luxury goods you could buy, and the larger houses you could build—in possessions—the wealthier you were the more possessions you very conspicuously had—in economics—the wealthier you were the greater your economic power—in culture—the wealthier you were the greater your cultural capital—in politics—the wealthier you were the more political capital you had and the likelier you were to obtain political office—in religion—the wealthier you were the better your church pew—and in education—students were listed according to their “dignities”, their status and class, in Colonial America. 

Colonial America had several wealthy families. There were the great landed families of Virginia—the Lee’s, Byrd’s, Fitzhugh’s’, Carter’s and Randolph’s—and New York—the van Rensselaer’s Schuyler’s, van Cortland’s, Morris’s, and Philips’. There were wealthy merchant families in Colonial America’s ever growing trading ports—the Brown’s, Cabot’s, Hutchinson’s, and Belcher’s of Boston—the Quakers Edward Shipper and Isaac Norris of Philadelphia. 

Social mobility was existent if not common in Colonial America. Virginia’s wealthy planters, to take one example, rose primarily from out of the yeoman or merchant class. After achieving wealth they usually began to model themselves after the English landed gentry even creating their own coats of arms. Unlike many of the landed gentry in England, however, America’s landed gentry were working capitalists speculating in land and raising and marketing commercial crops. As a general rule once the frontier passed, social mobility declined.

Not only was there wealth in Colonial America there was also poverty particularly in America’s seaport towns and cities and in the Southern backcountry though paupers and beggars were rare. In most Colonial cities almshouses were built to house Colonial America’s poor. They also served as dumping grounds for the mentally ill, the retarded, and the epileptic. Charities were created to help the “deserving poor”.

Most colonial Americans were of the middling class. The great majority of Colonial America’s farmers owned their own land. Land, after all, was readily available. In cities like Boston, New York City, Philadelphia, and Charleston artisans demanded and usually got higher wages. They were, after all, few.

Colonial Economics

The Colonial economy was dominated by agriculture. 90 percent of Colonial America’s workers were engaged in agricultural production. The cultivation of tobacco dominated the southern colonies. Production of indigo and rice became important and increased during the 18th century. Wheat production dominated the Middle Colonies. Fishing for cod and mackerel were important in New England and the Maritimes. Lumber was cut almost everywhere in the Colonies.

Agricultural techniques in the Colonies were much simpler than they were in England and Great Britain. The availability of land in the Colonies discouraged fertilization and crop rotation and thus had, in the long-term, devastating impacts on the environment. Despite this crop yields in the New World were high save in New England where the rocky soil meant that farms were small in scale and limited in production capability. Tobacco exports in the South rose from around 14 million pounds in the 1670s to 100 million one hundred years later. 

Agriculture was not the only economic form in the Colonies. There were slitting mills— water-powered mills for slitting bars of iron into rods—furnaces, forges, and shipyards. All of were small scale enterprises, however, and provided only limited employment to Colonists. Crude iron production in the Colonies would only surpass that of Great Britain by the Revolution.

The Colonies were fully embedded in global trading networks in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Fish from New England and the Maritimes were dried and exported. Lumber was exported. Colonists traded for sugar and molasses from the West Indies so much so that Parliament passed the Molasses Act in 1733 to try to inhibit this trade by placing heavy duties on both. The act was ignored by Colonists and largely ineffective. Finally, as I noted earlier, there was the triangular trade between the Colonies, the West Indies, and West Africa which involved rum, sugar, molasses, and slaves.

Colonial Politics

While all of England’s American colonies remained somewhat distinct they also were characterized by similarities, particularly as time went on and settler numbers increased. All of the Colonies soon came to have broadly similar types of political structures. They all had governor’s councils which doubled as the upper house of colonial legislatures, assemblies, and, of course, governors. In all the colonies save Rhode Island and Connecticut, governors were appointed by the Crown or the proprietor of the colony. In Rhode Island and Connecticut governors were elected by the assembly.

In virtually all of the colonies governors possessed sweeping powers—at least in theory. They were not only the heads of colonial governments but they were also their colonies chief magistrates and commanders of their armies. They could summon and dissolve their colonies legislatures, veto laws passed by their assemblies, and appoint all of their colonies lesser officials. In practice, however, the power of governors was limited and checked by the control of assemblies over the governor’s monies. This, by the way, was similar to the way it worked in England and France.

Most colonial assemblies were suspicious of outsider governors who were appointed to run their colonies. Colonial assemblies were elected by White male property owners. Since between 50 to 80 percent of White Colonials owned property assemblymen were elected by the majority of America’s colonists.

By the 18th century most colonial legislatures had won a degree of autonomy over the affairs of their colonies. They could now legislate, levy taxes, and supervise expenditures of monies collected. The actions of colonial legislatures could be blocked by the Crown’s Privy Council—the monarchs closest advisors—in England. Only 5% of such legislation was blocked. Most of the legislation passed in Colonial legislatures was quite similar in form.

There were no political parties in America’s colonies. There were, however, political factions. America’s colonies saw disputes between creditors and debtors over paper money, between those living on the frontier and those elites living in seaboard communities over questions of frontier defence, frontier political representation, and over the law. On several occasions these stresses actually resulted in violence. Bacon’s Rebellion in Virginia in 1676, for instance, was fueled by the governor’s refusal to open more land on the frontier to settlement and to take action against First Peoples “terrorizing” the Virginia frontier. The rebels, led by Nathanial Bacon, were able to seize the colonial capital of Jamestown for a short time. When the old order retook control of the government 37 “rebels” were executed.

While colonial government was quite similar all across England’s American colonies local governmental structures did vary. In New England compact and organized settlement lent itself to local control over local affairs. Town meetings, where all freeholders had the right to vote on local matters, fixed local tax rates and chose “selectmen” to administer town affairs.  In more sparsely populated areas of the colonies counties served as the basis for local government. In areas where county governments were the norm, governors appointed justices as legislators, administrators, and judges in counties. Governors also appointed sheriff’s to serve as chief executive of counties and to keep the peace—a situation similar to that in England again.
Toward Revolution

It was the English Civil War more than anything else which gave the Colonies space to achieve a degree of political autonomy—the English Civil War, by the way, also largely cut off immigration to the Colonies from England. So what was the English Civil War? The English Civil War had strong religious, national, and political components to it. There were struggles between Catholics and Protestants, Anglicans and Protestants, English and Irish, English and Scots, monarch and Parliament—the latter controlled the purse strings, they came into conflict over the attempt by the monarch to extend his power and during his attempt to raise fund for his war with Scotland—royalists and Parliamentarians, and moderate Protestants and Protestant radicals. Between 1642 and 1680 England veered from near absolute monarchy under the Catholic Stuarts—they had succeeded the more popular Tudors—to a war between royalists, who were predominantly Catholic, and parliamentarians who were largely Protestant, to Protestant and Parliamentary triumph, to the dictatorship of Oliver Cromwell, to Parliamentary resurgence, back to a monarchy again, and finally to the assumption of the English throne by the Protestants William and Mary of Orange after the Glorious Revolution of 1688. William and Mary instituted a constitutional monarchy. Before assuming the throne they signed a bill of rights emphasising the principle of Parliamentary precedence, the principle that no king or queen could raise taxes or an army without Parliamentary consent, and the principle that no subject could be arrested without legal due process. Eventually the monarchs would sign an act providing for religious toleration—save for Catholics and Unitarians—in 1689. The Church of England remained, nevertheless, England’s state church.

During pauses in the Civil War and certainly after it ended, England tried to institute measures which would allow it to govern its colonies according to mercantilist ideologies which dominated economic thinking in Europe at the time—a worldview which assumed that peripheral colonies existed solely to supply the political and economic centre with raw materials, employment for her shipbuilders, and as markets for her manufactured products. Between 1651 and 1673 the English Parliament passed several Trade and Navigation Acts whose purpose was to put mercantile ideology into practice in the American colonies. 

The several Trade and Navigation Acts passed by Parliament were designed then to create an English monopoly in the colonial marketplace for several valuable commodities and in the ship trade. The acts mandated that all cargo carried to and from England’s North American colonies be carried in English owned, built, and manned ships. They mandated that sugar, cotton, indigo, dyewoods, ginger, and tobacco be exported only to England. They mandated that English goods bound for North America from other locales had to be landed in England first (though there were a few exceptions to this rule.)

The Kings Privy Council established a special committee—the Lords of Trade and Plantations—to make sure the acts were carried out and enforced in 1675. This Committee deprived Massachusetts of its charter and placed it under a royal governor when it found that colony was violating trade laws. In 1696 a Board of Trade was instituted in England to make sure that the laws of trade were being applied in the Colonies. In 1699 the Woolen Act forbade the export of woolen yarn and cloth beyond the colony that produced it. This act was, by the way aimed at Ireland more than the American Colonies and had more impact in Ireland than in America. The Hat Act of 1732 outlawed the export of colonial beaver hats. This was done to placate English felt makers. The Iron Act of 1750 forbade the export of Colonial iron outside the Empire. By 1763 the list of products to be monopolized by the centre increased to such a degree that it included virtually everything save fish, grain, and lumber.

England’s and Britain’s control over the Colonies was never, however, total. The distance between the centre and the North American periphery was one reason for this—the Colonies were far enough away and getting to them was difficult enough to make English and British control over the Colonies sometimes limited. Bureaucratic overlap was another—administration of the Colonies was shared by the Board of Trade, the Admiralty, the Exchequer or the Treasury, and the Secretary of State for the Southern Department. These bureaucracies sometimes got their wires crossed and disagreed about who had authority over certain areas. Another factor was that on occasion the centre relaxed control over the periphery—Robert Walpole relaxed England’s control over the Colonies during his ascendancy between 1721 and 1742, for instance—or acts were simply ignored in the Colonies—as was the Iron Act. Finally, chief administrative posts in the Colonies where often farmed out to deputies by the incumbents of these positions for money and incumbents seemed to be more interested in the bribes than in enforcing regulations and laws. All in all, England and Britain allowed Colonial North America greater autonomy than any other of its “possessions” around the world.

It wasn’t until the 1760s that Colonist’s would began to complain about English and British centralization and mercantilism. Nor was it only the centre that benefited from these practices. Colonial products enjoyed a protected status in England and Britain and Colonial producers benefited economically from this. Colonial shipbuilders benefited economically from the exclusion of foreign ships from Colonial trade. Colonial producers of indigo, naval stores, and lumber products benefited economically from the subsidies Parliament provided them. 

Religion in the Colonies
Colonial America was pluralistic in more ways than ethnicity. Its religious culture was also from the very beginning quite diverse. 

There were parts of Colonial America where there was established religion. The Anglican Church or the Church of England was the state church in most of the Southern Colonies and in four counties of New York. Congregationalism—the church of the Puritans—was the established church of New England. 

The fact of religious establishment is more complicated than it at first appears, however. In areas of Anglican establishment there were often too few Anglicans in those colonies for establishment to actually function in more than official form. Only Virginia was able to enforce establishment and limit dissent. Even there, however, the migration of Scots-Irish—Protestant immigrants from Northern Ireland or Ulster—into the valleys of western Virginia in the early eighteenth century brought Presbyterianism to that part of the Colony while Baptists began to grow in the colony by the mid eighteenth century. Both began to undermine Anglican establishment in the colony.

The story was much the same in New England. Congregational Puritanism was able to ban Quakers and their pamphlets and books from Massachusetts colony in 1656 and hang four—including Mary Dyer—for violating that ban in 1660. By the end of the seventeenth century, however, the Congregational dominance of New England was beginning to break down. By 1700 Colonial Massachusetts and Colonial Connecticut granted Quakers, Anglicans, and Baptists the right of open worship. By the 1720s each of these Christian groups could use the monies it paid to the state in church-rates for their own churches.

Speaking of Puritanism, it has for years virtually monopolized the interest of historians writing about religion in Colonial America. Many historians have seen New England wrongly as the birthplace of American society, politics, economics, culture, ideology, and, of course, religion. One of the things about Puritanism on which America’s religious historians have focused is its decline. For them the Halfway Covenant of 1662 is the beginning of Puritanism’s decline. What the Halfway Covenant did was to give partial membership to the children of members who had not yet had a conversion experience—a conversion experience was a necessary event for anyone who was a full member of the Puritan community. The Halfway Covenant was only the beginning, however. In 1699 the Brattle Street Church in Boston dispensed entirely with the requirement that only God’s elect could quality for church membership. Scholars take these events as signs that the Calvinist doctrine of the predestined elect was declining in Puritan New England and that the universalist doctrine of available salvation for all was replacing it by the middle half of the eighteenth century.

The major religious event of the eighteenth century was the so-called Great Awakening. Historian Jon Butler has challenged the notion that the Great Awakening was a unitary event sweeping Colonial America. Others, however, continue to maintain that it was.

Revivalism was not a peculiarly American phenomenon. Revivals occurred in seventeenth century England, eighteenth century England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland, British North America, German speaking states, and the Habsburg Empire, and in nineteenth century in England, Wales, Scotland, Northern Ireland, the US, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, France, Germany, Norway, and Russia. A revival in Nova Scotia and the Maritimes concurrent with the Great Awakening in the American colonies gave birth to a New Light “radical evangelicalism” that was democratic and populist and placed an emphasis on individual relationships with Christ, restoring the primitive church of the apostles, and on human freedom. These revivalists, who, according to historian George Rawlyk, were more radical than their cousins in the United States would influence the even more radical antinomian sects of New England.
America’s revival heritage does not begin in the eighteenth century. There were revivals which were local in character in the Colonies in the seventeenth century. Revivals—encouraged by Solomon Stoddard and Jonathan Edwards—occurred at Northampton, Massachusetts in 1679, 1683, 1696, 1712, and 1718, for instance.

You can find the writings of Jonathan Edwards here http://edwards.yale.edu/archive/  

The beginnings of what scholars call the Great Awakening is usually traced to pietistic revivals in various ethnic religious communities in the Middle Colonies—Dutch and German speakers, and Scandinavians, Scots, and Scots-Irish members of Reformed, Presbyterian, and Lutheran Churches. There pietist leaders like Theodorus Jacobus Freylinghausen, Bernardus Freeman, Philip Otterbein, Martin Boehm and Gilbert Tenant expressed suspicion of theological scholasticism, ecclesiastical structures, and formal liturgy and emphasized self-examination as a prelude to conversion, an experiential piety, ecumenicity, and exacting standards of morality. Freylinghausen and Tenant founded the Log College in New Jersey to promote their views. Soon local revivals were under way in other regions of the Colonies. Baptists and Methodists began to preach a message similar to Freylinghausen’s and Tenant’s throughout the South. Puritan Jonathan Edwards begin to preach a similar message in Massachusetts’ Connecticut Valley.

The itinerant George Whitfield would transform these local revivals to colony wide ones. The English born Whitfield though ostensibly an Anglican was a Calvinist and friend of John Wesley, that other English Anglican who wanted to purify the Church of England and restore it to what he thought a true Christian church should be. Before he came to the Colonies Whitfield had led revivals in England and Scotland. In the late 1730s and the 1740s Whitfield arrived in the Colonies to lead revivals there. In his revival sermons up and down the Atlantic Seaboard Whitfield emphasized human depravity, free grace to all, “soul searchings”, the new birth, and spiritual piety bringing many from all denominations and ideological persuasions to Christ, in particular the young. 
Whitfield’s preaching had an impact beyond those who listened to him. Revivals started to spring up all around the Colonies. Whitfield had been ecumenical in his preaching—he called it his “Catholick spirit”. Some of these who came after him, however—many uneducated itinerants—were not. They instead proclaimed that they alone were preaching the true gospel of Christ and that converts must “come out” of the established churches if they were to become true Christians. One of these, New England’s John Davenport, led a group of men and women out of New London’s established church to a wharf where they burned the books of the Puritan authorities in order to cleanse themselves of “false Christianity”. In Virginia and North Carolina Calvinist Baptists with their emphasis on the biblically based ritual, emotional worship, the immediate teachings of the spirit, offers of salvation to all, personal and collective austerity, and the egalitarian community of all the Saints grew and began to challenge the establishment Anglican Church.
 As you can imagine not every minister, particularly not those in the established churches under attack, were favourably disposed to the revivals in their midst. Many ministers saw the revivals as the “devils handiwork”. Others, like Boston’s Charles Chauncey, saw revivalists like Davenport as mentally ill. Others, like Jonathan Edwards, the leading ministerial light of the Connecticut River Valley “awakening” while critical of uneducated itinerants maintained that the revivals and the regeneration they brought were the work of God. Denominations divided around their perception of the revivals. Old Light Congregationalists were outraged by what they saw as the emotional excesses of revivals grounded in a personal conversion experience. Those who supported the revivals and the revivalists—New Light Congregationalists—condemned the Old Lights for their lack of piety. Old Side Presbyterians were critical of the revivals, New Side supportive. Denominational switching also resulted from the Great Awakening. Congregationalism lost members to New Light Baptist congregations which were supportive of the revivals and their ideas and methods. New England would see an increase in the number of “radical” religious sects as one historian has called them. Methodists and Baptists, both of who supported the revivals, grow substantially during the Great Awakening. Among the legacies of the Great Awakening was a decline in clerical authority, an increase in lay power, and the increasing democratization of the church.

On religion in the Colonies see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/religion/ 
Education and Intellectual Life in the Colonies

Education in Colonial America varied from region to region. In Puritan New England education was held in high regard and thought to be an important aspect of living a religious life. The Massachusetts Bay Acts of 1642 and 1647 required parents to teach their children how to read and write and required the establishment of elementary schools in towns with more than 50 families and Latin grammar schools in towns with 100 families. 

It was in Massachusetts that America’s first college of higher education—Harvard—was founded in 1636 to train ministers. A second college, Yale, originated out of the feeling that once “orthodox” Harvard had become too “unorthodox”. Yale was founded in Connecticut in 1701 to train more “orthodox” ministers for New England’s Congregational churches. Colleges were also founded in other parts of New England by various churches—Brown by the Baptists in 1764 and Dartmouth by the Congregationalists in 1769.

In the Middle Colonies the several denominations present in this region founded a number of colleges to train their ministers. The Presbyterians founded Princeton in 1764. The Dutch Reformed Church founded Queens College (later Rutgers) in 1766. Interdenominational Kings College (later Columbia) was founded in 1754. America’s first secular college—the College of Philadelphia (later the University of Pennsylvania) would be founded in 1755. 

In the South education was largely left in family hands. Wealthy planters hired tutors for their children—largely their sons—or sent them to England for an education. The less well off, of course, simply didn’t have recourse to either tutor or the English educational system. 

The first institution of higher education in the South was America’s second college, the College of William and Mary founded at Williamsburg in Virginia in 1693. Thomas Jefferson would eventually number among its students.

During the seventeenth century America’s colleges regardless of region had a curriculum like that of the colleges of the Mother Country at Oxford and Cambridge. The curriculum of Colonial America’s colleges was dominated by classics and theology. Every student had to take courses in the Latin language and Christian theology. The difference between Colonial American colleges and the English universities was that the latter were governed by the faculties while the former was governed by trustees generally consisting of clergy and laymen who were not faculty members at the college.

For schoolboy exercises of the Colonial period see http://www.history.org/Almanack/life/manners/rules2.cfm 
Vignette: The Salem Witch Trails

A belief in witchcraft, astrology, and magic was in common in the Colonies and in Europe during the seventeenth century. There were 234 accusations of witchcraft in Colonial America alone during these years. The most widely known accusations of witchcraft in Colonial America, of course, are those that took place in Salem Village, Massachusetts.

The Salem Witchcraft trails didn’t actually take place in Salem. They took place in Salem Village—today’s Danvers, Massachusetts (don’t let the tourist trappings of contemporary Salem fool you)—an outlying farming village near Salem town. Salem Village had for quite some time been a village beset with deep divisions and was so fraught with feuds and disputes that it had become known as the graveyard of preachers since community divisions tended to play themselves out in the village church.

Witchcraft accusations in Salem Village began in the household of the village’s beleaguered minister the Reverend Samuel Parris. Parris, newly arrived from England, would exacerbate tensions by proclaiming that witches might be in his very church. Actually they were in Parris’s own house. It was at the Parris house in 1692 that a group of young girls, the most active of whom was the twelve year old daughter of Parris’ chief supporter Ann Putnam, and Parris’ own daughter, met to gaze in a crystal ball in order to learn their futures. By February the girls began screaming and rolling as if in horrible pain and were unable to pray to God for relief when admonished to do so. Parris responded by consulting a doctor but even he was unable to bring relief to the girls. 

Within a month the girls were displaying further unusual symptoms. When asked “who torments you” the girls named three neighbourhood women as the culprits. One of the women named was the Parris’ West Indian Carib African slave and servant Tituba. Village authorities questioned the three women the girls named and jailed them. All denied the accusations save Tituba who confessed to being a witch and claimed that nine others in the community had “signed the witches book”. Despite the jailing of the “witches” the girls “afflictions” continued. During further questioning in the spring the girls named further men and women who were responsible for their “fits”. The prisons of Salem Village filling up rapidly. 

The fact that Massachusetts Charter had been revoked by the Stuarts who had, in turn, been overthrown leaving the colony, in the process, in a political and legal vacuum, exacerbated the problems in Salem Village. Rather than exerting his executive authority the newly appointed governor of Massachusetts, Sir William Phips, established a special Court of Oyer and Terminor to “hear and dispose” the witchcraft cases in May. Previously in the colony witchcraft accusations had been suppressed by authorities distrustful of “folk superstition”. Now they were seen as evidence that a satanic conspiracy afoot to undermine the commonwealth. 

In early June this court convicted its first defendant, Bridget Bishop, and condemned her to death. One of the judges resigned in protest over the use of uncorroborated spectral evidence from the girls which they claimed was injuring them. Among the accused was one of the Salem Village’s leading citizens, Rebecca Nurse. Another was a local beggar and malcontent, Sarah Good. Another was the village’s former minister George Burroughs. Burroughs was accused of sorcery. At Burrough’s trial the witnesses against him fell into fits before they could testify. When he recited the Lord’s Prayer perfectly while on the gallows—something the demonic were not supposed to be able to do—the execution proceeded only after the noted Reverend Cotton Mather rode his horse between the gallows and the assembled people maintaining Burroughs guilt. Between June and September nineteen of the accused were hanged. Giles Corey was pressed to death under the weight of stones. Some of the accused confessed in the hope of being released on grounds of repentance.

With the increasing number of executions conducted without confessions or corroborating evidence the voices of those who had opposed the trials in the first place, most of them clergy like the noted Puritan divine Increase Mather who had said that “[i]t were better that ten suspected witches should escape, than that one innocent person be condemned”, became even louder. In his sermons and pamphlets Mather argued that since witchcraft was a capital offence the evidence for it must be unimpeachable. Next, he contended that evidence coming from the mouths of the accused must be held as untrustworthy since the devil could make the innocent appear guilty and the guilty innocent. Next, Mather pointed out that spectral evidence was an occult means to gain evidence of the occult and hence seriously flawed. Finally Mather pointed out that there was almost no way of discerning from the effects of a diabolical agency the motives of the afflicted and thus asserted that only evidence from two or more witnesses should be used to convict a person of witchcraft. By October Phips halted the executions and by 1693 the remaining prisoners were set free. In 1697 the Massachusetts General Court declared an official day of atonement for the executions. In 1711 it granted financial compensation to the families of some of the victims.

After Salem no one else would be tried for witchcraft in the colony. When compared to the witchcraft craze in Europe the outbreak of witchcraft accusations in Salem Village was relatively small and minor. It was, however, the largest single outbreak of the witch craze in the New World. The outbreak would, of course, become infamous in the Colonies and in North America afterward. Writers like Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, Nathanial Hawthorne and Arthur Miller would memorialize it as emblematic of “Puritanism” and, as in Miller’s case—his The Crucible—use it to comment on secular “witch hunts” like the Cold War era hunt for the “commie conspiracy” undermining the United States.

Over the years scholars and others have tried to explain the outbreak of the witch craze in Salem Village. For some like Arthur Miller it was an instance of clergy excess. For others it was an example of mass hysteria. For others like Paul Boyer and Stephen Nissenbaum it was a product of economic tensions within the community—most of the accusers were from relatively poor and agricultural Salem Village while most of the accused were merchant social climbers from relatively wealthy and commercial Salem Town.  For others like John Demos it was the product of displaced social tensions—many of the accused were involved in lawsuits with family members over inherited property. For still others like Carol Karlsen it was instance of patriarchy—most of the accused were women. For still others race was a major factor—one of the accused Tituba was Indian or Caribbean. For some it resulted from the consumption of moldy bread that resulted in hallucinations. For others it was a clash of young and old—most of the accusers were young, most of the accused older. For still others like Mary Beth Norton it was the product of wartime paranoia. 

Norton notes that the Salem witchcraft craze took place during a time of war—the Glorious Revolution, the War of the League of Augsburg or King William’s War, and Leisler’s Rebellion in New York. With war came claims that enemies were subverting Massachusetts colony from within and without. Norton notes that when the girls confessed they not only claimed that the witches were in league with the devil but that they were meeting in the forest with the French and Indians, the “enemies” Massachusetts was fighting at the moment. Finally, Norton points out that Sir William Phips, the new governor, was the very man who had gained inglorious notoriety during the invasion of French Catholic Canada and didn’t want to look weak on security issues. 

If it was war that led to the paranoiac fears of conspiracy within it would not be the last time this would happen in American history.

For documents and other materials on the Salem witch trials see http://etext.virginia.edu/salem/witchcraft/ and http://www.law.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/salem/SALEM.HTM 
Links: Colonial America

For Colonial Era documents see http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/18th.htm
Here is a nice site on life in Colonial Williamsburg http://www.history.org/Almanack/life/life.cfm 
You can find information on the Colonial midwife Martha Ballard here http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/midwife/  

You can find the diary of Martha Ballard here 

http://dohistory.org/diary/index.html 
Viewings and Listenings: Colonial America

The Salem Witch Trials

Talking History: The Salem Witch Trials, 7 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Chapter Nine: 

The Enlightenment

Education, at least in certain regions of Colonial America, was not the only thing alive and well in the colonies. So was intellectual life. One of the most important intellectual movements in Colonial America was the Enlightenment.

The Enlightenment was not solely an American phenomenon. It began in Europe in the seventeenth century and stretched into the eighteenth. The Enlightenment was strong in France—think Voltaire and Jean Jacques Rousseau—the German speaking lands—think Immanuel Kant and Friedrich Hegel and Karl Marx—Scotland—think Adam Smith—England—think Isaac Newton and John Locke and Jeremy Bentham—and even Italy, Poland, Holland, and Sweden, and even Russia.

The Enlightenment was, at least in part, a reaction to the Rationalism of Descartes (1596-1650) and Leibniz (1646-1716) with its emphasis on innate ideas and logical reasoning. Enlightenment critics of Cartesian philosophy saw it as flawed because of its de-emphasis on empiricism. 

Enlightenment philosophes instead shared a belief in the power of scientific observation, scientific experimentation, and the scientific method—in empiricism, in sum. They shared a belief that each individual had to be responsible for his or her destiny (almost all Enlightenment philosophes were male). They emphasized the importance of human thought. They held, as a group, that truth could and should not be taken on authority and hence were critical of what we would today call a fundamentalist viewpoint that all truth could be found in a “god-given” book such as the Bible. They opposed the censorship of absolutism. They believed that progress was the key to truth. They believed that science with its emphasis on empiricism and observation, its emphasis on a harmonious, orderly, and intelligible nature, its emphasis on the scientific method, and its privileging of reason pointed the way forward to the human promised land. They believed in the possibility and necessity of human progress challenging thereby the Christian pessimism inherent in the doctrine of original sin, human fallibility, and the doctrine of the decay of nature—the Christian notion of the fall. Men, they believed, could improve nature through science thereby improving themselves both individually and collectively—hence their interest in applied knowledge such as economics, technology, techniques of public administration. Jeremy Bentham, the founder of Utilitarianism with its doctrine of happiness for the greatest number, went so far as to argue that the state, via the law, could condition human beings in such a way as to maximize human happiness for the greatest number. Finally, they looked back to the glories of Greece and Rome, like Renaissance men, for models of dignified conduct and responsible citizenship and held up Socrates, the Stoics, and Cicero as exemplary dignified citizens. America’s founding fathers, including Jefferson, of course, shared this romance with Roman republicanism. 

While most of the philosophes shared much in common there were also variations within the philosophies of the philosophes themselves. Some were more “radical” than others. Thomas Paine is often, because of his “radical” position on democracy and religion, specifically his intense attack on Orthodox Christianity, seen by many as the very exemplar of Enlightenment radicalism. Others, like La Mettrie, who argued that matter thinks and who wrote extensively on medical topics, and the sexual nihilist and hedonist de Sade are difficult to categorise. Some were harder to get along with than others. Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s independence, his emphasis on natural rather than reasoned education, his orphaning of his children, and his emphasis on the golden past—a critique of Enlightenment teleologism, the belief in a better future—along with his difficult personality—something he wrote about in his autobiography—

alienated most of his friends in the movement from him over time. Rousseau sometimes returned the favour. He passionately disliked Voltaire. Nor did all the philosophes focus on the same issues: Rousseau, Condillac, Helvetius, and Locke were fascinated by education, Montesquieu by natural law, geography, weather, and economics, Smith by moral sentiments such as sympathy, the formation of selves in modern society, and the natural law of free trade. Diderot, Locke, and Jefferson by religion, and the later Voltaire by human malice and social injustice. Voltaire’s Candide is a satire of the notion that we humans live in the best of all possible worlds.

The philosophes differed in their politics. Rousseau admired small city-states like Genevé/Geneva where all could participate and enjoy active freedom. Pragmatists like Voltaire assumed the political future lay with enlightened despotism which he saw as a powerful check against the powerful Vatican and reactionary aristocratic forces. Montesquieu favoured something like the English limited monarchy. Locke argued that government should be based on natural law, that property ownership was a right, that there should be a separation of powers with checks and balances between them, and that good government should be part of a social contract, i.e., it should be based on the consent of the public, the very corner stone of political liberalism. Franklin and Jefferson, fortunate to be a part of a new country, established a political order grounded in the inviolability of life, property, and the pursuit of happiness, and a pessimistic notion of human nature. Given the latter they established a government grounded in checks and balances to keep men on the path toward human progress. Enlightenment paternalism.

The philosophes differed on the subject of religion and Christianity. Many of them regarded religion as something which served an important civilizing and opiate of the dangerous masses function. Many of them saw Christianity as a “reasonable” faith—

John Locke’s aptly titled his book on the subject The Reasonableness of Christianity. But this reasonable Christianity was not your Jerry Fallwell’s or Pat Roberts’ Christianity. Locke’s and Thomas Jefferson’s Christianity was a Christianity shorn of superstitions like the miracles Jesus is purported to have performed. Jefferson’s New Testament eliminates all the “non-reasonable” portions of the NT, specifically miracles. It was a Christianity absent its unthinking dogmatic attitudes, its monkishness, its superstitions, its fanaticism, and, perhaps most importantly, its enthusiasms. Some like Erasmus Darwin—the famous father of evolution, Charles Darwin, was his grandson—and Thomas Jefferson were deists. Voltaire attacked organized religion and organized clergy but defended the existence of God against d’Holbach. Still others, like d’Holbach, later Voltaire, and later Diderot, were atheists.

Christianity was not the only religion to come in for Enlightenment criticism. Some were highly critical of Judaism seeing it, like Christianity, as a religion of ignorance and superstition. Jews who took a similar position became the spearhead of the Jewish Enlightenment or haskalah and tried to reform Judaism from within. This effort would result in Reform Judaism.

Enlightenment, by the way, was not solely the province of the “secularists” or “deists”. The cult of reason that was so much a part of Enlightenment discourse impacted Catholicism as well. The Catholic Enlightenment, especially in Spain, Austria, and Italy involved attempts at church reorganization and the improvement of the education and pastoral training of the clergy. Joseph II of Austria, for instance, suppressed monasteries, the object of scorn of both Enlightenment and reformist clerical critics. In England Catholic Enlightenment took the form, as with Joseph Berington and John Lingard, of an acknowledgement of religious pluralism.

Finally, we shouldn’t forget that the Enlightenment wasn’t only a philosophical and literary movement. The fourth movement of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony features an elaborate Enlightenment inspired choral setting of Schiller's Ode An die Freude, the “Ode To Joy”, which optimistically celebrates that Enlightenment motif the brotherhood of humanity.

The Enlightenment was part of several long-term trends taking place in Europe and beyond: the decline of religious power, the parallel rise of science in a variety of areas of European life, the increase in the power of political forms without direct or necessary ties to the church, the rise of “secular” experts in areas such as economics, history, politics, geography, and social science, the increase of public figures who weren’t focused on theological or dogmatic issues, the creation of publics, the creation of  public spheres (Habermas), and increasing struggles between different publics for control of these public spheres.

The legacy of the Enlightenment is mammoth. It provided impetus to “scientific” economic analysis, histories—Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire—and religious criticism—particularly biblical criticism—and political writing. Its emphasis on skepticism—one it borrowed from science—was instrumental in expanding the modern secular intelligentsia, intellectuals without ties to the church. It played an important role in the expansion of calls for religious toleration. It gave rise to social and educational experiments to improve the lot of humankind. Its emphasis on science led to an attempt by nascent social scientists to construct a social science priesthood which would decipher and disseminate the correct means through which human existence could be bettered—Saint-Simon and Comte promoted the idea of a scientific priesthood that would guide society to social nirvana. Its emphasis on reasonable religion would play a role in the rise of Deism, Unitarianism, and Reform Judaism. Its emphasis on the notion that men must forge their own destiny through industry, that censorship was unacceptable, and that men should be free to express themselves, and its emphasis that liberté, egalité, and fraternité or happiness were central to human progress, were important in the development of political liberalism and, of course, the American and French Revolutions. The holy trinity of liberté, egalité, and fraternité would also give rise later on to more radical attempts at enlightenment human liberation, Marxism, socialism, and communism. 

Not everyone, not even Enlightenment philosophes would see the Enlightenment in positive hues. For David Hume the reason Enlightenment philosophes emphasized led invariably to the undermining of empiricism and irrationality. For philosopher Immanuel Kant scientific empiricism could not account for moral absolutes. For many conservatives—historical conservatives not the liberals who wear conservative clothing these days—the Enlightenment’s attack on religion and Roman Catholicism in particular and its secularizing tendencies were dangerous to the traditional order. For analysts like the contemporary Italian philosopher and historiographer Vico the Enlightenment’s emphasis on linearity and progress was wrongheaded. That Enlightenment critic of the Enlightenment Rousseau, of course, made a similar point. For contemporary analysts like Michel Foucault the putative humanitarian impulses of the Enlightenment mask all sorts of discursive power plays by elites of various stripes. Finally, we shouldn’t forget the contradictions inherent in the Enlightenment. The Enlightenment’s emphasis on human freedom at the same time that it emphasized the need for elite social engineering, the inherent contradictions in its emphasis on liberty—often expressed in economic terms—greed—versus its calls for equality and fraternity (Furet). One of the things Marx was trying to do was to square these contradictions.

Vignette: Masonry in the New World

One of the ways that the Enlightenment came to the America was via the Freemasons or Masons. The modern Masonic movement began in London in the early 1717 when 4 lodges—three of whom traced their origins to the stonemasons and artisans who built the great Mediaeval cathedrals in western Europe and a fourth made up of intellectuals like Isaac Newton who extolled science and reason while at the same time maintaining interest in numerology, astrology, alchemy, and revelation—met and united.

These Freemasons in general shared an interest in the pyramids of ancient Egypt, the stone monuments—including Stonehenge—of the ancient British Isles, and above all Solomon’s Temple. Eventually Freemasons came to maintain that their origins could be traced back to those metallurgists, architects, and mathematicians who originated after the Fall of Adam and Eve and to those builders of Solomon’s Temple under the guidance of the Master Builder Hiram Abiff in the 10th century BCE.

The movement grew rapidly all across Europe—in Britain, in France, and even in Russia. While many Christians became Masons many of these Christian Masons were actually Deists. Over time the Masonic movement became more and more ecumenical as even Jews—the great satan of Christians in Europe—were allowed to join. Masonry as it developed was full of secret liturgies, initiations, tests, confessions, handshakes, passwords, and symbols like the All Seeing Eye, the builder, the compass, the rule, the angle, the zodiac, and the letter G—for geometry. The more Enlightenment oriented Masons emphasized human progress, a God who was the divine architect of the universe, brotherhood, toleration, useful knowledge, science, and personal virtue. As a result of all this many Christians came to see Masons as unorthodox if not heretical. Many others increasingly came to see the Masons and the Jews as involved in conspiracy to take over the world. Conspiracy theory has a long history.

Many Colonial American elites were Masons and thus were major conduits for the importation of Enlightenment ideals from Old World to New (Atlantic culture). By 1776 there were around 100 lodges with some 1500 members in the New World. At least 16 of them would sign the Declaration of Independence. Many of America’s military officers were Masons—George Washington, Henry Knox, Nathanael Greene, and John Sullivan all of who would go on to found the Order of Cincinnati, an male fraternal order named after a Roman military figure who saved Rome and then, in good Roman Republican fashion, retired to his farm. 

American freemasons would be instrumental in designing symbols for the new Republic including the first American flag with its Masonic symbol of the ancient snake of wisdom and the Great Seal of the United States with its Great All-Seeing Eye and its pyramid. At least 30 Freemasons were delegates to the Constitutional Convention. Most of the state leaders of the early United States were members of Masonic lodges in Boston, NYC, Philadelphia, and Charleston. Ten of Virginia’s first 13 governors were Masons as were half of Virginia’s assemblymen between 1786 and 1829. Paul Revere would give his only public speech when his lodge laid the cornerstone of the new Massachusetts statehouse in 1798. When the foundations of the Capitol in Washington, DC were laid members of the Alexandria Masonic Lodge were their performing their rituals. They arrived and formed two columns down the middle of which came the Master in his white apron and gloves. The Master proceeded to lower a silver plate into the foundations of the Capitol. Afterwards he measured the cornerstone with a plumb line and then littered the area with corn, oil, and wine. The Master of these ceremonies, by the way, was George Washington. 

Freemasonry offered American elites a republicanism above faction, region, and sect—a kind of civic religion in other words. By 1820 New York City had around 500 lodges alone while Virginia had 114.

On the Freemasons http://web.archive.org/web/20060829153055/religiousmovements.lib.virginia.edu/nrms/Masons.html
The Struggle for Dominance in Colonial America

One of the things that impacted so much of life in Colonial America was the struggle between the French and the English and British for control of it. Between 1689 and 1763 France and England and Great Britain (along with most of the other great powers of Europe) fought four successive wars in Europe and in the Colonies—the War of the League of Augsburg between 1689 and 1697, the War of the Spanish Succession between 1702 and 1713, the War of the Austrian Succession between 1744 and 1748, and the Seven Years War between 1756 and 1763. In the Colonies these were known respectively as King William’s, Queen Anne’s, King George’s, and the French and Indian wars.

The first three of these wars began in Europe and only later spread across the Atlantic to the Colonies. During King William’s and Queen Anne’s Wars the French and their First Peoples allies attacked the New York and New England frontiers. They torched Schenectady, New York and Deerfield, Massachusetts, and scalped and tortured their inhabitants or took them captive. Colonists responded by attacking French strongholds on the St. Lawrence River. They captured Port Royal in Jamaica in 1710 and the fort at Louisbourg—present day Louisbourg, Cape Breton, Nova Scotia—in 1745 (http://www.masshist.org/Maps/2728_Gridley/2728_Gridley.html). The Treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle ended the War of Austrian Succession and King George’s War and returned Louisbourg to France in 1748 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/medieval/aix.htm)

Many in the Colonies were deeply suspicious of Roman Catholicism and like many in Great Britain saw Roman Catholicism as, in Enlightenment terminology, an institution riddled with superstition, or in religious terminology, the great whore of the Book of Revelation. The pope in this scenario was often regarded as the Beast mentioned in that same book. Many in the British Colonies were also resentful of the French role in the fur trade and suspicious of the French and their First Peoples allies in the Ohio Valley region. When you put the popular Christian anti-Catholicism together with popular Christian  apocalypticism you got a holy war for the soul of America between the forces of light—America’s Protestants—and the forces of darkness—French Catholics. 

The treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle only put a lull in the conflict between France and Britain for control of North America. It did not end it. Soon after the signing of the treaty France began to construct a series of forts between Lake Erie and the Allegheny River to protect their territories. Since Britain had set aside 200,000 acres in this region for settlement conflict between the French and the British was almost inevitable. 

Conflict between the two over Colonial North America was renewed in the 1750s when George Washington was ordered to take a force and stop the French from constructing forts in the Ohio Valley. After the force Washington led was defeated by the French near Fort Duquesne (http://www.statelibrary.state.pa.us/ libraries/cwp/view.asp ?a= 11&Q=43676)—contemporary Pittsburgh—the British sent reinforcements to the Colonies and put the military under the command of Edward Braddock. Braddock’s force, when it finally fought French forces was routed. This allowed the French and their First Peoples allies to devastate British frontier settlements in Pennsylvania and Virginia over the next two years.

Great Britain responded by declaring war once again on France. This Seven Years or French and Indian War would be a global war. It would be fought in Europe, in the Mediterranean, in the West Indies, in India, and in North America. The war began badly for the British. France’s General Louis-Joseph de Montcalm captured Fort Oswego on Lake Ontario in 1756 (http://www.philaprintshop.com/frchind.html) and Fort William Henry on the southern tip of Lake George in 1757 (http://www.ushistoricalarchive.com/indians/maps/38.html). The Colonies, in the meantime, debated what to do about the French invasion and found it difficult to find common ground.

1757 saw the war turn in Britain’s favour particularly after a force of 25,000 British regulars arrived in the Colonies—these troops were added to an already existing force of 25,000. In 1758 British forces took Louisbourg—again—and Fort Frontenac (http://www.canadianheritage.org/reproductions/10151.htm)—it was at present day Kingston, Ontario—thereby cutting off French forces in the Great Lakes region, Ohio Valley, and Mississippi Valley from French forces and supplies in New France. In the same year Fort Duquesne fell to British troops. With these victories Great Britain was now ready to began a three pronged assault on Nouvelle France itself. In 1759 British General James Wolfe and the forces under his command reached New France and by 12 September of that same year defeated Montcalm’s forces on the Plains of Abraham outside the west walls of the capital of New France, Quebec (http://www.canadianheritage.org/images/large/20266.jpg). In 1760 British General Lord Jeffrey Amherst took Montreal.  In September of that year the French King’s governor in Nouvelle France, Pierre François de Rigaud, Marquis de Vaudreuil-Cavagnal, negotiated the French surrender to the British. Vaudreuil-Cavagnal’s request that any French residents who chose to remain in British controlled New France would be able to continue to practice their Roman Catholicism freely, maintain ownership of their property, and remain undisturbed in their homes was granted by Lord Amherst. Great Britain now controlled the North American colonies.

The British were not only acquiring territory in New France, in 1761 Great Britain acquired Florida from the Spanish in exchange for the Philippines and Cuba. Spain’s New World holdings expanded as well as the Spanish acquired Louisiana from the French. Spanish control of Louisiana would raise concern and foster tensions throughout the American Colonies.

Links: The Enlightenment

On the Enlightenment see http://www.wsu.edu/~dee/ENLIGHT/ENLIGHT.HTM 
Viewings and Listenings: The Enlightenment

The Enlightenment

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wcotFYwPTmk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A664QFwBNWU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o3t8LwnIzdM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D8ajTL0wg3U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3NG8iHbhF-A
Autocratic Enlightenment

Catherine the Great

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bAmJrXa0Px0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qEnEPsNCEyo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iFxMBnBDBQ0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5aMu_ocCjA8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6R__B2L2mG8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t8UQgEKVx_M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y_5nqLy4kag
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Aib1i-8jNiw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4W1kyW5LbSo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qBmJxFjnM98
PBS, 2005
Philosophical Enlightenment

Philosophy: A Guide to Happiness, “Montaigne on Self-Esteem”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zrSCoG2GY1M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c-CJ-YmDU9I
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qltfvUUdfZM
Channel 4

Chapter Ten:

Revolutionary America
In 1763 few in Britain’s Colonies in North America wanted to sever their ties to the Mother Country. Most celebrated their British citizenship. Most celebrated Britain’s victory over France in the Seven Years or French and Indian wars. Some may have been upset with certain aspects of the British economic system but even they weren’t thinking revolution. The situation began to change, however, when King George III’s ministers began to tighten their control over American economic and political life. 

Many Colonists saw this as an attempt by the Crown to limit their freedoms. However, the British purpose in instituting political and economic reforms in the Colonies was far from tyrannical. Instead, it was financial. The Seven Years’ War and the expansion of the British Empire in North America created several problems for the British. First, it added 80,000 French speakers in Quebec and the Maritimes who had little familiarity with British political and legal traditions to the Empire. Second, it necessitated that Britain develop a more systematic policy to deal with the issue of western frontier lands across the Alleghenies. Third, it meant that what was once a commercial empire had been transformed into a territorial one and that Britain had to develop strategies to deal with this new territorial empire. Fourth, the Seven Years War had placed a heavy financial burden on British finances. Britain’s national debt had risen to levels heretofore unseen—it doubled—and taxes on Britons rose to unprecedented levels. Finally, it meant increasing administrative costs for the Brits in the Colonies. These were already burdensome.

Then there was the Indian problem. In 1763 Chief Pontiac angered by increasing British immigration into Ottawa lands and by the less than honest behaviour of British traders attacked and destroyed every British port west of Niagara except the fort at present-day Detroit. In October the British issued a proclamation forbidding Colonial settlement in any of the territories beyond the Alleghenies. 

When George Greenville was appointed to reorganize the Colonies one of his strategies was to reorganize the them in such a way that the cost of administering the Colonies and maintaining a standing army of 10,000 men in them to protect against further French incursions and the First Peoples was paid for by the Colonies themselves. Britain’s costs of administering the Colonies was, as I noted, substantial. It was 70,000 pounds in 1748, 350,000 pounds by 1768. To Briton’s it seemed only fair that the Colonists should pay their fair share—one third to one half—for their own administration and protection. 

The Colonists didn’t see it this way, however. During the French and Indian War they had reacted negatively to British attempts to strengthen their political and economic control over the Colonies and to their use of Writs of Assistance—search warrants—to try to impede illegal trade and smuggling between the Colonials and the French. Many Colonists claimed that such laws were illegal because they violated the fact that the British Parliament had only limited powers to legislate for the Colonies. Other Colonists held that these had no legal basis since they violated natural law, a notion that had become prominent during the Enlightenment. While the Brits during the Seven Years War largely ignored Colonial claims, Greenville asked Colonists to provide an alternative proposal as to how they (the Colonists) might provide more fairly for their own administration and defence without resort to higher taxes.

When no alternatives seemed to be forthcoming Greenville instituted the Sugar Act in 1764 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/sugar_act_1764.htm). The Sugar Act increased duties on imports into the Colonies while reducing duties on foreign molasses that had been put in place under the Molasses Act of 1733 (http://www.historycentral.com/documents/MOLASSES.html). He made changes to the customs service. The customs service brought in a quarter of the amount it cost to run it. Greenville mandated that customs officials had to be physically present in the Colonies rather than farm out their duties to a proxy in the Colonies. He transferred jurisdiction of smuggling cases to vice-admiralty courts in the Mother Country to counter the leniency of Colonial Courts to smugglers. He instituted the Currency Act of 1764 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/curency_act_1764.htm) 

which established a hard currency system in place of the soft money legal tender system that was currently in place in the Colonies.

Colonists, by and large, were unhappy with Greenville’s reforms. Many were suspicious of the motives behind the stationing of a standing army in the Colonies. Many were suspicious of their denial of jury trials in smuggling cases. Many were angered by the deflation associated with the Currency Act which exacerbated an already difficult economic situation in the Colonies. New Englanders were particularly upset by the Sugar Act because it cut off their best source of specie. Many were concerned that these acts reduced the autonomy and freedom that had sprung up in the Colonies during the years of British neglect and felt less in need of British protection now that the French and Indian War had ended. All of Greenville’s actions would exacerbate the already existing conspiracy theories concerning the monarchy and its tyrannies—many Colonists argued that constant vigilance was needed to check tyrannical encroachments—that had been floating around the Colonies for years.

Despite widespread animosity in some quarters to Greenville’s programme opposition to it remained largely localized until Parliament passed the Stamp Act in 1765 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/stamp_act_1765.htm). 

The Stamp Act, the first direct tax levied by Britain on the Colonies, mandated that revenue stamps be affixed to newspapers, almanacs, broadsides, legal documents, commercial bills, ships papers, insurance policies, tavern licenses, marriage licenses, and even playing cards and dice. Opposition to the Stamp Act was widespread given the variety of interests it touched. Publishers, newspaper men, lawyers, insurers, tavern keepers, etc opposed it often and violently. A boycott of British goods was put in place. Secret organizations such as the Sons of Liberty arose to oppose it. Opposition and the mob violence that resulted from this opposition—stamp agents were assaulted, the houses of royal officials were vandalized—ended up making the law essentially null and void. Opposition to the act would also lead to the first inter-colonial gathering in Colonial American history when representatives from 9 of the Colonies met in October of 1765 in New York City where they drew up a “Declaration of the Rights and Grievances” against Britain and the Crown (http://www.constitution.org/bcp/dor_sac.htm). This document denounced the Stamp Act as a subversion “of the rights and liberties of the Colonies” and proclaimed that only the Colonies could tax themselves. Eventually Parliament would repeal the Stamp Act in the spring of 1766 in part due to the opposition of British merchants who had been negatively impacted by the Colonial boycott of their goods.

Though the Colonists may have won the battle the war was not over. After repealing the Stamp Act Parliament passed the Declaratory Act (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/declaratory_act_1766.htm) asserting its authority to make laws for the Colonies.  In 1767 Charles Townsend, the new chancellor of the exchequer, introduced new duties on Colonial imports—glass, lead, paint, paper, and tea—since the Colonists had conceded a difference between internal taxes which they maintained Parliament had no right to impose duties and external taxes on which Parliament could impose duties. After instituting these taxes Townsend set up an American Board of Customs Commissioners in Boston to collect these duties. He also took steps to enforce the Quartering Act of 1765 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/quartering_act_165.htm)

which had been passed in order to solve the problem of shortages in the housing of British troops in the New World.

Many Colonists once again railed against these acts. John Addams proclaimed the Townsend Acts representative of “taxation without representation” and called for concerted opposition to the acts. Many responded by once again organizing a boycott of British goods in March of 1768. Others physically obstructed the attempts by the British to impose the duties on Colonial imports and to billet British troops in Colonial homes. In June of 1768 when British officials tried to seize a boat belonging to John Hancock Colonists rioted. British troops vigourously put the riot down. Five Colonials were killed in the melee. Colonists came to refer to this as the Boston Massacre.

For accounts of the Boston Massacre see 

http://odur.let.rug.nl/usa/D/1751-1775/bostonmassacre/prest.htm 
Once again the actions of Colonists were successful. Townsend’s successor repealed the Stamp Act. Three years of relative calm followed. The economy began to pick up. Colonies fought with each other over their borders to the west. Scots-Irish settlers on the Pennsylvania frontier railed against the Quaker aristocracy in Philadelphia while the Paxton Boys marched on Philadelphia to demand military protection against the raids of First Peoples. Renters rioted against high rents in the Hudson Valley of New York. With the passage of the Tea Act in 1773 (http://ahp.gatech.edu/tea_act_bp_1773.html), however, tensions between Britain and the Colonies were on the upswing once again.

The Tea Act was passed to alleviate the economic distress of the East India Company by allowing it to export tea directly to the Colonies for sale. While the act would likely have lowered the price of tea in the Colonies it also negatively impacted those Colonial merchants who sold tea and threatened those who smuggled tea, like John Hancock, with extinction. Both therefore united to oppose the act. More radical elements in the Colonies in the meantime also declared their opposition to the act on constitutional grounds. Colonists boycotted British tea. They forced ships carrying tea to turn back. In Boston a group of Colonists dressed up as First Peoples dumped British tea into the harbour. Today Americans refer to this as the Boston Tea Party.

Instead of repealing the offending acts this time the Brits decided to respond with “coercion”. In 1774 Parliament passed several Coercive Acts. Colonists referred to them as the Intolerable Acts. One mandated that Boston Harbour be closed until the destroyed tea had been paid for. Another revised the Massachusetts Charter in order to increase the powers of the executive. Another mandated that murder trials in law enforcement cases be transferred to Britain. Another imposed the quartering of British troops on the Colonies. Though the Coercive Acts were largely intended to isolate Massachusetts from the rest of the Colonies they had the opposite effect. They united Colonial opposition to Britain.

The Virginia legislature called for representatives of all the Colonies to gather to respond to the crisis. On 5 September representatives from 12 colonies met in Philadelphia. The passage of the Quebec Act http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/quebec_act_1774.htm 

which recognized the privileged position of the Roman Catholic Church and of French civil law in that colony and extended Quebec into the Ohio and Mississippi Valley’s added fuel to the already burning fire. Many Colonists saw the Quebec Act as a way to limit Colonial expansion. Anti-Catholicism was widespread in the Protestant dominated Colonies. Many Colonists saw Catholicism as tyrannical, as planning to impose its tyrannical will on the Colonies, and as the Beast referred to in the Book of Revelation in the New Testament. For many Americans the Pope himself was the antichrist mentioned in the Book of Revelation.
At first, delegates to the “Continental Congress” agreed on the need for action but not on what type of action to take. Conservatives, for instance, favoured an imperial federation which would have provided the Colonies with a constitution and a legislature but would have maintained ties to the Mother Country allowing the British Parliament to share power on colonial matters. This failed to pass by one vote. Finally, the Congress sided with another proposal, the Suffolk Resolves which urged resistance to the Coercive Acts, sanctions against Great Britain, and mandated the establishment of a colonial government with the power to raise taxes and a militia. This passed.

Before adjourning the Continental Congress drew up a “Declaration of Rights”, petitioned the King and Parliament for redress of the wrongs they felt had been done to them, and instituted non-exportation, non-consumption, and non-importation agreements vis-à-vis Great Britain which were to go into effect on 1 November 1774. Committees of inspection were established to monitor each of these agreements between 1774 and 1775 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/resolves.htm). Those guilty of violating any of these were to be and were punished. Soon colonial legislatures were assuming the function of governments and were making plans for their own defence against British military action. Lord North, Townsend’s successor at the exchequer, responded by offering to repeal the taxes the Colonies contributed to their administration and defence.

By 1775 hostilities between Great Britain and the Colonies broke out. When Thomas Gage, the newly appointed governor of Colonial Massachusetts sent 700 British troops from Boston to Concord to seize weapons and gunpowder, fighting between the Brits and the Colonials broke out. 273 British troops would be killed or wounded during the Battle of Concord. Despite this the Brits did manage to regain control of that colonial town.

When the Second Continental Congress met on 10 May 1775 it created a Continental Army of 20,000 men and put it under the control of George Washington. It drew up a “Declaration of the Causes and Necessities of Taking up Arms” 

(http://www.yale.edu/ lawweb/avalon/arms.htm)

which disavowed any attempt to break free of the Mother Country and drew up the “Olive Branch Petition” which professed Colonial loyalty to the Crown. Both didn’t stop the bloodiest battle of the war from taking place, however. At the “Battle of Bunker Hill”—which actually was fought at Breed’s Hill—General Howe’s British forces were finally able to dislodge Washington’s Colonials after three bloody assaults. After the battle Howe withdrew his forces to the safer environs of Halifax.

American forces now took the offensive. They attacked Canada hoping that Colonial Canadians might join their rebellion. These hopes came to naught and the Americans soon withdrew their forces southward. 

In October King George III reaffirmed Great Britain’s intention to use force against the rebellion afoot in the Colonies and instituted an embargo on trade with the Colonies. The Colonies responded by sending delegates to Philadelphia all of whom were instructed to vote for separation from Great Britain. On 10 May the Congress recommended that the Colonies form an independent state. On 2 July it approved a resolution stating that the Colonies ought to be free and independent states. On 4 July it adopted a “Declaration of Independence” from Great Britain authored by Thomas Jefferson with help from Benjamin Franklin and John Adams (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/declare.htm). This “Declaration of Independence” provided the moral and legal justification for the revolution from Great Britain. It specified the wrongs done to the Colonies by the Mother Country which they accused of engaging in “absolute tyranny over these states”. Its preamble bears the earmarks of the natural rights philosophy that goes back at least to empiricist philosopher of English philosophe John Locke and to Greek and Roman Republicans like Aristotle and Cicero, notions that governments should be grounded in the consent of the governed and that all men have certain inalienable rights—life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. The “Declaration of Independence” delighted separatists and alienated Loyalists, those loyal to Britain. Ironically, given the sentiments of the Declaration, many Loyalists would be mobbed, imprisoned, driven from their homes, and have their property confiscated. 100,000 would flee the 13 Colonies for Canada, Nova Scotia, the West Indies, or the United Kingdom.

At the beginning of the war things didn’t look good for the Colonials. Britain had a 3 to 1 population edge, a superior navy, and a superior army. Britain’s problem was transporting its army to the New World and its style of fighting—Britain’s military force was used to fighting European style with its set battles and its retreats into Winter Quarters. They didn’t respond well to Colonial guerilla tactics. And despite the fact that they conquered almost every major city in the Colonies, they never had enough troops to garrison and defend them. The Colonials faced a different problem, how to raise and equip an army. Congress would pass the “Articles of Confederation” (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/artconf.htm) during the war giving the federal government the right to make war but not the means to fight it. The new central government requisitioned troops and goods from the new states but when and if they received these they were usually inadequate or late. Moreover, there were conflicts in the new Continental army between colonists from the different Colonies. Men from one Colony weren’t comfortable fighting with commanders from another Colony. 

Intercolonial conflicts weren’t the only trouble spots. There were squabbles in the army over rank and squabbles over different pay scales for the rank and file and officers. The fact that enlistments for Colonials were short meant that the army was constantly being affected by changes in personnel. These along with desertions dropped the Continental Army down to 2000 men at one point. Troops and sympathisers from abroad helped expand the American force. 30,000 Hessian troops arrived to help the Colonials in their struggle against Britain in the early days of the war while sympathetic military leaders like Lafayette and Kosciusko came to the New World to help the new American nation in its struggle against “tyranny”.

Let’s get back to the war. The battle between the Continental Army and Great Britain would ebb and flow mostly in the favour of the latter. The Battle of Saratoga in upstate New York in 1777 where a superior Colonial force under the command of Henry Gates defeated a smaller force of Brits under the command of Burgoyne—their supply lines were far too extended—would prove an important turning point in the war. The appearance of French forces—finally—in the Colonies—Britain was simultaneously fighting France, Spain, and Holland, Ireland was seething with discontent—also proved decisive in the Continental Army’s ultimate triumph. In October 1781 a superior Franco-Colonial force trapped a British force under the command of Cornwallis in the Yorktown Peninsula of Virginia. Aware of his plight, Cornwallis surrendered on 19 October.

In April of 1782 Parliament adopted a motion to end coercion. The Crown sent an emissary to Paris to negotiate a peace with Benjamin Franklin. Britain and the Colonials signed a preliminary peace treaty on 20 November 1782. The formal peace treaty was signed on 3 September 1783 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy /britain/parismen.htm). 

In the treaty Great Britain recognized the independence of her former colonies, agreed that the borders of its former American colonies extended to the Mississippi River in the west, to the Great Lakes in the north, and to the border of present-day Florida in the south, agreed that the Colonials would have access to Newfoundland’s fishing banks, and agreed that the Colonials would have access to the unsettled shores of Nova Scotia and Labrador to dry and cure their catches. The Colonials agreed not to impede British merchants from seeking redress for their losses and the debts owed them by Colonials and agreed that the property of Loyalists would be restored. Ironically, at the time of the treaty Great Britain still had 30,000 troops in the Colonies and continued to hold Charleston and Savannah, a position not unlike that of the Germans at the end of World War I.

I have emphasized the role taxes played in the American Revolution in this brief discussion. I do not mean to imply, however, that there weren’t reasons for the Revolution other than a Colonial anti-tax impulse. We have already touched on the influence of Enlightenment thought on America’s elite revolutionaries. Another factor influencing the revolt from Great Britain—one more influential on the masses—was the egalitarianism of found in some forms of Colonial Christianity specifically the emphasis on the ministry of all believers present in sectarian Protestant ideology. 

Historians have debated just how revolutionary the American Revolution was. Carl Becker maintained that there were two revolutions, one against Britain and the other a struggle between radical and conservative Colonials over who would come to power after the Revolution. Arthur Schlesinger saw the Revolution as a revolt of American merchants against British mercantilism. Bernard Bailyn maintained that the Revolutionary War was an ideological war between the forces of ideological and political change and the old ideological and political order in Britain. Gordon Wood who titled his book on the American Revolution The Radicalism of the American Revolution, points to the Revolution’s anti-monarchical impulse to make the argument that, in its time, the American Revolution was quite revolutionary. As the first revolution, claim those who support the proposition that the Revolution was radical, the American Revolution provided a new model for social and political change to every people, state, and nation of the world after it. It also provided a new political practice grounded in Enlightenment ideas. Only in hindsight from the vantage point of the Haitian, French, and Russian Revolutions, say those who argue for the radicalness of the American Revolution, can one make the claim that in its time the American Revolution was far from revolutionary.

In truth, the American Revolution was probably both non-revolutionary and revolutionary by eighteenth century standards. First the “non-revolutionary” aspects of the American Revolution. The American Revolution was not a revolt against the British class and status system. The elite leaders of the American Revolution—Thomas Jefferson included—accepted that class and status distinctions were both natural and inevitable. And they, by and large, saw themselves as the rightly rewarded meritocratic products of that class and status system. America’s revolutionaries did not attempt to do away with indentured servitude or slavery. They made no attempt to redistribute America’s wealth or bring about social equality. They did not break up America’s large landed estates, plantations, or manors. The wealthy landowners of the Hudson Valley like the van Rensselaer’s and the Livingstone’s and Virginia’s wealthy landowners like George Washington had, after all, been on the “right” side during the war. 

What was “revolutionary” about the Revolution was the emphasis on merit. Most Americans—wealthy, middling, or poor—now viewed hereditary privilege as anathema. And the new America outlawed hereditary privileges in the political arena, in the courts. Even the symbols of the aristocratic British courts were outlawed—wigs and scarlet robes, and in daily life. No longer was the language of deference to be allowed. Speaking of the legal system, the Revolution resulted in less harsh criminal codes and attempts to improve prison conditions or, from a more critical vantage point a la Foucault, the development of new methods to control the prison population. It resulted in greater concern for the mentally insane or the development of new means to control eccentrics. Some Americans—mostly in the North—even began to raise concerns about slavery. Some began to see it as inherently incompatible with the Enlightenment and Revolutionary emphasis on freedom and liberty. This debate even seems to have impacted some in slaveholding Virginia where the number of free Blacks increased from 2,000 to 30,000 between 1782 and 1810. In the Deep South the impact of this debate seems to have been minimal.

On free Blacks in the Antebellum period see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/aaohtml/exhibit/aopart2.html 
All of this had an impact, at least somewhat. Social mobility did increase in post-Revolutionary America, particularly for middling Americans, though whether this was because of revolutionary ideology or the realities of the frontier has been debated ad nauseum by historians. 

The Revolution was also revolutionary in its land policies. The French and Indian War and the end of the Revolutionary war meant that western lands could be opened up for settlement. “Settlement” of the Indian question, of course, would come somewhat later. And the opening up of western lands did impact the new nation. Americans could now buy land at reasonable rates. And buy land Americans did. An example: In Lunenburg County in Virginia two-thirds of those who were landless in 1764 had acquired land by 1782.

The American Revolution strengthened religious freedom in the new nation. The Revolution eroded religious establishment in America even further than had previously happened as a result of religious pluralism and Anglican institutional weakness had before it.

Finally, we should remember that the American Revolution was just one revolution among many in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries which “overthrew the old order” and were, claim many scholars, the products of the Enlightenment. The French Revolution followed the American in 1789. It’s “barbarity”, particularly during the Jacobin years (1793-1794), turned many Americans and Europeans against revolution. In 1791 slaves revolted against their French masters in what is today Haiti. Haiti would become an independent state in 1804. The Haitian Revolution turned many Americans against revolution because of fears of what it meant for slavery in the United States. In 1821 Mexicans revolted against their Spanish rulers and gained independence in 1821. Three year later Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica gained their independence. In 1822 Simon Bolivar led a revolt against Portuguese rule in Brasil that resulted in Brasilian independence. Bolivar, who modeled himself after George Washington, led successful revolts in Venezuela, Ecuador, and Peru against Spain in the 1820s. Greeks revolted against their Ottoman overlords in the 1820s finally winning their independence in 1830. By the way, in the end these revolutions to overturn the “old order” simply replaced the old boss with very similar new bosses. The United States of America is as much an oligarchy of wealth today as it was in the eighteenth century, perhaps more of one.

Links: The American Revolution

On the American Revolution see

http://www.pbs.org/ktca/liberty/ 
http://odur.let.rug.nl/usa/D/1751-1775/bostonmassacre/prest.htm 
Viewings and Listenings: Revolutionary America

Creating America

Talking History: Making America, 19 November (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Talking History: The Declaration of Independence, 3 July (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Founding Fathers

Talking History: Federalism and the Founding Fathers, 14 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Talking History: Slavery and the Founding Fathers, 21 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Talking History: Washington and his Slaves, 3 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
Talking History: Benjamin Franklin, 26 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Talking History: Americanisation of Benjamin Franklin (Windows Media Player)
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Chapter Eleven:

Creating the United States

During the Revolution America’s colonies created governments “under the authority of the people”.  This was an exaggeration, of course. Between 1776 and 1780 every province or state save Rhode Island and Connecticut, enacted new constitutions. Rhode Island and Connecticut simply revised theirs deleting all references to royal authority in the process. 

These new constitutions were created in several different ways. Many—New York, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, Virginia, New Hampshire, Delaware—were the products of constitutional conventions. Only in Massachusetts was the constitution submitted to voters for approval. In some states—New Jersey, Georgia, and South Carolina—

constitutions were the product of legislatures.

State or Provincial Constitutions can be found by exploring the documents web page at http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/18th.htm
Though these provincial constitutions varied in some of their details they in general established quite similar governmental structures. They were all modeled, after all, on previously existing colonial governmental forms. Most of these constitutions established bicameral annually elected legislatures though Vermont, Pennsylvania, and Georgia had unicameral legislatures. One of the changes all the constitutions made, of course, was to make their governors legislative rather than royal appointees. Most of the new constitutions limited the power of their governors. Only New York and New Jersey allowed their governors a veto. The constitutions mandated that judges be appointed for short terms by legislatures. The constitutions stressed that the legislative, executive, and judicial branches were to be separate though primary authority was grounded in the legislature, particularly in the lower house of those provinces with bicameral legislatures. Some provinces, Virginia for instance, passed bills of rights with their constitutions. The Virginia Declaration of Rights drawn up by George Mason in 1776 provided for freedom of expression, freedom of worship, freedom of assembly, the right to trial, protection against cruel and unusual punishment, protection against search warrants, and subordination of military to civilian authority 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb /avalon/virginia.htm). 

Voting rights in the new provinces were confined to those who held property since it was widely held that only men with property were free enough to make independent decisions. Property ownership was also a qualification for political office. As land was opened up on the American frontier and those who owned property as a result grew, more and more Americans—at least in theory—were eligible to vote and hold office in an electoral and a political system based on the ownership of property. A few statistics: the number of farmers and artisans in provincial assemblies rose 20% during the Revolution to more than half in the North several years after the war. In the South farmers and artisans were significant minorities in provincial legislatures in the years after the Revolutionary War.

Constitution making wasn’t only taking place on the province or colony level. On 12 June 1776 the Continental Congress appointed a committee consisting of one member from each province of the new United States to draw up a constitution for the new United States. A month later this committee had completed a draft of the new federal constitution. This constitution—the Articles of Confederation—was primarily the work of John Dickinson of Pennsylvania (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/artconf.htm). It established a federal government with very limited powers, the power to declare war, the power to conclude treaties and alliances, the power to define the boundaries of the provinces or states, the power to coin money, the power to request requisitions from the states, and the power to regulate trade. It provided for a unicameral legislature in which each state had one representative and hence one vote. Important measures—treaties, for instance—were required to obtain the approval of at least nine of the states. It did not create executive or judicial branches. All powers not granted to the federal government by the Articles were reserved to the states. The Articles of Confederation was finally approved by the Constitutional Congress after debates over the weakness of the federal government it established. Some argued that it was too weak. Before the Articles could go into effect it needed the unanimous approval of all the states. Debates over what the Articles meant for controversies over western land claims held up approval until February of 1781.

The period between the approval of the Articles of Confederation and the approval of the Constitution of the United States—1781 to 1789—was one characterized by state absorption in their own affairs and a weak federal government absorbed in its financial survival. The states took their time in appointing representatives to the federal legislature. Even when representatives were appointed there were problems. The federal legislature had no fixed place to meet, attendance at meetings that did take place was often irregular and meager making quorums sometimes difficult to achieve. The legislature did, despite this, achieve a few things. It dealt successfully, for instance, with the western Trans-Appalachian land controversies by passing the Ordinance of 1784. The Ordinance of 1784 (http://www.tngenweb.org/law/ordinance1784.html)

—drafted by Thomas Jefferson—declared that the western lands would be divided into ten self-governing territories and be granted statehood when they reached a population equal to that of the original 13 states.

Settlement of western Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee was already afoot by the 1770s

On the settlement of western Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee see http://xroads.virginia.edu/~ug97/albion/albion3.html
Further settlement of the frontier was stimulated by the Land Ordinance of 1785 (http://www.statelib.lib.in.us/www/ihb/resources/docldord.html). 

This provided for sales of land on the Trans-Appalachian frontier. Government surveyors were to survey the land and divide it into 36 sections per square mile. Four sections of these townships were to be set aside—two for ex-soldiers and two for schools. The remaining land was to be sold in 640 acre lots for not less than $1.00 dollar an acre at auction. As it happened most of this turned out to be more theory than practice. The government, needing monies, wanted to get rid of the land quickly. Wealthy land speculation companies—companies like the Ohio and Scioto land companies—rather than middling and poor Americans ended up purchasing the bulk of the land for around $.9 cents an acre. This would not be the last time government would end up aiding and abetting private enterprise in the United States.

These large and powerful companies were also able to lobby the federal government to revise the form of government in the territories. The result of this revision can be found in the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/nworder.htm). The Northwest Ordinance replaced the elected territorial officials envisioned by the Ordinance of 1784 with appointed judges and governors. The Northwest Ordinance stipulated that when a territory achieved a population of 5,000 a legislature would be established and when it reached 60,000 it could apply for statehood. Instead of the ten states envisioned under the Ordinance of 1784 the Northwest Ordinance envisioned five. Originally slavery was to be prohibited in these new territories and new states under the Ordinance but this provision was withdrawn from it by Congress. Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, and Wisconsin would eventually emerge as states from the Old Northwest in 1803, 1816, 1818, 1837, and 1848 respectively after American forces had finally defeated the First Peoples native to the region.

On the settlement of the Old Northwest see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/umhtml/ 
Early America and the First Peoples

Treaties were made between the Europeans and the First Peoples. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 promised that First Peoples lands “would never be taken from them without their consent”. Europeans regularly broke these treaties with America’s First Peoples, however. As European settlement increased Europeans increasingly came to see indigenous peoples as roadblocks in the way of “progress” and encroachments on their lands became a common occurrence. 

In the early years America’s First Peoples were sometimes able to defeat the European invaders. In 1791 a coalition of First Peoples led by Michikinikwa or Little Turtle defeated an American force led by Arthur St. Clair at the Battle of the Wabash. A year later this coalition—absent Little Turtle who urged negotiations with the Americans instead—was defeated by General “Mad” Anthony Wayne at the Battle of Fallen Timbers and were, as a result, forced to cede most of Ohio to the US by the Treaty of Greenville. Fort Wayne, Indiana, by the way, is named after him “Mad” Anthony Wayne and began life as a fort built at the spot of the Miami village Kekionga at the confluence of the Saint Joseph, Saint Mary, and Maumee Rivers in northeastern Indiana. 

As time went on and as more and more European settlers arrived—they began to pour into Ohio and Indiana—the ability of First Peoples to maintain control over their lands declined. In Indiana that state’s governor William Henry Harrison tricked, bribed, and intimidated First Peoples in that state to cede their lands to the Europeans. Similar methods were used to dispossess First Peoples south of the Ohio River. The Shawnee Chief Tecumseh took his turn at trying to halt European expansion into First Peoples lands. Aided in doing this by the visions of his prophet brother prophet who’s visions predicted the imminent defeat of the Europeans and promised First Peoples that they would be safe from the bullets of the invader if they returned to the old ways. Believing in the visions (and imminent British aid) Tecumseh put together an “Indian” confederacy and attacked the Americans. He and his followers were defeated by American troops at the Battle of Tippecanoe in 1811. Slowly but surely First Peoples were being pushed across the Mississippi River as Jefferson himself began to urge. 

A collection of US treaties with First Peoples can be found at 

http://www.yale.edu/ lawweb/avalon/ntreaty/ntreaty.htm. 

US statutes relating to First Peoples can be found at 

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/statutes/native/namenu.htm.

America, Britain and Spain
Conflict between the Thirteen Colonies and the First Peoples wasn’t the only one American expansion into the Old Northwest brought about. American expansion into the Old Northwest brought it once again into conflict with Britain and Spain. Though the British had promised to evacuate their troops from the Old Northwest in the Treaty of Paris—the treaty ending the Revolutionary War—they had continued to station troops in the region in order to protect their fur trade. The British also wanted to maintain a presence in the region because they were sure the new US would eventually collapse. They thus initiated a policy of encouraging and supporting—including materially—First People resistance to American expansion. Spain fearing American expansion into the Mississippi Valley likewise strengthened its alliance with First Peoples, particularly with the Seminoles who made periodic raids into the United States from Florida. As a result Spain seized Natchez on the Mississippi and closed the river to all US traffic.

A Weak Federal Government

Threats from First Peoples, the British, and the Spanish weren’t the only problem the American federal government was facing. Finances, raising monies to keep the federal government running and operating, was also a serious problem for the new American federal government. The American government could not raise monies via taxation and was thus dependent on the states for requisitions. The states, in turn, sometimes ignored and sometimes acted quite slowly to fulfill the federal government’s requisition requests. Between 1781 and 1786 the federal government was able to collect only one-sixth of the monies it requested from the states, an amount insufficient for paying off the interest on the national debt it had accumulated thanks to the Revolutionary War. Federal attempts to raise monies in other ways—through a 5% duty on imports—failed. It was only the loans that Robert Morris was able to obtain from Holland that kept the federal government afloat. Another problem the new government faced was the currency issue. The paper money issued by the Continental Congress had depreciated to such an extent that it was no longer in circulation.

All of these were reasons for concern for many Americans. Increasingly many American intellectuals, economic leaders, and political leading lights began to argue that the Articles of Confederation were highly flawed. Merchants and ship-owners contended that the federal government needed to be given the power to regulate commerce in order to respond to British restrictions on American trade. Land speculators in the west thought the federal government needed to be given the power to deal with First Peoples threats in that region. Those hit by depreciation believed that the federal government needed to be given the power to establish national credit. More and more Americans, in other words, were coming to the position that the United States needed a stronger federal government. Alexander Hamilton and John Jay of New York, James Madison of Virginia and others began to push for a strong national government arguing that the Articles were pushing America toward chaos and anarchy.

The Constitution

As a result of all of this, representatives from five states meeting in Annapolis, Maryland in September of 1786 proposed holding a convention to which all of the states would send representatives to, as they put it, “render the constitution of the federal government adequate”. Hesitating at first the federal Congress finally took up the call and urged the states to send representatives to a national convention. The states finally responded and between May and September of 1787 representatives from each state—save Rhode Island—met in the Pennsylvania State House in Philadelphia to try to revise the Articles in order to strengthen the federal government, something which virtually all the delegates agreed were necessary. George Washington was chosen by the delegates to preside over the secret proceedings of the convention. Soon delegates had decided that it was better to draft a new constitution rather than to revise the old one. 

The question of how much sovereignty to take from the states and give to the federal government was in the background of virtually all the debates and controversies over the new constitution. Alexander Hamilton proposed a single consolidated American government but this garnered little support among the delegates. Most delegates wanted a balance between state governments and federal government and a balance within the new federal government, a federal government, in other words, that would not be monopolized by any one interest—economic, propertied, the masses. Not everyone agreed on how precisely to get to either. Delegates also disagreed on whether the new federal executive should be elected or appointed and what powers and how much the leader of the executive branch should have—political office at this time was, of course, a man’s game.  They disagreed over whether there should be one or two houses in the federal legislature and on how each state should be represented—by population or by equal numbers from each state—in a bicameral or unicameral legislature.

James Madison of Virginia was the first to try his hand at forging a compromise to which all could agree. His draft provided for a legislative branch consisting of two houses both elected on the basis of population. It provided for an executive and a judiciary both of which were to be elected by the legislature. Both of these were to have veto power over state legislation impacting the new constitution. The smaller states for obvious reasons opposed this plan. 

The next person to offer a plan was William Patterson of New Jersey. His proposal called for a single legislative body consisting of one member from each of the states. It was to have the power to regulate commerce and collect taxes. State sovereignty was left untouched. As you can imagine, the larger states opposed this plan again for obvious reasons. 

After a month long debate a compromise was finally reached and agreed upon. This compromise provided for a legislative branch consisting of two houses. A lower house, the House of Representatives, consisting of members elected on the basis of state population size—the greater the population the more representatives the state would have—and a higher body, the Senate, in which each state would have an equal number of representatives appointed to that body—two. Members of the Senate were to be appointed by each state’s legislature. 

How to calculate a state’s population now became a problem. The southern states wanted slaves counted for population—representational—purposes but not for tax purposes. The northern states wanted slaves counted for tax but not for population purposes. A compromise was reached with the three-fifths clause. This meant that slaves would be counted as three-fifths of a person for both population and taxation purposes. Another problem was federal regulation of commerce. The South was economically dependent on the export of staple crops like tobacco and cotton and feared that the federal government would tax exports and interfere with the slave trade. A compromise was reached to allay Southern fears on this issue. It was decided that the federal congress would not have the power or authority to tax exports or abolish slavery for 25 years. 

The new constitution (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/usconst.htm and http://usinfo.state.gov/products/pubs/constitution/constitution.htm)

—it was around 6000 words—specified a number of federal government powers (remember the context for all of this is the perceived weakness of the federal government established by the “Articles of Confederation”). The federal government—which was divided into legislative, executive, and judicial branches so to check and balance each other—was given the power and authority to maintain an army and navy, coin and borrow monies, collect taxes, regulate commerce, make treaties, and pass laws necessary for the execution of these laws. As a sop to those concerned about the federal role in foreign policy, a two-thirds majority was required before the Senate could ratify treaties. Executive authority was to be vested in one person, the president. He—again politics at this time was a man’s world—was to be the country’s commander in chief. He had the power of veto—these could only be overridden by a two-thirds vote of both houses of the legislature. The Senate was to work closely with the president. The executive could only be impeached for “high crimes and misdemeanours”. 

With the new “Constitution” the states lost some of their former powers—the power and authority to issue money, make treaties, and to stay contracts. It is worth remembering that both federal and state governments are considered as sovereign in their spheres by the new constitution. The constitution did not discuss, however, the boundaries between these two sovereign powers making debate over this issue a national pastime. What was in the new constitution also meant that the popular will—democracy—had been checked. The members of the popular body, the House, were to be elected every two years and checked and balanced by the more elitist Senate whose members were to be appointed by state legislatures every six years. 

The “Constitution” also made the election of the president an elite enterprise. Those Americans who could vote chose the president only indirectly by electing electors—electors who, in more than half the cases between 1792 and 1800 and half the cases between then and 1812, were appointed by state legislatures. The electors chosen by the voting public, in turn, elected the president. Since electors were not locked into voting for whomever the voting public choose, they could elect whomever they thought the best candidate was. The number of electors, by the way, was determined by the total number of House and Senate members from each state.  

There were some things that the delegates to the constitutional convention didn’t define in the new constitution, that they were deliberately ambiguous about, the federal judiciary, for instance. The Convention did make amending the Constitution was easier than amending the Articles though it was still not easy. Amending the new constitution required a two thirds majority of both Houses followed by approval of two-thirds of the states.

Before the Constitution could go into effect the Constitutional Convention mandated that state conventions approve the document. There was intense debate in the states over whether the new constitution should be approved or should not be approved. It is not easy to pigeonhole proponents and opponents of the Constitution. Federalists—the name posterity has attached to those who supported approving the new Constitution—included “men of property and standing” like Thomas Jefferson and John Jay, planters, well-to-do farmers, merchants and lawyers, and urban labourers, artisans, and tradesmen. Anti-Federalists—the name posterity has attached to those who opposed approving the Constitution—included small farmers, particularly farmers in debt, the great Hudson Valley landowners, and many of the leading “men of property and standing” from Virginia including Patrick Henry, Richard Henry Lee, George Mason, and Samuel Adams, and New Yorkers like George Clinton. 

Opponents of the new Constitution argued that the Constitution was both unnecessary and, in the final analysis, illegal. They condemned it for its centralization of power in a federal government. They condemned it for giving the federal government the power of taxation. They condemned it for creating a House of Representatives that was too small to be truly representative. They condemned it for not containing a bill of rights—a criticism that struck home for many. Proponents, including Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison who wrote a series of articles under the name Publius, maintained that need for Union, maintained that the Articles were insufficient to preserve that Union, asserted the need for a more active federal government, praised the new Constitution as consistent with “the true principles of republican government”, and maintained that a stronger federal government would preserve Americans “liberty and to prosperity” not undermine them.

The Anti-Federalist Papers

http://www.constitution.org/afp/afp.htm
The Federalist Papers

http://www.yale.edu/ lawweb/avalon/federal/fed.htm
State conventions began to meet to decide whether to ratify the Constitution or not. The state conventions in Delaware, New Jersey, and Georgia voted unanimously for ratification. Pennsylvania approved it 43-26. Connecticut went overwhelmingly for ratification, 128-40. Massachusetts barely ratified it 187-168 and recommended amendments to it after they did. Rhode Island rejected it. Maryland ratified it 63-11. South Carolina approved it 149-73 but recommended amendments to it. New Hampshire ratified it 57-47 recommending amendments to it. Though the Constitution was now, at least technically, approved by two-thirds of the states neither of the two most powerful and profitable states in the US—New York or Virginia—had ratified it yet. Virginia finally ratified the Constitution 89-79 after promises were made that a bill of rights to the Constitution would be proposed. Finally, the New York convention voted to ratify if just barely, 30-27, and recommended amendments. National elections for the House, Senate, and executive were called for January 1789. On 4 March 1789 the new Constitution and the new American government went into effect.

The new Constitution disestablished Christianity in the United States. Though religious establishment was eroded nationally—as I noted earlier—it remained in place in several states. Congregationalism was the established religion in most of the New England states. The constitutions of New Hampshire, Connecticut, and Massachusetts made Congregationalism the established religion of their states. Disestablishment of Congregationalism would only occur in New Hampshire in 1817, in Connecticut in 1818, and in Massachusetts in 1833. While other states did not establish a particular religion as the official religion of the state, some did continue to collect monies for churches via taxes. Rhode Island, for instance, continued to collect monies for Protestant bodies via tax collection. The fiercest struggles over the issue of religious establishment occurred in the South. Debate over the issue was only ended in Virginia with the passage of Thomas Jefferson’s Virginia Statutes of Religious Freedom in 1786. These statutes eliminated laws mandating that citizens either attend or support religious bodies and eliminated religion as a necessary qualification for those wanting to serve in political offices.

The Virginia Statues of Religious Freedom

http://www.lva.virginia.gov/whatwedo/k12/bor/vsrftext.htm
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Chapter Twelve: 

The New American Nation
American Identity, American Consciousness, and American Nationalism

In the years after the Revolutionary War Americans were beginning to develop a common identity and a common national consciousness despite the fact that the new nation was a nation in which state and local loyalties were of more importance than national ones. Most Americans in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were more loyal to their states than their federal government. There was, however, during this period a growing national sense. The memory and celebration of America’s victory over the British during the Revolutionary War was one of the factors playing into this increasing sense of American national identity. The war provided Americans with national heroes—Washington, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson—national shrines—Independence Hall, Bunker Hill, Mount Vernon—national symbols—George Washington, the Declaration of Independence, liberty, liberty trees, the American flag, the bald eagle, e pluribus unum—one from many. America’s others—the British, Catholics, First Peoples, the religious unorthodox—also tell us much about the developing American national character and American national consciousness.

An American consciousness was also beginning to express itself in the creation of an American culture. Noah Webster published his American “national language” textbook in 1783. Timothy Dwight published his epic poem, the Conquest of Canaan in 1785. John Trumbull painted celebrations of American victories during the Revolutionary War—“The Death of General Warren at the Battle of Bunker Hill” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:The_death_of_general_warren_at_the_battle_of_bunker_hill.jpg,

 the “Surrender of Lord Cornwallis at Yorktown”

http://www.aoc.gov/cc/art/rotunda/ surrender_cornwallis.cfm, 

and the Declaration of Independence http://www.ushistory.org/declaration/images/trumbull-large1.jpg
 —between 1816 and 1820.

Economics in the Early Republic

There were, as I mentioned earlier, a number of problems the Early Republic faced—a weak central government, problems the First Peoples, the British, the Spanish, debt, currency, and the recession of the 1780s. There were some bright spots in the Early Republic as well. After the recession of the 1780s the American economy began to pick up. New markets for American goods opened up in Europe and the Far East and America’s merchants and ship-owners were beginning to take advantage of these opportunities. America’s agricultural and manufacturing sectors were expanding. Banks were opening across the new nation.

The Demographics of the new United States
The Constitution had stipulated that a census of the population had to be undertaken every ten years. The fact that representation in the House was based on state population numbers necessitated this. America’s first census in 1790 numbered the population at around four million. Half of Americans lived above the Mason-Dixon Line—the line running between the southern boundaries of Pennsylvania and Maryland. The other half below the Mason-Dixon Line. Virginia was the most populous state in the Union. Only 3.3% of the population lived in towns above 8,000 inhabitants. There were about equal numbers of males in females in the nation. There were 750,000 Blacks in the United States. All but around 60,000 were slaves. One in eight in the South were Black. One in eight Americans were born abroad. About half of the population was under 16. 

The New American Politics

In the first election under the new constitutional system Federalists triumphed. Federalists captured the executive—America’s war hero George Washington was inaugurated president of the United States in the nations new capitol New York City—the House of Representatives, and the Senate. The future for the new government looked rather bleak, however, as I mentioned earlier. The new nation was deeply in debt. British and Spanish troops surrounded the new nation on all sides. First Peoples were raiding the new nation’s frontier settlements. The army and navy of the new United States were small. And many Americans were upset that the new constitution of the new nation did not contain a bill of rights.

As I mentioned in passing, many at the various state constitutional conventions were concerned about the lack of a bill of rights in the US Constitution. Many at these state constitutional conventions, as I noted, supported ratification with reservations. They wanted amendments to the Constitution that protected the civil rights of Americans. To allay concerns over the lack of a bill of rights in the Constitution the first Congress set about writing a bill of rights for the new nation. Soon Congress had written, adopted, and sent ten amendments to the Constitution to the states to be considered for adoption. By December 1791 the ten amendments had been approved and became part of the US Constitution. These ten amendments—they were called the Bill of Rights (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/rights1.htm). They guaranteed freedom of speech (amendment 1), freedom of assembly (amendment 1), freedom of the press (amendment 1), the right to bear arms (amendment 2), immunity from illegal search and seizure (amendment 4), due process of law (amendment 5), right to a speedy trial (amendment 6), and prohibited the establishment of religion (amendment 1), excessive bail (amendment 8), cruel and unusual punishment (amendment 8), and the quartering of troops in private homes (amendment 3). Amendment 10 reserved to the states all powers not delegated to the federal government.
I noted earlier that the Constitution did not establish the new American judicial system. The Judiciary Act passed by Congress in 1789 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/statutes/judiciary_act.htm)

rectified this. Congress created a hierarchical federal judicial system for the new United States. At the top of the judicial pyramid was the United States Supreme Court consisting of a chief justice and five associate justices. Below the Supreme Court were three circuit courts which were presided over by two Supreme Court justices and a circuit court judge. Below the circuit courts were thirteen district courts. The Act specified that the new Supreme Court had the power and authority to rule on the constitutionality of state court rulings.

There were other workings of the new government that were ironed out in the early days of the new nation. The Senate with its 22 members was supposed to serve as the president’s advisory council. Senators were supposed to advise and council the president on his appointments and on treaties. When Washington tried to obtain the advise and consent of the Senate on an Indian treaty, however, the Senate refused to discuss the matter in Washington’s presence. It thus became common practice for a president to submit a treaty for Senate approval after it was negotiated. As for advice, Washington looked elsewhere for it.

What the Congress did do—this in the fall of 1789—was create departments of State, Treasury, and War, and the offices of attorney general and postmaster general. Congress debated as to whether to make the heads of these departments and offices responsible directly to Congress—similar to what was happening in Parliament in Britain at the time—but in the end decided to make them directly responsible to the president instead. Washington named Alexander Hamilton Secretary of the Treasury and Thomas Jefferson Secretary of State. By the end of his second term the heads of state, treasury, and war became members of Washington’s advisory council, the cabinet, which met regularly to discuss policy matters.

It was Washington’s secretary of the treasury Alexander Hamilton who was the most forceful of Washington’s new appointees. Hamilton, who was suspicious of democracy and believed that government should preserve “the rich and well born”, had long been a proponent of a stronger central government. He believed that this strong federal government, especially the Treasury, needed to act to restore America to financial soundness and, in the process, tie the moneyed classes to the federal government. He set about to do just this.

Between 1790 and 1791 Hamilton set out his programmes for restoring public credit, instituting a national bank and his policy on manufactures in a series of pamphlets and then began to put them into practise. Hamilton proposed first that the new United States pay back all of the nation’s domestic and foreign debt at face value. After some debate, particularly on the domestic debt issue, this proposal passed.  He next proposed that the debts accrued by the states under the Articles be paid back. This proposal met greater resistance than the first particularly in the South which had already paid off its debts—South Carolina was the exception here—and were resistant to the idea that they would help pay off the debts accrued by the New England states. This proposal passed when Hamilton promised to make allowances for those states which had already paid off their debts. Hamilton’s next proposal was for the establishment of a national bank to be modeled on the Bank of England and which would serve as a repository of federal funds, issue paper money, stimulate the development of commerce and industry in the US, facilitate the collection of taxes, and put a curb on excessive paper notes issued by state banks. This proposal was even more controversial than the second. It ran into serious trouble when James Madison—one of the leading figures in the House—opposed it. The Constitution, he claimed, did not explicitly allow for the creation of a national bank and was therefore unconstitutional. Jefferson sided with Madison. Despite opposition Hamilton’s proposal for the Bank of the United States 

(http://www.ushistory.org/tour tour_1bank.htm, http://www. yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerdoc/bank-ah.htm)

passed Congress. It was given a charter for twenty years and was signed into law by Washington who, by the way, did not hesitate to do so despite Madison’s contention that it was unconstitutional. Finally, Hamilton proposed to institute protective tariffs, bounties, and subsidies in order to stimulate and protect America’s nascent industries. Congress shelved this report for the time being. Tariffs would be enacted by Congress in 1792 more in order to generate revenue than to protect American industry, however. 
Hamilton needed revenue in order to put his programmes into action. He thus proposed to Congress an excise tax on distilled liquor. Congress passed the tax in March of 1791. This bill generated intense popular opposition. As historian W.J. Rorabaugh has shown in his book The Alcoholic Republic Americans, between 1790 and 1820 drank around 5 gallons of alcohol per capita—it’s around 2 gallons today. As you can imagine a number of Americans were none to happy about a tax on distilled liquor. Opposition was so fierce that there was a rebellion against it in western Pennsylvania where mobs terrorized federal agents and closed down the courts all in an effort to prevent the federal government from collecting the tax. Washington, at Hamilton’s urging, finally called up three state militias to put down this “Whiskey Rebellion” 

On the Whiskey Rebellion see http://www.earlyamerica.com/earlyamerica/milestones/whiskey/ 
http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/presiden/proclamations/gwproc03.htm 
Hamilton’s financial and bank programmes did prove successful in lowering America’s debt and restoring her credit. The fact that there was support for and opposition to his plans, however, had one other outcome. They led to the creation of the first political party system in the United States to the consternation of most of America’s founding fathers who detested political parties. America’s founding fathers saw them as venal, self-serving, and disruptive. Hamilton’s plans also exacerbated the already existing sectional tensions in the United States that would prove long lived and are still with us today. Most of the support for Hamilton’s programmes came from the North. Most of the opposition to them came from the South.

Hamilton’s opponents looked at first to James Madison to spearhead the opposition to Hamilton’s plans. When Jefferson came out in opposition to Hamilton’s proposals, however, Hamilton’s opponents began increasingly to look to him to lead the opposition. Hamilton and Jefferson did disagree about a number of things though some have overemphasized the disagreements between them and underemphasized the fact that they had a number of views in common. The disagreement: Hamilton envisioned the new United States as a stratified society much like England while Jefferson saw the United States as a republic of gentlemen farmers. The agreement: Neither were proponents of democracy. 

Over time relations between Hamilton and Jefferson grew increasingly bitter and ever more personal. Each sought to undermine the programmes of the other while both were members of Washington’s cabinet. Jefferson would resign his position as secretary of state in December 1793. These differences between them didn’t only play out in official political circles. Soon each side had their own partisan newspapers backing them. The United States Gazette supported Hamilton, the National Gazette Jefferson. When Jefferson began to make alliances with Hamilton’s New York rivals Aaron Burr, George Clinton, and Robert Livingstone, a new political party was on the road to coming into existence. When it did come to life it would be given the name the Republican Party. It is the forerunner of today’s Democratic Party.

In 1792 George Washington was re-elected president of the United States. John Adams was elected vice-president despite a challenge from Jefferson. It would be foreign policy issues which would dominate Washington’s second term in office thanks in large part to the French Revolution. Most Americans supported what was happening in France until the execution of King Louis XVI and Marie Antoinette in 1792. With the execution of the king and queen many American minds began to change about the Revolution. To Federalists the execution of the king and queen confirmed their worst fears about democracy and the mob terror and violence it brought. Republicans defended the terror and violence claiming that the fight for liberty sometimes requires violence and bloodshed.

The New America and Foreign Policy

The impact of the French Revolution was more than ideological. It was also political since the Treaty of 1788 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy/france/fr1788-2.htm) 

mandated that the US protect French possessions in the West Indies from France’s enemies should France go to war. Since France declared war on Britain in 1791 the US was bound to protect France’s “possessions” in the Caribbean. America’s elite politicians disagreed about what the US should do. Hamilton argued that the 1788 treaty had been invalidated by the overthrow of the monarchy in France and the establishment of a new government in that new nation. Jefferson argued that the treaty was still binding but that if the US was to disregard its treaty obligations to France concessions from Great Britain would be required before it could do so. Washington sided with Hamilton.

What Jefferson meant by concessions from Great Britain was that the British would do something about her violations of the Treaty of Paris. As I mentioned before Britain continued to maintain forces in the Great Lakes region in violation of the Treaty of Paris that ended the Revolutionary War. She was also stirring up First Peoples against the Americans and supplying them with arms to raid American frontier settlements. Britain was also ignoring the maritime rights of neutrals, specifically US neutrals at sea. US ships traded with both the British and the French in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Some 250 American merchant ships were involved in the French West Indies trade alone after the French legalized trade with neutrals. The British responded to this by seizing American ships leaving French ports and confiscating their cargoes. The British justified their actions by noting that the “Rule of 1756” gave them the legal basis to seize “all ships laden with goods” from any colony of France.

Most Americans were angered by British actions but they could do little about them. John Jay was sent to negotiate with the British during the crisis to try to obtain concessions from them. The only concessions he got, however, was a concession from the British that they would withdraw their troops from the Great Lakes regions and this time they actually did. Jay’s inability to find a solution to British seizures of American ships and their cargos in the Caribbean further incensed Americans against the British. Many Americans blamed Jay for the failure. Many Americans urged that Congress impeach him while mobs burned him in effigy. The Senate after a long and bitter debate passed the treaty he had made with the British though just barely. Washington would wait two months before he signed it.

Treaties with the British were not the only ones the United States was concluding. In October of 1795 US envoy Thomas Pinckney concluded a treaty with France that solved one of America’s major problems. The treaty gave American free use of the Mississippi, the right to deposit goods in New Orleans, and Spanish recognition of the 31st parallel as the boundary between the US and New Spain http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy/spain/sp1795m.htm. 

When the next presidential election year rolled around Washington decided not to seek the presidency again. Thomas Jefferson decided that he would as did John Adams. Despite Hamilton’s attempt to give the election to vice-presidential candidate Thomas Pinckney—electors did not vote separately for president and vice-president—Adams became the second president of the United States. In his farewell speech Washington warned Americans of the dangers of foreign entanglements and party politics.

Despite Washington’s warning, however, party politics was alive and well in the Early Republic. A number of scholars have studied the demographics of Adams’s Federalists and Jefferson’s Republicans. This is what they have found. Federalists were strong in New England but had significant support in Virginia as well. Republicans were strong in the South but had significant support in New York and New England. Federalist supporters included merchants, ship-owners, manufacturers, artisans, farmers, free Northern Blacks, Congregationalists, Anglicans, and Quakers. Republicans included farmers, wealthy Americans, Baptists, Methodists, and Presbyterians. So what conclusions can we draw from this? Federalists support came largely though not exclusively from Pennsylvania north, Republican support came largely though not exclusively from the South. The new evangelical sects—Methodists and Baptists—tended to support the Republicans (was this because they were Baptists or Methodists or because most Baptists and Methodists were Southerners?) while older more mainline religious groups tended to support the Federalists (was this because Quakers and Congregationalists were Quakers and Congregationalists or prominent in Northern States like Pennsylvania and Massachusetts?)

You can find the papers of George Washington here http://gwpapers.virginia.edu/ 

John Adams, a Federalist from Massachusetts, was a man who, like many Federalists and many elite Republicans as well, deeply distrusted democracy. He also had a deep distrust of political parties. Upon assuming the presidency Adams kept Washington’s cabinet in place though Hamilton was no longer secretary of the treasury having resigned in 1795. Though Hamilton had resigned he still dominated the cabinet through sheer intellectual force.

Foreign relations continued to be a concern for the new administration as it had been for the old. There were problems with France. Angered by American acceptance of the British view of neutrality rights—remember we spoke about this earlier—France under the Directory now considered the US to be an enemy and refused to accept the new American ambassador and instituted it own policy of seizing American merchant ships leaving British ports loaded with goods. Adams attempted to initiate negotiations with France over the issue but was rebuffed by the French government until the US paid her a bribe of $250,000—this was a normal part of diplomacy at the time—and loaned her millions of dollars. There were problems with Spain. In 1795 the Spanish intendant in New Orleans once again closed that port to US goods and traffic. This was a problem since nearly one-half of the products of the new nation passed through New Orleans. 

Adams and most Americans were offended by the French demand. Congress thus abrogated the 1788 treaty between them, created a department of the navy, and voted funds for army and navy expansion. An undeclared naval war between the US and France resulted.

With war fever gripping the US the Federalist dominated Congress passed a number of acts aimed at immigrants from France and Great Britain—there was still great animosity toward the latter as well throughout the United States. It passed a Naturalisation Act which lengthened the residential requirement for voting from 5 to 14 years. It passed an Alien Act (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/statutes/alien.htm) which gave the president the power and authority to deport “aliens” deemed “dangerous to the peace and safety of the United States” It passed a Sedition Act (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/alsedact.htm)

designed primarily to silence opposition to the acts. This bill mandated fines and imprisonment for those convicted of publishing “false, scandalous, and malicious” opinions against the government. Needless to say, war almost always is accompanied by limits if not attacks on freedom of speech and civil liberties. The Alien and Sedition acts, by the way, primarily silenced resident alien and domestic Republican critics of the Naturlisation and Alien Act. Virginia and Kentucky responded to these acts by passing resolutions declaring them unconstitutional 

(http://www.yale.edu/ lawweb/avalon/kenres.htm, http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/virres.htm).
Though many, including Alexander Hamilton were urging war with France, Adams decided to reopen diplomatic negotiations with the French government in early 1799. By early 1800 negotiations bore fruit as France and the US signed a treaty which settled the differences between the two countries and released the US officially from the Treaty of 1788. Adams decision to negotiate with France led to a rift in the Federalist Party, however. Adams’s pardon of Captain John Fries for treason—Fries led a farmer rebellion against a new federal property tax in 1798—led to further splits in the Federalist ranks. Adams’s dismissal of two Hamiltonians from his cabinet finally pushed these splits into the open. These splits were so intense that when Adams ran for re-election to the presidency almost no Federalist leader supported him.

The 1800 Election

Republicans chose Thomas Jefferson as their presidential candidate and Aaron Burr as their vice-presidential candidate to run against Adams in 1800. The campaign was vicious. Aspersions were cast at Jefferson’s possible sexual liaison with one of his slaves, Sally Hemmings. He was accused of being an atheist, a Jacobin, and a libertine. Republicans accused Adams of being a monarchical tyrant and condemned the Alien and Sedition Acts and Federalist heavy tax policies all of which resonated with the Revolution generation. When the dust had settled both Jefferson and Burr had won 73 electoral votes to Adams’s 65 and Adams’s vice-presidential candidate Thomas Pinckney’s 64. Republican efforts to build a permanent, official, and national party organization to collect campaign funds and get its voters to the polls had paid off.

There was one problem for the Republicans, however. Both Jefferson and Burr had garnered the same number of electoral votes. It was up to the Federalist controlled House, therefore, to decide who would be America’s next president. They finally chose Thomas Jefferson on the 36th ballot as the US’s third president. By the way, Congress passed a law making elections for president and vice-president separate in 1804 putting an end to this problem once and for all.

Viewings and Listenings: Early America

American Experience, “Alexander Hamilton”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/hamilton/program/index.html
Talking History: Land and Landholding in the Early US, 8 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: The Smallpox Epidemic, 28 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Chapter Thirteen:

The Jeffersonian Era 1801-1824

As I mentioned before Thomas Jefferson was a man of the Enlightenment. He was a diplomat, a naturalist, an educator, an architect, a scientist, a farmer, and, of course, a politician. Jefferson was a man of contradictions. He founded and built America’s first state university, the University of Virginia, was committed to making education available for everyone, and made science a part of the UVA curriculum at a time when most colleges and universities had a curriculum emphasizing theology. Jefferson, as I noted earlier, was not a democrat in the radical sense. He questioned the abilities of the common man to hold office. He was critical of Federalist attempts to silence their opponents while at the same time not being above trying to silence his. Finally, he preached the gospel of liberty and freedom—he had written the draft of the Declaration of Independence—while at the same time remaining a slaveholder all his life. Jefferson was a man of his time in another way as well. Throughout his life Jefferson maintained that Blacks and First Peoples were inherently inferior to European Whites.

Jefferson was the first president to assume the office in the nation’s new capital in Washington, DC. The capital was moved to that muddy village of around 3000 on the Potomac River in 1800. After he assumed office Jefferson began the practice of writing messages to Congress rather than delivering them in person—a practice that would end only with Woodrow Wilson in the early twentieth century. He did not purge Federalists from the government though as offices in his government came open he generally appointed men from his own party to fill them.

Jefferson and his Republicans did reverse some of the policies of the Federalists. They repealed the Naturalisation Act of 1798 and restored the five year residential requirement for voting. They allowed the Alien and Sedition acts to expire and Jefferson pardoned those convicted under these acts still in gaol. They reduced government spending particularly military spending. They repealed the Federalist Judiciary Act of 1801 (also known as the Circuit Court Act and the Midnight Judges Act, the last a reference to its timing) which Adams had signed in the waning days of his presidency. Republicans regarded the act as unconstitutional and held that the federal courts were engines of federal centralization. This plan reduced the size of the Supreme Court from six justices to five and eliminated the justices’ circuit duties thereby allowing Adams and his Federalists to pack existing federal courts and the new federal courts created in the West with their fellow party members. On the other hand, Jefferson and the Republicans kept some of the Federalists programmes in place. They maintained America’s national bank as well as Hamilton’s policy of debt reduction.

The Louisiana Purchase

It was during the Jefferson presidency that the United States expanded dramatically. In 1801 Napoleon, yes THE Napoleon, signed a treaty with Spain in which Louisiana—that territory stretching west of the Mississippi to the Rockies and south from the mouth of the Mississippi to Canada—was once again restored to France. When news of the treaty reached the United States Jefferson as well as other Americans expressed concerns about the presence of an aggressive France on its borders. Jefferson responded to theses concerns by sending James Monroe to assist Robert Livingstone in France with negotiations to reopen New Orleans to American goods and traffic—recall that the Spanish had closed the port to American goods and traffic in 1795. Jefferson instructed Monroe to offer the French $10 million dollars for the port of New Orleans and western Florida or, if they refused the offer, to guarantee US access to both the Mississippi and New Orleans. If the negotiations failed Monroe was told to seek out an alliance with Britain against the French. 

Monroe arrived in Paris just as the French had suffered a humiliating defeat in Haiti—the Haitian Revolution saw a revolution that resulted in the overthrow of the French and the outlawing of slavery on the island. As Napoleon’s interest in his American Empire waned he offered to sell Louisiana to the US for $15 million dollars. Though neither Monroe nor Livingstone had been given the authority to purchase Louisiana they accepted Napoleon’s offer. The total cost of Louisiana was, by the way, more than twice the current federal budget of the nation at the time. 

With the purchase of Louisiana (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy/france/fr1803m.htm) 

some 828,000 acres of land and thousands of new Americans—the US had to guarantee citizenship rights to French men and women living in Louisiana—were added to the United States. At first Jefferson thought that a constitutional convention to approve the sale would be necessary—Jefferson himself had previously argued that both the acquisition of territory and the granting of citizenship to those living in territories would be unconstitutional without a constitutional convention. Time was, however, a problem. The Americans felt that if they didn’t act quickly that Napoleon might change his mind. Jefferson thus decided to submit the treaty selling Louisiana to the US directly to the Senate for ratification. The treaty passed with both Republican and Federalist support. 

Soon after the US acquired the Louisiana Territory Jefferson sent an expedition to explore it. This secret expedition—it was commanded by Captain Meriwether Lewis—set out from St. Louis in May 1804 (http://www.pbs.org/lewisandclark/). The Lewis and Clark expedition—named after the commander of the expedition and William Clark—began their expedition at the Missouri River north of St. Louis, followed it to its headwaters, crossed the Rocky Mountains, and followed the Snake River and then the Columbia River to where the Columbia emptied into the Pacific Ocean. They returned to St. Louis in 1806 with a collection of maps and drawings based on their explorations, botanical and geological specimens they collected during their travels, much data on the customs of First People’s they met along the way, and tales of Sacagawea, a Shoshone wife of a French trader, who helped them during their journey (http://staff.washington.edu/muzi/LC/LCmap.html). 

This expedition also strengthened America’s claims to the Oregon Territory occupied by Great Britain at the time—more about this later.

On the Lewis and Clark expedition see http://www.lewis-clark.org/ 
The purchase of Louisiana by Jefferson increased his popularity so that by the time he ran for re-election to the presidency in 1804 he won easily carrying every state save Delaware and Connecticut and his Republican Party took control of the House and the Senate. The victory of the Republicans, however, was not enough to cure the divisions in the Party. Some Republicans were upset that Jefferson had not yet expelled all Federalists from bureaucratic and judicial positions in the federal government while states righters expressed concerns over Jefferson’s federalist proclivities—the Louisiana Purchase, for instance. The party remained united, if tenuously, until two issues split it, Jefferson’s willingness to compensate speculators who had bought lands illegally but in good faith from the government of Georgia—the Yazoo land scandal—and the presidents request for $ 2 million dollars from Congress to purchase Florida from Spain.

States righters weren’t the only ones concerned about the Louisiana Purchase. Many Federalists thought that the Louisiana Purchase was going to undermine their party politically thinking that the territory, when organized, would be dominated by Republicans. As a result some Federalists like Timothy Pinckney began contemplating with the idea of creating a separate nation out of New York and New England. Former vice-president Aaron Burr—he had been dropped from the ticket in 1804—expressed sympathy for this position. Hamilton opposed it and undermined it at every point he could. Adding fuel to the Burr-Hamilton fire Hamilton also opposed and worked against Burr in his campaign to become governor of New York. Burr, angered by Hamilton’s actions challenged the former secretary of the treasury to a duel killing him on 11 July 1804.

To escape legal action—dueling was illegal in New Jersey where the duel took place—Burr fled westward seeking an alliance with Britain and later Spain and perhaps attempting to form a new nation in the Mississippi region. After a plan he devised for attacking Spain and Mexico failed in 1806 Burr was captured, arrested, and tried for treason. Though Jefferson wanted Burr hung Chief Justice of the Supreme Court John Marshall acquitted him of the charge.

Jeffersonian Foreign Policy

Speaking of foreign policy, Jefferson’s second term in office was characterized by a number of foreign policy problems. Particularly difficult was the position of US vis-à-vis France and Great Britain who were both still engaged in war with each other. This was, after all, an age dominated by Napoleon and the wars of Napoleon in Europe. The US was in a difficult position because they were the major neutral carrier of both countries goods. Great Britain’s Orders in Council in the early nineteenth century, in fact, undercut claims of American neutrality during the era (http://www.napoleon-series.org/research/government/british/decrees/c_britdecrees1.html). 

The US thus became a target of both France and Briain in their efforts to get at one another economically. Great Britain struck the first blow by tightening its policy regarding trade between neutrals with the French West Indies. The British had tolerated this trade as long as it was not direct. France had allowed the US to transport goods from the West Indies to America and then to France. In 1805, however, the British decided to outlaw even this indirect trade and regard neutrals carrying French West Indies goods as

enemy ships. In the same year a British court declared the US in violation of a 1756 British court ruling and ruled that British ships could lawfully seize American ships (the Essex case). To stop the trade British vessels began seizing American vessels engaged in the trade and instituted a blockade of the US coastline. Napoleon responded with a blockade of the British Isles and the establishment of the Continental system (an attempt to eliminate British trade with the Continent). With the blockade the French began to inhibit neutral vessels from entering the ports of Great Britain. Britain, in turn, extended its blockade to French ports and banished neutral ships from these unless they paid license and custom duties first in Great Britain. The impact on American ships was immense. Between 1803 and 1812 the British alone “impressed” somewhere between 5000 and 9000 sailors from American ships who they maintained were British citizens. Not all were. Some claimed to be naturalized Americans a category Great Britain did not recognize at all.

American ship-owners were incensed by the actions of both Britain and France finding it impossible to carry on trade with either. At first Jefferson tried diplomacy to settle the issues. In 1806 the president sent Thomas Pinckney and James Monroe to London to try to persuade the British to end “impressments” and pay compensation for losses of and on American ships. The treaty that resulted in 1806 did little to calm Americans since in it the British made no concessions on impressments and only minor concessions on the French West Indies trade. Opposition to the treaty was such that Jefferson did not even bother submitting the treaty to Congress for approval. Congress, in the meantime, tried threats. They passed the Non-importation Act or Embargo Act of 1807 mandating that until Britain reached an acceptable agreement with the US over “impressments” and compensation, British goods would not be allowed in US ports (http://www.napoleon-series.org/research/government/us/c_embargo.html).

On 1 June 1807 the impressments crisis reached its boiling point when the British frigate the HMS Leopold stopped and boarded the USS Chesapeake and forced her to hand over alleged British deserters. 21 US sailors were killed or wounded during the action. While Jefferson continued along the diplomatic path and Congress on its boycott class—Congress passed the Embargo Act later in 1807 (http://www.jmu.edu/madison/center/main_pages/madison_archives/life/secretary/embargo2.htm)

—many Americans—particularly in the South and on the Trans-Appalachian frontier where territory was linked to foreign policy due to British presence on the “frontier”—wanted war with Great Britain.

The Embargo Act did have some success. It injured Great Britain economically. It had a negative economic impact on the United States. American seaports suffered as ships set idle in New England’s harbours. Farm prices collapsed across the country, bankruptcies increased across the nation. Land values fell across the nation.

In the midst of this cold war America held an election. In the wake of their devastating defeat in the1804 election Federalists began to mimic Republican organisations. They began to create their own popularly based local party organizations. They began to sponsor their own partisan newspapers all across the country. They began to mimic the populist rhetoric the Republicans had used so well. Though they didn’t erase perceptions of themselves as a party of the rich and wealthy, Federalists did manage to do better in the 1808 elections than they did in 1804. Opposition to Jefferson’s foreign policy vis-à-vis Britain was almost certainly a factor here. They still lost the presidency to Republican and Jeffersonian James Madison of Virginia. 

The crises between the US, Britain, and France continued unabated during the Madison presidency. Congress reacted to the economic crisis precipitated by the Non-importation Act—recall that this act which prohibited trade resulted in an economic crisis in the US after its passage in 1808—by replacing it with the Non-intercourse Act of 1809. The Non-intercouse Act prohibited trade with Britain and France and allowed the president to restore trade with both or either if they agreed to respect US neutrality and maritime rights. Macon’s Bill of 1810 

(http://warof1812.casebook.org/documents/text.html?id=80e8b768397ae5d140 dfafccb0d53f28) 

offered Britain and France a bribe to try to get either nation to abandon their restrictions on US shipping. If one country abandoned the practice, non-intercourse would be instituted against the other. In August of 1810 France agreed to abandon its restrictions on US trade ships. Madison promptly instituted non-intercourse with Great Britain.

If you will recall Britain had, in the late eighteenth century, maintained troops in the Great Lakes region and had urged First Peoples there to unite to resist American expansion and even provided them with the weapons to try to do just this. This left a bad taste in the mouth of many Americans, particularly those on the Trans-Appalachian frontier. It is thus understandable that many Americans, particularly Americans on the frontier, would push war with Great Britain. Americans in the Old Northwest began to urge the US to invade Canada. Southerners began to urge a US invasion of Florida—in 1810, by the way, US citizens in the western part of Florida staged a successful revolt against Spanish rule and requested annexation to the US—Madison complied. A similar revolt in eastern Florida failed.

The “war hawks”—a name given pro-war members in Congress by their opponents—continued to push war with Great Britain. They did so because they believed very strongly that the United States could not be a fully independent nation until they no longer passively accepted foreign influence in their trade. The leader of the “war hawks” was the Speaker of the House Henry Clay from Kentucky. War hawk” support was strong in the South and West. He used his power to put other “war hawks” in important committee positions in the House.

Madison, on the other hand, was not a “war hawk”. Since he despaired of ever achieving a change in British policy, however, he sent a list enumerating British offences— impressments, harassment of American ships by the British, British incitement of Indian raids on the frontier—to Congress. On 18 June 1812 the House and Senate declared war on Great Britain by votes of 79 to 49 and 19 to 13 respectively. Support for the declaration came from the South and the West and from Republicans. Few in New England, New York, New Jersey supported it and no Federalists voted for it. 

For documents on the War of 1812 see 

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/ diplomacy/britain/br1814m.htm.

1812 was also an election year. Madison was running for re-election this time against New York’s DeWitt Clinton. Madison won the electoral count 128 to 89. It was Pennsylvania, the only state other than Vermont in the “North” to go for Madison, that gave him the victory.

The War of 1812

The United States was almost totally unprepared for war in 1812. The armed forces had been reduced to around 6700 men by recent Republican administrations. The US navy had only 12 ships ready for action and none were being built. America’s treasury was almost bankrupt. The fact that the Republicans had refused to re-charter the Bank of the US in 1811 meant that the American state had lost a valuable institution through which it could raise monies for the federal government. It also, by the way, meant that there was no central depository for American funds. This would be a major factor in the currency crisis that followed after state banks flooded the US with paper money of questionable worth.

Despite its difficult financial and military situation the United States decided to invade the Canadas—Upper and Lower. At the time the Canadas were small in population, had limited numbers of British troops defending their borders, and had significant numbers of French residents whose loyalty to the British government was questionable. The invasions of the Canadas by American troops turned out to be a disaster. An invasion of Upper Canada was repulsed and British troops took several American frontier settlements near the Great Lakes including Detroit. A second invasion of Upper Canada resulted in an initial American victory and the capture of the capital York. When Americans looted York and burned Parliament and other government buildings in the capital, however, they angered many Canadians and American forces were once again driven out of Upper Canada.

1813 turned out to be a more successful year for American military forces. Oliver Perry won a naval victory over British forces on Lake Erie giving America control of the Great Lakes. William Henry Harrison retook Detroit and defeated British forces at the Battle of the Thames near Chatham, Upper Canada, contemporary Chatham, Ontario. The defeat of Napoleon in Europe by British, Russian, Austrian, and Prussian forces in 1814 allowed Great Britain to transfer 20,000 troops to the Canada’s ending once and for all America’s dream of conquering British North America.

Not everything looked bleak for the Americans. The more manoeuverable US frigates managed to win several spectacular victories over their British counterparts while US privateers managed to capture some 1300 British vessels. These successes were limited, however, for in 1814 the Royal Navy successfully instituted a blockade against America’s ports along the Atlantic coast bottling up the American navy and successfully crippling American sea trade.

By late summer 1814 the United States was on the defensive almost everywhere. The British now occupied most of the coast of Maine. In August a British force landed in the Chesapeake and on 24 August they captured Washington putting to the torch the Capitol, the White House, and other governmental buildings as payback for what the Americans did to York.

The British now began to plan an invasion of the United States from the Canadas. The invasion suffered a setback, however, when a British flotilla and later a British army was defeated by American forces at the Battle of Plattsburgh on 11 September.

As 1814 drew to a close the United States was still in dire straits. The nation was on the verge of bankruptcy. To pay for the war the federal government had to raise taxes, impose excise duties, and try—unsuccessfully it turns out—to borrow monies. Bonds were issued but brought in only half of their value. In New England Federalists, who felt that the war was a means to undermine their party, were discouraging their citizens from enlisting in the American military, refused to allow their militias to take part in yet another invasion of the Canadas, and refused to loan monies to the federal government though they did loan monies to Great Britain. New England was now threatening to secede from the United States.

In December of 1814 delegates from the New England states met in Hartford, Connecticut to consider secession. The victory of American forces over the British at New Orleans ended any talk or threat of secession. The Battle of New Orleans—the battle between the Tennessee militia led by Andrew Jackson—a name we will hear more of in the near future—and British forces occurred two weeks after the Treaty of Ghent ended the war between the British and the Americans. This may tell us something about the speed of trans-Atlantic communications in the early nineteenth century.  

The Treaty of Ghent 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/ diplomacy/britain/ghent.htm)

called for the return of conquered territory by both sides but did not touch at all on the controversial issues of impressments or blockades. Both sides tired of fighting simply wanted the war to be over.

The War of 1812 had a number of impacts on American society and politics. It provided an economic stimulus to New England manufactures. Wars, of course, often do just this. Jackson’s victory over the Creek at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend in March of 1814 crippled Indian power east of the Mississippi River. It gave the US a certified war hero in “Old Hickory”. It increased the Anglophobia already present in the US since before the Revolutionary war. It heightened American nationalism and extended a nascent sense of American identity. That the American sense of the War of 1812 involved memorializing victories and forgetting defeats and the US torching of York should not be surprising since this is generally how nationalistic memory works.

The New Party System and the Expansion of the Federal Government
After 1815 the two party system that had dominated American political culture since the Constitution began to fray as the Federalist Party began to go the way of the dinosaurs. In the presidential election of 1816 Republican James Monroe won the presidency by a landslide over a weak Federalist candidate taking 183 electoral votes to his opponents 34. By 1820, when Monroe ran unopposed for president and won an easy re-election, the Federalist Party was no longer a force in American political life.

The decline of two party politics in the United States didn’t mean that political strife ended since Republicans themselves were rife with factionalism, a factionalism grounded, as the first party system had been, in disputes over both domestic and foreign policy issues. Some Republicans continued their opposition to standing armies, the centralization of federal power, and loose constructionism relative to the Constitution. Some Republicans, mostly young Republican politicians, came to favour standing armies, centralization of power, and going beyond constitutional constructionism.  The Republican president James Madison himself would double the size of the US navy and quadruple the size of the US army in 1816. Additionally, tariffs to protect American manufactures particularly in textiles and iron were instituted, the Second Bank of the United States was chartered, and federal monies were made available to improve transportation nationwide so to tie the country together. Henry Clay referred to this as the American System.

Not all “internal improvements” were, however, acceptable to Madison and Monroe. They vetoed most of the internal improvement bills Congress passed. Construction of roads, and canals were thus largely left to the devices of state governments and private enterprise. One transportation project that both the legislative and executive branches did vote to fund was the Cumberland or National Road Bill. Construction of the Cumberland or National Road began in 1811 at Cumberland, Maryland on the Potomac River and by 1818 stretched to Wheeling, Virginia—now Wheeling, West Virginia—on the Ohio River. By 1839 it was extended to Vandalia in south central Illinois.
The legislative branch was not the only branch of the federal government at work extending the power of the American state. So was the US Supreme Court. Probably the most famous decision of the Supreme Court extending federal power was McCulloch v. Maryland of 1819 

(http://www.law.cornell.edu /supct/html/historics/ USSC_CR_ 0017_0316_ZS.html). 

In McCulloch v. Maryland the Supreme Court used the “implied powers” clause of theConstitution to rule against Maryland’s attempt to impede the operations of the re-chartered Bank of the United States within it borders when it ruled that the constitutional justification for such a bank was implied in the Constitution and that Congress could thus do anything not explicitly prohibited by the US Constitution.

The Court was not simply extending federal power during these years. It was also upholding private property rights in the US. In Dartmouth College v. Woodward in 1819 (http://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/historics/USSC_CR_0017_0518_ZS.html) the Court held that New Hampshire could not invalidate a contract in order to bring Dartmouth under state control. In Fletcher v. Peck of 1810 

(http://www.law.cornell.edu /supct/html/historics/USSC_CR_0010_0087_ZS.html) it upheld the legality of the illegal Yazoo land contracts that Georgia sought to invalidate and which we spoke about earlier.

American Nationalism and American Foreign Policy

The American nationalism I referred to earlier is probably best seen in America’s foreign policy in the early nineteenth century. It was during this period that an idea which has become almost second nature to most Americans was first expressed, the notion that Providence or God intended the United States to possess the whole of the North American continent. Interestingly, this notion first expressed by Secretary of State John Quincy Adams, son of President John Adams and himself a future president of the United States.

For many American politicians—including Adams—diplomacy was the means to the end of American expansion. The Rush-Bagot Treaty of 1817 limited US and British ships on the Great Lakes to the number required for enforcement of customs regulations. In so doing, it also, of course, limited British power on the Great Lakes. The Convention of 1818 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy/britain/br1818m.htm) 

recognised US fishing rights off Newfoundland and Labrador, established the 49th Parallel as the boundary between the US and the Canadas, and instituted joint US and British control of the Oregon Territory. In the Adams-Onis Treaty of 1819 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/ avalon/diplomacy/spain/sp1819.htm) 

Spain ceded Florida to the United States and defined the boundaries between the US and Spanish possessions in the Southwest and West.
1823 was also, of course, the year of the Monroe Doctrine—it was named after the president who propounded it, James Monroe 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb /avalon/monroe.htm). 

It was revolts in Spain’s South American colonies that led Monroe to author this policy. The US was concerned that Spain and perhaps other European countries would intervene in areas where rebellion took place to restore what many Americans saw as the anti-democratic and despotic status quo in Latin America. The Monroe Doctrine made clear US opposition to any European intervention in the Americas and stressed that the Americas were no longer open for European colonization business and that any attempt by the European powers to colonise the Americas would be seen as unfriendly acts by the United States. It also promised that the US would not interfere in the affairs of the European colonies in the New World. It is worth remembering that the Monroe Doctrine excluded Haiti from it because it had “a government of people of colour”.

The US was actually not militarily powerful enough to enforce the doctrine in its early years. It was, in fact, British naval power which enforced it. The British had no desire to see a restoration of Spanish rule in Spain’s rebellious colonies since it had developed a healthy trading relationship with them.

The Monroe Doctrine would be forgotten by most Americans and lie dormant for around a century. In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and beyond it would, however, become central to US policy in Latin America. Most Latin American countries, of course, would come to regard the doctrine as symbolic of their domination by American cultural, political, economic, and military power.

Sectionalism and Expansion
Though the War of 1812 strengthened American nationalism and Americans sense of a shared common identity and consciousness, the period after the war saw sectional disputes remain important in American life. Many in the South felt that their region of the nation was being exploited for the enrichment of others, namely, Northern, read New England, manufacturers. For many of them the tariff of 1816, which was meant to stimulate economic development all across the US, may have stimulated further industrial development in the North but had little impact on the South. Controversies over whether slavery would be legal in the new territories and states in the West further exacerbated sectional tensions. It was the debate over whether Missouri would be slave or free which brought many of these tensions out into the open.

Missouri, which had been carved out of the Louisiana Purchase, had been settled primarily by Southerners—of Missouri’s some 66,000 inhabitants, around 6,000 were slaves—and its constitution guaranteed that slavery would be legal. When a bill to admit Missouri to the Union came before Congress in February 1819 a debate ensued. A representative from New York proposed an amendment which mandated that if Missouri was given statehood it would gradually eliminate slavery from its boundaries. This amendment passed the House—there were more Northerners in the House given that population increases in the North far outstripped those in the South—but not the Senate—there was a balance between 11 free and 11 slave states here. In the Senate the amendment ran into strong opposition from powerful Southern Senators. 

Opposition to slavery was also becoming common among the Northern populace. A number of Northerners had come to the conclusion that slavery was an evil which shouldn’t be allowed to spread—more about this later. As Northerners attacked the “peculiar institution” more and more Southerners began to defend it. A compromise finally saved the day. The Missouri Compromise of 1820 (http://www.loc.gov/rr/program/bib/ourdocs/Missouri.html) authored by Henry Clay settled the controversy by admitting both Missouri and Maine—Maine was carved out of Massachusetts—at the same time. Missouri was admitted as a slave state, Maine as a “free state”. The compromise established a precedent when it mandated that slavery be prohibited in the Louisiana Purchase north of the 36 degrees 30 minute line except Missouri.

With the slavery issue settled, at least for the moment, settlement of the frontier began apace. Between 1810 and 1819 the population of the Trans-Appalachian frontier doubled. As a result five new states were added to the United States. 

Frontier settlement did have some negative consequences, however. Speculation in western land by land speculators resulted in higher prices for farm land and farm products. This, in turn, led to even further land speculation. It is also worth remembering that purchases of land were often transacted with inflated paper monies. This land speculation went on until 1819 when the economic bubble finally burst. Commodity prices and land values fell. Businesses collapsed. Many state banks failed. A depression resulted and hit the west particularly hard. This depression would last until 1823. The Bank of the United States actually played a role in this economic downturn. Fearing what was afoot the Bank finally begun to contract credit and force sound banking practices on banks though far too late precipitating, in the process, a downturn in the economy. Most Americans blamed the Bank of the United States for the crisis. Many asserted that Eastern fat cats were getting rich on the backs of westerners. This rhetoric, it turned out, would be a foreshadowing of things to come.

Links: The Jeffersonian Era

You can find the papers of Thomas Jefferson here http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/collections/jefferson_papers/ 

and here http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/presiden/jeffpap.htm 

Here is the PBS Jefferson site http://www.pbs.org/jefferson/ 
Viewings and Listenings: Jeffersonian America

The Louisiana Purchase and Lewis and Clark

Talking History: Jefferson and the Louisiana Purchase, 27 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Talking History: Lewis and Clark, 24 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
War of 1812

Johnny Horton, Battle of New Orleans

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qxB42cjHTGg (mistakes)

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LsRK3DNoa_Q
Chapter Fourteen:

American Society and Culture 1810 to 1860

Demographic Changes

Before we discuss some specifics of American life between 1815 and 1860 I want to discuss several broad social and cultural changes that were taking place in the United States during those years.

Some demographic data before we begin. Between 1815 and 1860 America’s population doubled around every 25 years. By 1860 America had a population of around 31 million. And the population of America was youthful. In 1830 45% of the US population was under 15, 32.6% of it was under 10. 

America’s ethnic composition was also changing as immigration to the United States increased dramatically during those years. Before 1815 the number of immigrants coming to the US was relatively small. By the 1830s immigrants were arriving at around a rate of 50,000 per year. By the 1850s around 300,000 per year were arriving in the US. Between 1815 and 1860 a total of around 5 million immigrants would arrive in the United States, more than the nation’s total population in 1790.

Most of the immigrants came for economic reasons, to escape overpopulation or famine at home. The Irish Famine of 1845 to 1849, to take one example, forced many Irish to emigrate to the United States and other Settler Societies like Australia and New Zealand. During this period many European nations were experiencing unrest. 1848 saw revolutions occur all across Europe from France to the German speaking lands. Many of the powers that be of lands experiencing revolution came to see migration as a way for them to rid themselves of the discontented in their midst. They thus began to urge some of their poor to immigrate to New Worlds. Decreases in the costs of immigrating—decreases in passenger rates, in particular—was an important factor leading many of Europe’s poor to take the immigrant plunge.

Most of those immigrating to the US settled in the North and the Upper Mississippi Valley. Immigrants with industrial skills tended to settle in Pennsylvania and Ohio—there were burgeoning coal, oil, and iron industries there—and New England—where the textile industry, in particular, was growing. Immigrants with farming skills tended to settle in the Old Northwest and later on in the Great Plains. Immigrants from particular ethnic groups tended to settletogether in particular locales. Many German speakers settled in Ohio, Northern Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Iowa and cities like Cincinnati, Milwaukee, and St. Louis. Many Swedes and Norwegians settled in Wisconsin and Minnesota. Many Irish settled in New England, New York, and Pennsylvania, particularly in such cities as Boston, New York City, and Philadelphia. By the way, Irish immigrants, given the prejudice they met—more about this soon—often had little option other than to take menial jobs as labourers, waiters, carters, canal diggers, railroad builders, and domestics. These last were often filled by Irish women.

Increases in immigration from Ireland and increases in the number of Catholics in the US as a result of Irish and German speaking immigration to the US resulted in increased nativism or Americanism and anti-immigrant prejudice. Irish immigrants were often regarded by many Americans as little better than Blacks or dogs. Many Protestants—remember that for many of America’s Protestants Catholicism was a despotic religion run by a man who many regarded as the anti-Christ during this period. Some Americans even began to argue that Catholic immigration itself was a popish plot to undermine American democracy and its free institutions and replace them with Catholic churches, Catholic schools, and Catholic monasteries run by an anti-democratic Catholic hierarchy. The 1830s saw a flurry of anti-Catholic literature appear in the United States and mob burnings of a Catholic monastery in Massachusetts and a Catholic church in Philadelphia. 

By the late 1840s Americans were beginning to organize secret societies to protect “the Republic” from what they thought was an alien and Catholic menace. Around 1853 the Order of the Star Spangled Banner—known more popularly as the Know Nothing Party—was formed to limit the influence of immigrants on American politics. Know Nothings, as they have come to be called, advocated the exclusion of “foreigners” and Catholics from public office, stricter immigration laws, and literacy tests for voting. The Party grew rapidly at first as native born Protestant artisans and businessmen joined it. In 1854 the Party elected 104 members to Congress all across the nation. By 1855 the Know Nothings fell victim to the same forces that were splitting the country apart, the issue of slavery. Disagreements in the party over slavery led Northern members to walk out of the party’s national convention after a resolution supporting the Kansas-Nebraska Act, this act repealed the prohibition of slavery north of latitude 36°30´, was passed. Much more about how slavery tore the United States apart soon.

Demographics weren’t the only thing changing in the United States. The geography of the United States was changing. By 1860 the boundaries of the United States extended from “sea to shining sea”, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, as the number of states increased from 18 to 33. America’s cities were also growing fed by immigrants coming into the nation from abroad. A sense of America’s urban growth can be gleaned from the numbers alone. In 1820 7.2% of Americans lived in towns of 2500 or more. By 1860 19.8% of Americans lived in towns of 2500 or more. In the 1840s alone America’s urban population grew from around 1.8 million to around 3.5 million, a 92% increase. This was the greatest percentage increase before or since. New England was America’s most urbanized region—more than one-third of New Englanders lived in towns and cities by 1860. The South was the least urbanized region of the nation. Only around 10% of Southerners lived in towns or cities. In 1815 the US had only two cities with populations of over 100,000, Philadelphia and New York City. By 1860 six American cities had populations over 150,000. England, by comparison, had seven. By the 1860s New York City overtook Philadelphia to become America’s largest city thanks to its ports, the Hudson River, and the Erie Canal—more about this last shortly. By the 1820s New York was becoming an economic and finacial behemoth as a result of its domination of both Southern and overseas trade.

The Transportation Revolution
America’s economy was transformed between 1815 and 1860. Transportation expanded, communications improved, foreign trade boomed, immigration brought agrarian and industrial workers into the United States as the agrarian economy that dominated the nation before 1815 became was increasingly more capitalist and commercial.

It was improvements in roads which began America’s transportation revolution. The earliest toll road in the US was the turnpike connecting Philadelphia, Pennsylvania with Lancaster, Pennsylvania in 1794. It is now part of US Highway 30. Over the next thirty years 4000 miles of turnpikes were built across the US but particularly across New England and the Middle Atlantic states. Usually they were built by private companies chartered to do so by the states. Tolls supported them and brought private companies and investors their profits. States and local governments did invest in toll roads eventually. State and sectional jealousies kept the federal role to a minimum, however. It was the federal government, as we noted earlier, which financed the most famous of these roads, the National Road. Migrants traveled along these roads on horse, by stagecoach, or on Conestoga wagon. And, of course, these roads proved important for the transport of goods.

By 1835 turnpike building began to cool off as steam powered vehicles began to make their appearance. Steam powered paddle wheel boats had been plying the Delaware River as early as 1787. Robert Fulton’s development of the steam boat changed everything. In 1807 Fulton’s Clermont sailed up the Hudson from New York City to Albany in 32 hours. Fulton and his partner Robert Livingston originally had a monopoly on passenger and cargo trade along this route. The Supreme Court in Gibbon v. Ogden (http://www.tourolaw.edu/patch/Gibbons/) found this monopoly unconstitutional in 1824.

It was in the West in particular that the steamboat would have its greatest impact. In 1811 a steamboat journeyed from the Ohio River to the Mississippi and on to New Orleans. By 1830 around 200 steamboats plied the waters of the Mississippi and its tributaries. By 1850 the number of steamboats on this river system rose to around 500. Famous American author the Missouri born Mark Twain would write about his experiences working on these steamboats in his Life on the Mississippi (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/TwaLife.html) 

published in 1883. As steamboat traffic increased passenger and cargo costs decreased and Chicago and New Orleans became important storage centres and ports for the flour, corn, beef, tobacco, and lumber trades of the West and Midwest. The steamboat industry was, however, quite dangerous. 30% of all steamboats built before 1849 were lost in accidents of various forms. In 1858 47 Western steamboats sank, 19 burned, and 9 exploded killing 259.

The next step in America’s transportation revolution was canals. In 1816 there were around 100 miles of canals in the United States. Then the Erie Canal was built (http://www.eriecanal.org/maps.html). The Erie Canal—built between 1817 and 1825—was the largely the brainchild of New York governor DeWitt Clinton. When built the canal linked Albany and the Hudson River to Buffalo and Lake Erie. It was 363 miles long and contained 83 locks and 18 aqueducts. In 1826 alone 19,000 boats and rafts plied the waters of “Clinton’s Ditch”. It reduced travel time from Albany to Buffalo from 20 days to 8 and reduced freight charges from around $100 dollars to $15. By 1826 revenues collected from the canal had already paid the costs of its construction. Beyond reducing travel time and transportation costs the Erie Canal made New York City the transportation and financial capital of the United States and transformed upstate New York bringing change—demographic and economic—to places like Albany, New York, Utica, New York, Rochester, New York, and Buffalo, New York. Again a few numbers can give us a sense of the scale of this change. By 1850 one half of all of America’s foreign trade passed through New York City. The moral of this story? The Erie Canal is yet another instance of government, in this instance state government, spurring economic growth. The success of the Erie Canal, by the way, spurred canal building by state governments across the United States. States got the funds for building these canals primarily from British investors. By 1840 3,326 miles of canals had been dug across the US at a cost of around $125 million dollars. The canal boom would last until 1837 when the panic of that year—a panic attributable in part to excessive canal building—brought state canal builders close to bankruptcy.

On the Erie Canal see http://www.history.rochester.edu/canal/  

The construction of the Erie Canal even stirred tourism. The coming of the Erie Canal would make the great falls on the Niagara River near Buffalo America’s foremost tourist attraction. The romantics who visited the Falls saw them as the ultimate example of nature’s sublime and the foremost symbol of America’s potential (http://www.niagara.edu/cam/Niagara/impradd.html). Frederick Church’s 1857 painting Niagara represents both (http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/church/niagara.jpg.html). The symbolic portrayal and meaning of the Falls was often at odds with the reality. As Niagara became a leading tourist destination and economic centre sideshows, shops, and factories grew up around it. This did not lessen the importance of the site for tourists. After the Civil War the Fall’s became the leading destination for the newly married. The romance of nature replaced by the romance of marriage. Ah.

The 1830s saw the expansion of what would become the main rival to and eventual conqueror of the canals, the railroads (http://tigger.uic.edu/~rjensen/railroad.htm#T). The first American railroad was the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad chartered by the city of Baltimore in 1827. The first section of this railroad—it ran 13 miles—opened in 1830. In 1853 it reached Wheeling, Virginia—now Wheeling, West Virginia. Steam transformed the railroads as they had river travel when steam engines replaced horses in 1830. Between 1830 and 1860 more than $125 million dollars would be invested in railroads, most of it private. Virginia and Georgia were the exceptions here as they built and operating their own railroads. By 1840 America had 3328 miles of railway track most of it east of the Appalachian Mountains. Between 1840 and 1850 rail mileage doubled in the United States. In 1860 the New York Central, Erie, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore and Ohio railroads connected the Atlantic to the Midwest. By that year America had 30,626 miles of railway track. Chicago, by that time, had become America’s railroad centre. 11 railway lines radiated out from it into all parts of the nation and particularly into the West making Chicago, as William Cronon has noted, the centre of the peripheral American West. By 1869 America would be tied together politically and economically for the first time when the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific would meet at Promontory Point in Mormon Utah. Like steamships and canals before them railroads at first lowered both passenger and cargo fees.

The government played as important a role in railway building as it had in canal building. It wasn’t until the 1850s that the American government began subsidizing railroad building. In 1850 Congress granted 3.7 million acres of public land to private investors to help finance the construction of one branch of the Illinois Central Railroad from Chicago to New Orleans. During the next ten years the US government would grant 18 million acres to private firms to stimulate the construction of railroads. By stimulating railroad building the federal government, of course, stimulated the American economy in general and industries like the iron, steel, coal, and timber since railroads needed iron, steel, coal, and timber, in particular. By supporting and subsidizing a trans-continental railway the federal government created a national economy in the United States. So much for the myth of America as the land of laissez faire.

Two last points about the railroads. First, though the US had a railway system it didn’t have an integrated railway system. Gauges on the various railways varied and this negatively impacted everything from the movement of goods and passengers to the efficiency of the American economy. Second, railway travel was not always entirely safe. Little attention was paid by the railway companies to railway maintenance and safety in the rush to build more and more railroads. In 1853 alone there were around 100 serious railway accidents killing 234 passengers. 

Railroads weren’t, by the way, the only thing tying America together. The telegraph—the invention of Samuel Morse—did as well. By 1860 there were over 50,000 miles of telegraph wire across the US—it followed the rail lines. The telegraph, of course, made railway use easier for everyone by making communication between railway stations possible.

On the Transportation Revolution see http://xroads.virginia.edu/~HYPER/DETOC/transport/front.html 
The Industrial Revolution
The United States was not the first country to industrialise. Great Britain had industrialised in the 17th and 18th centuries. Nor was the US the only country industrializing in the mid-and late-19th. Prussia and later Germany, and Japan were industrialising at around the same time as the United States. Nor was the United States the wealthiest of industrialised countries in the 19th century. The per capita gross national product of Germany, France, and Sweden were all greater than that of the US. 

Manufactures or industries had been present in the United States since the 1790s. Small to medium sized industries produced garments, jewelry, machine parts, surgical instruments, pottery, and paints in many of America’s cities like Boston, New York City, and Philadelphia. Most of these were family owned and relied on skilled labour. 

One of the earliest industries to develop in the US was the textile industry. It was Samuel Slater who built the first textile mill in the US on the Blackstone River in Pawtucket, Rhode Island in 1793 (http://www.slatermill.org/html/visit_smhs.html) with Brown family money. The Brown’s were one of American’s wealthiest families. Slater would later build a number of water powered mills across New England 

(http://www.woonsocket.org /slatervillagelife.html). 

Whole families laboured in Slater’s mills—men, women, and children—for credit to exchange in Slater’s company stores and lived in Slater’s company villages of houses, schools, and churches.

American industrial development was quite limited until the enactment of Embargo Act during the Jefferson presidency. The Act not only cut off trade between the US and Great Britain but stimulated American industrial development. The government once again was playing a major role in the development of the American economy. By the end of the War of 1812 there were hundreds of small mills in the United States, most of them in New England. America’s first factory—and one of the first assembly line factories in the world—was built on the Charles River by Francis Cabot Lowell with money raised from wealthy Boston merchants in 1814 http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/theymadeamerica/whomade/lowell_hi.html).

Lowell’s factory was revolutionary—its form of ownership was corporate, all of its production activities took place under one roof. It had a workforce of a size not seen before in American industrial history. At Lowell’s factory workers—may of them women—turned raw cotton into finished cloth and lived in company built and company owned boarding houses. In 1823 the plant would move to a newly constructed factory in the newly constructed factory town of Lowell, Massachusetts. On the Merrimack River in 1823. Those now running the Lowell factory decided to name the town Lowell after their dead founder (http://www.nps.gov/lowe/). By 1850 around 14,000 were employed in the Lowell Mills most of them women. 

In the early nineteenth century the system that Lowell and his partners devised would soon be applied to other American industries. The production of wool goods, for instance, ceased to be done by households and became instead a factory enterprise with the introduction of power machinery. The transformation from household production to industrial production was common in the United States during this period. Industries were developing all across the country. Needless to say the availability of the necessary raw materials in a particular area, the availability of energy, the availability of labour, the availability of capital, and access to transport were all important factors in the rise of industries in general and the rise of industries in specific locales in particular. A few examples: a mechanised iron-ore industry arose in western Pennsylvania and northeastern Ohio after coal replaced charcoal in the smelting process. Coal, of course, was mined in western Pennsylvania. A mechanised and specialized boot and shoe industry arose in Philadelphia, New York City, and Lynn, Massachusetts. Skilled shoemakers were readily available in both cities. Mechanized flour mills arose in Rochester, New York and St. Louis, Missouri. Wheat, of course, flowed into both cities. Mechanised meat packing plants arose in Chicago and Cincinnati, Ohio. Railroads linked Chicago to the cattle ranches and cattle towns of the west making Chicago the stockyard for the nation if not the world. 

Inventions, of course, played a major role in stimulating American industrial development as well. Charles Goodyear’s apparently accidental discovery of a process to vulcanize India rubber in 1839 stimulated the development of the rubber industry in the United States. Robert Hoe’s steam cylinder press made printing easier and cheaper and stimulated the growth of the newspaper and printing industries. Elias Howe’s invention of the sewing machine in 1846 and Isaac Singer’s improvement of and manufacture of it revolutionized the American clothing and shoe industries. Cyrus McCormick’s invention in 1851 and manufacture of the reaper revolutionized farming. Samuel Colt’s “invention” and manufacture of the revolver revolutionized America’s gun industry.

Developments in business organization also played a major role in American industrial growth. The private companies that built America’s turnpikes and bridges had been organized as limited liability corporations. It was, however, during the late nineteenth century that this new type of business enterprise emerged widely in American life. A number of broader changes stimulated the growth of American corporations. Changes in American corporate law made it no longer necessary to get a charter from the state by the 1830s (the state helping private enterprise). Limited liability and the creation of boards of also helped spur the rise and expansion of corporations (the state helping private enterprise). Limiting liability allowed the wealthy to buy shares in companies while at the same time limiting their financial responsibilities to that company should that company fail. Boards of directors, which usually included bankers, replaced individual entrepreneurs as those who controlled a corporation thus detaching control of the corporation from ownership. This, in turn, allowed aggressive businessmen and financiers to assume control of a company or several companies. They also gave corporations permanence, an impersonality, and a hierarchical structure—corporate structures were, after all, modeled on those of the military—something they had not had before. Both of these enabled businesses to grow big. As corporations grew so did their capital requirements, their fixed costs, and their diversity and multiplicity of functions. The capital invested in factories in the decade before the Civil War, for instance, rose from around $50 million dollars to around $1 billion. Still it is worth remembering that before the Civil War US industrial development was limited and regional. New England and the Middle Atlantic states were where the industrial action was. Of the nearly 140,000 factories in America most employed less that 10 workers. 

Industrialization and the rise of corporations created a wealthy business elite they also created a working or labouring class. The builders of America’s industries began to amass significant wealth. In the decade before the Civil War the number of workers employed in factories grew from around 349,000 to 1.3 million. At first industries new workers were drawn from nearby farms. Textile factories, for instance, drew their early workers—which included women and children—from farms in the area around them. After the 1830s, however, it was immigrants who were primarily hired to work in the new factories. Factory workers worked under harsh conditions though not as harsh as those in British factories. They worked twelve hours or more per day. Their wages were low. Management was always trying to increase their productivity. Workers often lived in crowded and unhealthy conditions. The Irish, for instance, were forced to live in tenement houses in slums. Some, like those women who worked in the textile factory in Lowell, Massachusetts, lived, as I mentioned earlier, in dorms which were quite nice for their time. Lowell’s mills also provided workers access to educational and recreational facilities. That said, it should be remembered that Lowell’s workers toiled 13 hours a day in the summer and from dawn to dusk in the winter. They were also subject to wage cuts. When their wages were cut in 1834 they did what few workers in America did at the time, they went on strike 

(http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6614, http://www.ahsp.cuny.edu/video/robinson.html,).

Speaking of worker solidarity, workers in America’s factories were slow to organize. Philadelphia’s carpenters, cordwainers or shoemakers, and printers begin to bind themselves together in the 1790s. Philadelphia’s craftsmen followed suit in the early 19th century and by the 1820s had established a city wide federations. In 1834 six of these federations united to form the National Trader’s Union. Workingman’s Parties formed in New York City and Philadelphia to demand abolition of imprisonment for debt, advocate for worker's compensation laws, and promote the extension of the franchise. This Union was no more by 1834. 

The economic and political powers that be saw such “combinations” as illegal and dangerous. It wasn’t until 1842 when workers won a judicial victory in Massachusetts—Commonwealth v. Hunt (http://plaza.ufl.edu/edale/Commonwealth%20vs%20Hunt.htm)

—when the court ruled that worker’s organizations were not in themselves a form of criminal conspiracy. Other state courts would eventually come to accept the Massachusetts court ruling in this case. Despite this ruling little would change for workers. New Hampshire did pass a 10 hour day law in 1847 but since the law allowed employers—who had all of the power—and employees—who had little—to “negotiate longer hours for workers” little changed. Massachusetts, New Hampshire, and Pennsylvania did, however, pass laws forbidding child labour without parental consent.

Another phenomenon that was becoming important to the American economy was foreign trade. American exports—which included cotton, tobacco, and wheat—rose from around $67 million dollars in 1825 to around $333 million dollars in 1860. Imports, particularly of manufactured goods were rising even faster.

The expansion of export markets had a ripple effect on the economy. Between 1820 and 1860 US ship tonnage increased from around 636,000 tons to around 2.3 million tons. American ships were now beginning to dominate the Atlantic trade. The US would develop the fastest ship on the seas in the early nineteenth century, the Clipper ship and these were even beginning to be seen as far afield as India, China, Latin America, and the Middle East. With the development of ocean steam ships in the 1840s, however, the US lead in the Atlantic freight trade and in passenger and mail carriage, disappeared and fell well behind that of France, Britain, and Germany.

The South and the Southern Slave Economy
Cotton, rice, indigo, hemp, tobacco, sugar, and corn were all grown and cultivated in the South. They were all grown and cultivated using slave labour. The invention of the cotton gin by Eli Whitney—it separated cotton seeds from cotton fibres—in the 1790s eventually made cotton the king of Southern agriculture (http://www.eliwhitney.org/). No longer was cotton growing limited to the coastal regions of South Carolina and Georgia. It could now be grown anywhere where there was adequate rainfall and 200 days free of frost. Cotton agriculture thus spread into the Piedmont area of South Carolina and Georgia, from there into the “black belt” of the Deep South—Alabama, Mississippi—and from there into Louisiana, Arkansas, and the wet and humid regions of Texas. By 1860 cotton was grown in the South across a thousand mile east to west stretch and a 700 mile stretch from the mouth of the Mississippi northward. Numbers tell much of the story. cotton production rose from 3,000 bales in 1790, to 100,000 in 1820, and to 4 million in 1860.

Slavery, as I mentioned earlier, was a major part of the Southern economy. Slaves worked sugar, rice, tobacco, and cotton plantations in the South. By the early and mid-19th century the “peculiar institution” seemed on the way out. With the expansion of cotton planting throughout the South, however—cotton planting required constant attention though not necessarily skilled labour—slavery was given new lease on life. Between 1800 and 1860 the number of slaves grew from around 857,000 to 4 million and this despite the ostensible ban on the slave trade. As planters and farmers moved from the exhausted lands of Virginia and Maryland into the areas of the Deep South they took their slaves with them. Soon auctions to buy and sell native slaves came into being in Natchez, Mississippi, New Orleans, Louisiana, and Galveston, Texas. The slave trade was lucrative. On the eve of the Civil War around 80,000 slaves valued at $60 million dollars were sold at slave markets while the price for a prime field slave had increased from around $500 dollars in 1832 to around $8000 dollars in the late 1850s. Slavery was, likewise, profitable for the slave owner but probably not as profitable as it was for the slave trader given how capital intensive it was.

Despite the Hollywood image—large plantations populated by large numbers of slaves— large plantations were not the norm in the South. Less than one percent of the slave holders in the US had more than 500 slaves. Fewer than around a dozen had 500 or more. In 1860 nearly three-quarters of America’s slave owners owned fewer than 10 slaves. In many cases the small farmer slave holder worked side-by-side with his slaves during the planting season.

There were several types of plantations in the Old South 

(http://www.uoregon.edu/~atlas /america/static/map16.html). 

Tobacco plantations began on the James River in Virginia and spread north, south, east, and west from there into Maryland, the rest of Virginia, North Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, and Missouri. Tobacco plantations were usually around 150-250 acres in size. Masters and their families usually lived in the main house. Rice plantations existed in the coastal regions of South Carolina and Georgia and on inland swamps. They required heavy investment since dikes, dams, sluices, and mills needed to be built. They were heavily labour intensive. A main house in which the master lived could usually be found on them. Indigo plantations existed in South Carolina. Sugar plantations existed in Louisiana and coastal Texas. Absentee ownership was more common on sugar plantations though most of them had big central houses. Finally, cotton plantations, which dominated the Southern landscape, could be found all across the South from Georgia to the arid regions of Texas. Main houses in which the master lived were characteristic of cotton plantations. Hemp farms where slaves were used primarily in the manufacturing stage existed in Kentucky and Missouri.

The South’s slaves were not simply involved in agricultural production. Some were carpenters, some masons, some bricklayers, some metalworkers, some coal miners, some textile workers, some lumbermen, some tobacco processors, some grain millers, and some house servants. In a few cases slaves were architects and even cowboys, the latter in the arid ranching parts of West Texas. Most slaves lived on rural plantations. Around 500,000 probably worked in the cities and towns of the South.

Slavery was a legal institution regulated by law. Law codes defined slaves as chattel property. Slaves could be bought and sold, inherited or bequeathed, mortgaged or hired out. They were held liable for running away, rebellion, the commission of crimes, and were punished for each of these. They were forbidden to own property, carry firearms, congregate—except at church—leave the premises without the permission of the “master”, give evidence against Whites in a court of law, to marry, or to read or write, the last two generally only in theory, however.

Slave life in the South varied by crop type, region, time of year, personality of the “master”, and plantation duty. Household slaves, for instance, generally had an easier time of it than field slaves. Slaves planting and cultivating cotton had it easier than slaves growing rice in the unhealthy swamps and coastal regions of South Carolina and sugar in Louisiana. Slave life was generally worse when the “master” was absent and an “overseer” supervised the planting. Life for slaves in the United States was much better than in the Caribbean. Slaves in the US were usually given adequate clothing and adequate food. Most were fed corn, pork, molasses, and greens. Their workday was no longer than that of the labourer in Northern factories. Those who worked under the task system worked only as long as it took to complete the task. They generally did not work for half of Saturday or all day on Sunday. Some slaves had small plots of land on which they could grow crops to supplement their diets or sell. Many slaves were allowed to pair off into something akin to a husband and wife situation. Most lived in kin groups and kept alive a sense of familial kinship. Slave gatherings at their churches, outside the cabins in which they lived, and in secret allowed slaves to maintain their African traditions or to create a new culture.

Despite this somewhat rosy picture of slave life and its similarity to labour in the North it should always be remembered that the “peculiar institution” of slavery was a violent institution. Neither the self-interest of the “master” nor public opinion checked the terror at the heart of the slave system. Slaves were beaten, flogged, mutilated, branded, tortured, starved, and hung and almost totally dependent on the “paternalism” of masters.

Slaves, as I noted earlier, were not always passive and complacent. Resistance often took covert forms—malingering, damaging tools, working slowly, playing sick, and pretending not to understand the “masters” instructions. Many slaves grew adept at manipulating the fact that the “masters” needed them and were sometimes able to convert “privileges” into “rights” in the process and even influence their working conditions. Some slaves, of course, ran away. A few engaged in organized rebellions. Only the Nat Turner Rebellion in 1831(http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part3/3p1518.html) led to the mass terrorizing and mass killing of Whites. 57 Whites were killed during the rebellion.

The dominance of agriculture in the South and the “peculiar institution” that kept it functioning and profitable had other downsides as well. It kept the South agricultural, hindered the development of banks, trade, and industry in the South—in 1860 the South produced 10% of US industrial products in its textile mills in North Carolina and iron, ore, an coal mills in Birmingham, Alabama—and hence made the South dependent on Northern bankers, traders, and manufacturers for monies and goods. The profits planters made were often going into Northern pockets.

For slave narratives see http://xroads.virginia.edu/~hyper/wpa/wpahome.html
Here is a site that explores the importance of the church for slaves in the South http://docsouth.unc.edu/church/ 
Vignette: Gone with the Wind and Reconstruction
In many ways the portrayal of slavery in Gone with the Wind, both book and film where Tara’s slaves are mostly loyal to their mistress, even if their mistress is the difficult Scarlet O’Hara, is similar to that found in the writings of scholars in the early part of the twentieth century. Ulrich Phillips, for instance, portrayed slavery as a largely benign institution in which kindly masters looked after his generally contented slaves. A variant on this postion was offered in the 1960s in the controversial book Time on the Cross by economic historians Stanley Engerman and Robert Fogel. Engerman and Fogel argued, on the basis of quantitative data, that slavery was profitable and not as harsh as many would paint it in the 1950s. Speaking of the 1950s, it was in the 1950s that the benevolent view of slavery of Margaret Mitchell and Ulrich Phillips began to be challenged. Kenneth Stampp and Stanley Elkins in their books described slavery as a labour system that was physically and psychological damaging to slaves. Elkins went so far as to compare America’s system of slavery to Nazi death camps.

Other aspects of slavery have also been grist for the academic mill. Phillips had argued that the cultures of African slaves had not survived the transatlantic crossing. Jon Butler offered a variant of this position in the 1990s in his Awash in a Sea of Faith. Anthropologist Melville Herskovits, student of the anti-racist godfather of American anthropology Franz Boas, began to dispute this contention as early as the 1940s as did John Blassingame in 1973. Others like Herbert Gutman have seen the impact of slavery on the Black family as similar to the impact of slavery on African culture, it destroyed it. That this position was as much about debates over why there were so many Blacks in poverty in the 1960s and after should not be a surprise to anyone. Finally, there has been much academic ink spilled over the origins of American slavery with some like the Handlin’s and Winthrop Jordan seeing it as originating in European racism, others like Robin Blackburn and Edmund Morgan, seeing it as the product of a need for cheap labour by ambitious entrepreneurs engaged in sugar and tobacco production.

Links: American Slavery

On slavery see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part4/index.html
Viewings and Listening: American Slavery

Talking History: Clinton on Slavery and the Civil War, 14 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
Roots, excerpts
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MRtuxjHBmi4
ABC, 1977 

Manifest Destiny

It was in the 1840s that American territorial expansion reached its peak. Americans had grown increasingly fearful of a British threat in California, Oregon, and Texas and they had come to believe that “Providence” had set aside the North American continent for the people of the new United States.

This American “manifest destiny” was really not that different from the “white man’s burden” mentality so common among Europe’s imperialists around the same time. American “manifest destiny” was more than a brand of imperialism, however. It was also a type of optimism grounded in a belief common among White Protestant Christians that the United State’s mission was to spread democracy, freedom, free enterprise Christianity, American democracy, American freedom, American free enterprise and Christianity, American Protestant Christian religion, that is, across the Continent in the late nineteenth, twentieth, and twenty-first centuries. “Providence”, many American believed, had made their nation a beacon to the world, a glimpse to the rest of the world of what they should look like.

American inroads into the areas of the old Louisiana Purchase inevitably brought the United States into conflict with Mexico. Mexico controlled the old Spanish areas of the Great Basin, California, and the Southwest after winning its independence from Spain in 1822. Mexico began to offer land grants to those willing to settle in what is today Texas as long as the settlers submitted to Mexican authority. Around 20,000 Americans, mostly slave holders from the South, took up Mexico’s offer and began to settle in Texas despite the fact that Mexico had outlawed slavery in its territory in 1829. 

Mexico, increasingly alarmed by the influx of “foreigners” into its territory, tried to tighten Mexico City’s control over Texas and began to enforce its provisions against slavery in order to try to stem the tide of Southern slaveholders entering the region. This, of course, heightened tensions between the Mexicans and the American settlers.

After several tension filled years Texans declared their independence from Mexico and formed the Republic of Texas in 1836. Many Tejanos joined Anglos in proclaiming Texas’s independence from Mexico. The Mexican leader Santa Ana responded to the proclamation of independence with force, sometimes violent force, in order to put down what he saw as an insurrection. Santa Ana led his army to San Antonio where on 6 March 1836 he defeated and massacred a Texan force at the Alamo (http://www.thealamo.org/). Next he marched to Goliad—southeast of San Antonio—where on 27 March 1836 he defeated and massacred yet another Texan force. Next he moved his forces to San Jacinto, east of contemporary Houston near the Gulf of Mexico. When the army of the Republic of Texas under the command of Sam Houston caught up with the Santa Ana there on 21 April 1836 the smaller Texas force attacked the resting Mexican army and in 18 minutes of combat killed some 630 Mexican soldiers, wounded 208, and took 730 prisoner including Santa Ana who attempted to escape in the uniform of a common soldier (http://www.tamu.edu/ccbn/dewitt/batsanjacinto.htm and http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/treasures/republic/san-jacinto.html).

Santa Ana was forced by the Texans to sign a treaty granting Texas independence from Mexico. He would, upon his return to Mexico, disavow it. Almost immediately Texas applied for admission into the United States. Many in the American West and the South favoured Texas’s admission but many in the North did not since admission of Texas meant that the balance between “free” and “slave” states would be upset. And then there was the issue of the possible division of Texas 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ Image:Wpdms _republic_of_ texas.png). 

Andrew Jackson, who was president at the time, and his successor Martin Van Buren—more about both later—put off the issue of Texas’s admission into the US because of the both of these controversies.

Feeling spurned Texans turned to Britain and France for commerce, loans, and recognition. France, at war with Mexico itself at the time, recognized Texas on 25 September 1839. Great Britain, despite the presence of slavery in the Republic (Britain outlawed slavery in 1833), recognized Texas between 13 and 16 November 1840.

It was the British recognition of Texas that led the Americans to re-evaluate their position on the republic. In 1843 President John Tyler authorized his secretary of state to re-open annexation discussions with the Republic of Texas. A treaty was concluded between the US and Texas. When it surfaced that Calhoun, who negotiated the treaty, had defended slavery in a note on the treaty, however, the Senate rejected it 35-16. The issue of slavery as I said before was a sticky and tricky point.

The United States had its sights set more on more than just Texas. The Mexican territories of New Mexico and California were also of interest to American politicians and elites. In the 1830s a handful of American merchants began arriving in California, the population of the territory numbered around 7000 at the time. America’s interest in the region was apparent already by 1841. Between 1841 and 1846 an expedition led by American John C. Fremont began exploring and mapping the Oregon territory and the Sierra Nevada Mountains with a little help from “mountain man” Kit Carson. 

By the 1840s evermore Americans were crossing into the Rocky Mountains and California and contemplating the possibility of wresting the region from Mexico and annexing it to the United States. President Tyler, as it happened, was thinking along similar lines if for no other reason than to limit British influence and presence in the region. One event in 1842 symbolized the shape of things to come. When the commander of the US naval squadron in the Pacific became convinced that his nation and Mexico had gone to war, he seized Monterrey for the Yanks. After learning that the reports of war between the US and Mexico were premature he withdrew. His actions, however, made it patently clear to the Mexicans that the US had designs on the region.

The Americans also had designs on the Oregon Territory. The Oregon territory, which stretched from California to Alaska at the time, was claimed by four countries at the beginning of the 19th century, the US, the UK, Spain, and Russia. The Crown granted the Hudson’s Bay Company rights to all the Indian and fur trade along rivers running into Hudson’s Bay in 1670. James Cook explored the Pacific Northwest coast for Britain in 1778. By the early nineteenth century the Hudson’s Bay Company controlled the fur trade in the Pacific Northwest out of its headquarters at Fort Vancouver on the Columbia River. Russia had begun to colonise parts of the New World across the Bering Straits in the eighteenth century and expanded their colonization of the Pacific Northwest in the mid-1800s. In 1818 the US and UK signed a treaty providing joint British and American occupation of Oregon territory. By the 1830s British traders, as I noted, were firmly in control of Oregon. American missionaries—including the Presbyterians Marcus and Narcissa Whitman who were killed along with twelve others in 1847—fur traders, and trappers began to enter Oregon in the 1840s via the 2000 mile Oregon Trail (http://www.isu.edu/~trinmich/Oregontrail.html) which stretched from St. Louis, Missouri to the territory. By 1845 around 5000 American had settled in Oregon and organized a provisional government and demanded an end to joint US/UK governance of Oregon territory
The American Frontier and the American West
The Transportation Revolution made travel easier in the United States. Between 1810 and 1860 American settlers poured into the Great Lakes 

(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image: Map_of_USA_highlighting_Great_Lakes_region.png, http://www.epa.gov/ glnpo/atlas/index.html) 

and Great Plains 

(http://www.geog.nau.edu/courses/ alew/ggr346/text/chapters/ch8.html) 

regions of North America transforming the forests and plains of those regions into farms and settlements. A variety of ethnic forms would be “built” into these landscapes from Dutch built environments in Michigan, Scandinavian wood structures in Wisconsin and Minnesota, Germanic gable houses and Polish town squares in Milwaukee, Finnish built environments in Wisconsin and the Dakotas, to name just a few.

The settlement of the American frontier, American lands in the west, was quite rapid. In 1810 only 1 American in 7 lived west of the Appalachian Mountains. By 1850 1 in 2 did. In 1815 only four of America’s 18 states lay beyond the Appalachians. By 1850 15 of 30 did.

Increasingly, America’s sense of its own destiny was intimately linked to the American frontier, that ever changing space beyond the Appalachians, across the Mississippi River, beyond the Rockies, and across the Sierra Nevada’s, that geographic space Frederick Jackson Turner saw as the crucible of everything that was peculiarly American—it’s democracy and self-reliance, in particular. One of the dominant American myths of the time was that the frontier was an empty and virgin and productive land awaiting human settlement. That humans were already there was immaterial to this myth since the “Indian” inhabitants in the West were “unproductive” in economic terms and/or “inferior in” racial terms. Thus as Whites moved in First Peoples were forced out.

The settlement of European Americans in the Great Lakes—Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, and Wisconsin—the Great Plains—Minnesota, most of the Dakotas, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, and parts of Texas—and the American West—the land beyond the 100th meridian or however we wish to define it—occurred largely along lines of latitude. Entire families as well as individuals moved westward. Sometimes these families and individuals moved westward again and then again in search of good land. 

The settlement of the Great Lakes, the Great Plains, and the West had its problems. One was the land problem. Another was the issue of how internal improvements should be made in the region. A final was the Indian problem. 

The passage of federal land acts played major roles in stimulating the settlement of the lands across the Appalachians. The Land Act of 1796 provided 640 acres of land at $2.00 per acre. It generally favoured land companies at the expense of settlers since there were no limits on land purchases and settlement on the land purchased was not a requirement. In 1800 the amount of acreage a settler (or company) could acquire under the land act was reduced to 320. In 1820 it was reduced to 160 acres. The Preemption Act of 1841 gave squatters a prior right to purchase land on which they had settled. 

It was the passage of the Homestead Act in 1862, in the midst of the Civil War, which really stimulated western settlement. The Homestead Act of 1862 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/ statutes/homestead_ act.htm) offered potential settlers free title to 160 acres of land at $1.25 per acre if they had established residence and “improved” the land for five years. All of these bills ended up encouraging speculation by land companies who acquired large amounts of land. They also political aspects. The Homestead Act, for instance, bought the loyalty of many a citizen to the Union

1862 also happened to be the same year Congress contracted with the Union Pacific and Central Pacific railways to build a line between Omaha, Nebraska and Sacramento, California. This, in turn, led to increased numbers of Americans and American immigrants moving westward and eastward and the expansion of farming in the Great Plains and in the West. Chinese and Japanese came to the US, by the way, through Angel Island in San Francisco Bay.

As the Great Lakes, Great Plains, and West grew so did its cities. Between 1810 and 1860 there was spectacular growth of urban communities like Rochester, Buffalo, Lexington, Kentucky, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Detroit, Milwaukee, and, most spectacularly Chicago. Chicago grew from 40 people in 1830 to a city of 60,000 in 1855, and to a metropolis of 109,000 in 1860 becoming, in the process, the metropole or centre into which much of the grain and meat of Great Lakes, Great Plains, and the American West flowed along railroads. 

Over time the Old Northwest replaced the East as the farming and livestock centre of the United States. Corn, wheat, cattle, sheep, and pig farming became big business in the Great Lakes, Great Plains, and the West. Farming of crops and livestock were not the only enterprises common in the Great Plains and the West. The Plains and the West were also exploited by mining and timber interests. Eventually there were gold mines in the Black Hills of what is today South Dakota, gold, silver, and coal mines in Colorado, gold, silver, and copper mines in Nevada, copper and hard rock mines in Montana, copper mines in Arizona, and coal, uranium, lead, silver, and copper mines in Utah. It was in these settlements, settlements with more men than women, where the violence often associated with the imagined West of the dime novels and movies, was common. Most of the West in reality was no more violent than the American Midwest and East. 

Increasing settlement of the Great Plains and the West and the increasing interest in economic exploitation of the Plains and the West inevitably caused conflict between European Americans and those who were already there or had been pushed there during the early years of the American state, the First Peoples (Indians, Native Americans) and Spanish Americans (in New Mexico, Texas, Arizona, and California). The result of these conflicts was a foregone conclusion given the realities of American power and American racism. First Peoples and New World Spanish and later New World Mexicans were dealt with by a mixture of bribes and threats. First Peoples were manipulated, cajoled, and in some cases forced to sign treaties giving up their claims to the land. In some cases military force was used to accomplish Indian removal. The Black Hawk War of 1832 saw the defeat and removal of most of the Sauk and Fox from Illinois and Wisconsin 

(For Black Hawk’s surrender speech see http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/black.htm). 

The large-scale Seminole Wars of 1817-1818, 1835-1842, and 1855-1858—Andrew Jackson was a leading military figure in the first—resulted in the defeat and removal of most of the Seminoles from Florida. 1831 saw the passage of the Indian Removal Act (http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/removal.htm), supported by the now President Jackson. This act led to the forced removal of the Chocktaws to the west in 1831. Many died en route. It led to the forced removal of the Creek to the west in 1836. It led to the forced removal of the Cherokees of Georgia westward across the Mississippi along a “trail of tears” in 1830. The “trail of tears” killed around 4000 Cherokees. Cherokee removal, by the war, occurred despite a Cherokee victory against such removal in the Supreme Court. Whether true or apocryphal President Jackson was said to have taunted the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court with words which emphasized the inability of the Court to enforce its ruling in the face of executive action. 

White settlement, of course, didn’t stop at the Mississippi. In the Southwest the Union Army pushed First Peoples out of that region enabling White settlement throughout the nineteenth century. Between the 1840s and 1860s the Navajo clashed with settlers and US forces in Arizona and New Mexico until their defeat in 1864 when they were forced onto reservations. There were similar struggles between settlers, US forces, and the Apaches in Arizona between the 1840s and 1886, the year when the great Apache leader Geronimo surrendered to US forces and the Apache were forced onto reservations. In the 1850s the California Indenture Act enslaved that states First Peoples. California’s natives would be murdered and their children kidnapped and enslaved by settlers, bounty hunters, and the state militia throughout the 1850s, 1860s, 1870s, and 1880s. In Oregon the Yakima War between 1855 and 1858 ended in the crushing defeat of that territory’s First Peoples. Throughout the 1850s US forces and the Sioux and Cheyenne fought a number of battles with United States forces. 1858 and 1859 saw the defeat of the Comanches by US forces on the Southern Plains. Battles between the Sioux, Cheyenne, Arapaho, and US forces continued into the 1860s particularly after gold and other minerals were discovered in the Black Hills in 1864. With those discoveries treaties the US had made with First Peoples tribes were ignored and a genocidal campaign against the bison or buffalo on which the First Peoples in the region depended, began. In 1864 over 100 Southern Cheyenne were massacred by US forces at Sand Creek in Colorado. In 1866 the Sioux fought a group of miners who had invaded their territory managing, for the moment, to stem the European tide. After a rare Lakota Sioux and Northern Cheyenne victory over General George Armstrong Custer at the Battle of Little Big Horn in Montana (http://www.nps. gov/libi/) in 1876 significant US force was sent against the Sioux and Cheyenne and both tribes were forced to sell their lands and move onto reservations, Needless to say the land First Peoples were forced to settle on was considered, at the time, to be economically and aesthetically worthless. On reservations First Peoples were treated like backward children in need of “civilizing”  

The Dawes Act of 1887 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/statutes/native/dawes.htm). 

By the way, the story of White incursion into and the near extermination of indigenous peoples—largely through disease but also through violence aimed at them—was not that different in the US, Canada, and New Zealand, Settler Societies all.

Vignette: The Donner Party

Of all the wagon trains that headed westward none is more famous and none less exemplary of travel to the West than that of the Donner Party (http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/donner/filmmore/pt.html).

The Donner Party was organized in the summer of 1846 in Springfield, Illinois by two wealthy brothers Jacob and George Donner. It was bound for California. It had 89 members.

Both Jacob and George Donner had read Lansford Hastings’s Emigrant’s Guide to Oregon and California and decided to follow his advice and leave the regular California Trail at Fort Bridger in Wyoming on 3 August 1846 and head instead for the Great Salt Lake Valley on a trail Hastings said he would mark for them. Hastings was leading another party from Fort Bridger to Salt Lake at the time. 

In the Weber Valley the Party found a note left by Hastings’s urging them to wait for him so he could show them a better route through the Wasatch Range of the Rockies. They waited for eight days when they sent a messenger to find Hastings and bring him back to the wagon train. The messenger found Hastings but was unsuccessful in getting him to come back with him. Hastings did, however, inform them of an alternative route through the mountains. The alternative route, however, proved difficult to traverse. It would take the party 18 days to reach Salt Lake City.

The Party then headed across the desert south of the Great Salt Lake. It took them six days to cross what Hastings claimed would take them two. More precious time lost. Along the way they left four wagons and their livestock behind and buried most of their valuables in the sand. Still the Party struggled towards the massive Sierra Nevada Mountains all the while suffering through various quarrels and even a stabbing. The Party recognized that it was in trouble. They hoped to cross the Sierras before bad weather but sent wo members of the Party to bring back help from California in case they didn’t.

On 23 October the tired emigrants began their climb over the Sierras. Five days later they set up camp on a lake high in the mountains. By the morning their camp was covered in snow and the pass out of the mountains was blocked. Panic stricken the Donner Party fashioned tents out of wagon covers and huddled together to keep warm. The snow kept falling, however. By mid-December it was clear to the Party that if they didn’t send someone for help the Party might perish from hunger. 15 of the strongest emigrants along with two Indian guides volunteered to leave to seek help. They left on 16 December.

On Christmas night the group that left—the Party called them the Forlorn Hope—was struck by a severe snow storm and could move no further. Two died during the storm. To survive the others “stripped the flesh from [the] bones [of those who had died], roasted and ate it, averting their eyes from each other, and weeping”. What remained of the dead were packed and labeled so that no one ate his or her own kin and the Forlorn Hope began to try to make their way out of the Sierras once again. Before they reached an Indian village on 10 January 1847 two more of the Forlorn Hope died and the two Indian guides—who refused to eat human flesh—were shot and eaten.

On 19 February a rescue party finally reached the lake camp. Those who had been sent ahead got help and turned back toward the Sierras from Fort Sutter on 19 October 1846. Others soon followed after them. All the survivors at the lake camp were finally brought down out of the mountains. To survive they too had to resort to cannibalism. Of the 89 who started the journey 45 survived.

The trials and travails of the Donner Party while atypical show that the Western crossing was not without its difficulties. Until the 1840s westward trails were known largely to fur traders in the west and scouts. Soon trails for settlers moving westward in wagon trains developed. There was the Oregon Trail (http://www.historyglobe.com/ot/otmap1.htm) which followed the Platte River to Fort Laramie, crossed the Rockies at South Pass, continued to Fort Bridger in Wyoming, on to Fort Hall on the Snake River in Idaho, and finally on to Oregon’s Willamette Valley. There was the California Trail 

(http://www.legendsofamerica.com/photos-oldwest/CaliforniaTrail.jpg), 

which struck off from the Oregon Trail and followed the Humboldt and later Truckee Rivers into California. There was the Donner Trail, which struck off from the California Trail at Fort Bridger. And there was the Santa Fe Trail (http://www.sangres.com/sftrail/sftrailbig.jpg) which stretched some 900 miles from Missouri through Kansas, Oklahoma, Colorado to Santa Fe, New Mexico. 

With increasing popular interest in migration to the west, guidebooks began to be written and printed to guide emigrant parties to the West. A Journey to California (1842) described John Bidwell’s journey to California but provided little in the way of detail about the journey. John Fremont’s Report of the Exploring Expedition to the Rocky Mountains in the Year 1842, and to Oregon and North California in the Years 1833-1844 (1845) offered more helpful information than Bidwell’s tome but was primarily written to boost migration to the West. Lansford Hastings’ The Emigrants Guide to Oregon and California 

(1845, http://xroads.virginia.edu/~hyper/IGUIDE/oregon-t.htm) 

was the first real guidebook aimed at emigrants. It gave much helpful advice about the Oregon Trial but provided little information about the journey to California. Joel Palmer’s Journal of Travels…to the Mouth of the Columbia River (1846) written in the wake of the settlement of the Oregon controversy was a detailed guide to the Oregon Trail. Edwin Bryant’s What I Saw in California (1848) was the first detailed guide to the California Trail. Mormon William Clayton’s Latter-day Saints’ Emigrant Guide (1848, http://www.library.uiuc.edu/blog/digitizedbotw/2007/08/the_latterday_saints_emigrants.html) was an accurate guide to the trail stretching from Council Bluffs, Iowa to Salt Lake City and was primarily aimed at the Mormon emigrant. Joseph Ware’s The Emigrants Guide to California (1849), though written by someone who had never been to California, offered practical information on how much food to bring along for the journey and how to picket animals at night during the journey. All of these guides were far from perfect. Most had inaccuracies, some minor, some serious. The misinformation in Hastings’s guide, of course, was partly responsible the difficulties the Donner Party found itself in, in 1846 and 1847.

Links: The Frontier and the American West

On the West see http://www.pbs.org/weta/thewest/program/
On California see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/cbhtml/ 
Viewings and Listenings: The American Frontier, The American West, and the Indian Wars

America’s West

Photographs of the US West

http://www.archives.gov/research/american-west/
Talking History: Images of the West, 26 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Talking History: Hollywood’s West, 19 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
American Experience, “Kit Carson”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/west/
Talking History: The Gold Rush, 28 September (Real Media)
http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1998.html
Talking America: Billy the Kid, 19 January (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
American Experience, “Buffalo Bill”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/west/
Buffalo Bill

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n4wWCE9HN5k
1902

Annie Oakley

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eAmnQvMHlRs
1894

Indian Wars
Talking History: Genociding the Buffalo, 6 May

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: Wounded Knee, 14 December (Real Media)
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American Equalitarianism
It is curious that in a nation where millions were enslaved that there was a passion for equality. In his famous analysis of Jacksonian America—Democracy in America (http://xroads.virginia.edu/~Hyper/DETOC/toc_indx.html)

—the French aristocrat Alexis De Tocqueville claimed that what set the United States apart from old Europe was its “condition of equality”. The US—De Tocqueville visited the US in 1831 and 1832—was, he claimed, a middle class society with few rich and few poor. It was a society of self-made men, a society in which social barriers to advancement were gone, a society in which titles, save for honorific ones like judge and colonel were absent, a society with little in the way of formal manners, a society in which men and women emphasized their humble origins, and a society without children since they were required to grow up and become self-reliant fast in a nation with child labour. Other European visitors to the US, like Harriet Martineau (her Society in America can be found at http://xroads.virginia.edu/~hyper/detoc/fem/martineau.htm) 

and Charles Dickens (his American Notes can be found at 

http://www.bibliomania.com/ 0/0/19/32/frameset.html) 

would make similar claims about the egalitarianism of American society.

De Tocqueville and others exaggerated the degree of equality in early and mid-nineteenth century America. Yes, there was an egalitarian quality to the American language. Yes rich and poor usually traveled and stayed together in the same hotels. As we noted earlier, however, there were great economic inequalities in American life between the wealthy and the poor. By the early nineteenth century there were already exclusive and genteel blue blood aristocracies in American cities like Philadelphia, Boston, and New York City. In 1832 New York City alone had around 100 residents who were worth $100,000 dollars or more. Most of these American aristocrats actually had to work to make a living unlike the aristocrats of old Europe but they were still wealthy.

As we noted earlier as well there were poor in America’s cities. As the century went on and immigration increased poverty, pauperism, and begging increased particularly in America’s cities. One of the most notorious of America’s slums in the 1840s was the Five Points region of New York City where Mulberry, Anthony (now Worth)—Cross, (now Park), Orange (now Baxter)—and Little Water (this no longer exists) streets converged (http://urbanography.com/5_points/images/map1803.jpg). Built over an old landfill Charles Dickens in his American Notes described it as a place of “narrow ways diverging to the right and left, and reeking every where with dirt and filth”. In Five Points there were tenement houses filled with the poor—many of them the Irish poor—prostitutes, drunks, dancers, gamblers, extortionists, rioters, robbers, muggers, kidnappers, gang members, revivalists peddling salvation, and prophets like Matthias peddling new religion. 

In at least one area of American political life there was increasing egalitarianism, the electoral process. In America in 1790 voting was limited to those with property, and in some cases, to those of a certain religious faith. Following the Revolution some states replaced property qualifications with taxpaying requirements. Other states allowed anyone who served in the army or militia to vote. But there were limits on popular voting. Senators were appointed by state legislatures. Presidents were elected by electors chosen by state legislatures. By 1790 all states had eliminated religious requirements for voting. As a result, approximately sixty to seventy percent of adult white men could vote. During this time, six states—Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, and Vermont—permitted free African-Americans to vote.  When the states that were carved out of the Old Northwest—Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Illinois, and Wisconsin—entered the Union in the early 1800s they extended the franchise to all men or to those able to pay their relatively nominal taxes. In the eastern states, state conventions did away with the property qualification for voting shortly afterwards despite some resistance from people like James Madison and James Monroe. By 1824 only six states chose their electors legislatively. By 1828 only one—South Carolina—did. By 1830 ten states permitted white manhood suffrage without qualification, eight states restricted the vote to taxpayers while six imposed a property qualification for suffrage. After 1840 a number of states largely in the Midwest allowed immigrants who intended to become citizens to vote. In 1855, only five states—Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont—allowed African-Americans to vote without significant restrictions. By 1860 only five states limited suffrage to taxpayers while only two continued to impose property qualifications. As these electoral changes took place more and more Americans were going to the polls to vote by ballot. These were, by the way, often not secret 

(http://americanhistory.si.edu/ vote/paperballots.html). 

In 1824 26.5% of adult White males went to the polls. In 1828 56.3% did. 
Political parties were becoming less elitist and party consciousness was also growing. During the period party candidates from all sides began to play up their humble origins in the hope of appealing to the common voter. Political parties were making efforts to get out their votes. In 1832 party presidential candidates were chosen by a party nominating convention rather than by secret Congressional caucuses. 
Early American Religion and the Second Great Awakening
In the nineteenth century “awakenings” or revivals were once again burning across many regions of the new nation. There were revivals in New England, in upstate New York, in Kentucky and Tennessee, and in the Deep South. What these regional revivals had in common was that they gave much of the populace the opportunity to reflect on their faith (or lack of it) and join any number of Christian groups, new and old. Mormon founder Joseph Smith would later recall that it was a revival that stirred him to ask whether existing churches were true or not. 

In some respects the Second Great Awakening as scholars have come to call it, was an attempt by Protestant evangelicals to attempt to convert the “unchurched” from what they saw as a lack of religion to the Christian faith. Protestant evangelicals urged their listeners to search out their hearts, repent of their sins, and accept Jesus Christ as their saviour.

As I said, the Second Great Awakening impacted various regions of the new United States and took somewhat different forms in each of them. Camp meeting revivalism flourished in Kentucky and Tennessee between 1795 and 1810. The most famous of these open air revivals was the one which took place at Cane Ridge in Kentucky in August of 1801 (http://www.believersweb.org/view.cfm?id=974&rc=1&list=multi). Led by Barton Stone, who at the time was a mainstream Presbyterian, Cane Ridge was attended by 20,000 to 30,000 men, and women of all ages, backgrounds, and classes who came to the revival by wagon, horse, or on foot. During the near week long revival preachers standing on rough platforms set up in a clearing urged hearers to repentance and conversion. Some hearers responded to these calls in a physical way. Some prayed, some sang songs, some danced, some shuffled, some wept, some became hysterical, some “jerked” with violent shaking, some shrieked, some fainted, some shouted, some groaned, some fell to the ground “slain in the spirit”, and some even fell into comas. 

For a description of a revival by English visitor Mrs. Anthony Trollope see her Domestic Manners of the Americans at http://www.gutenberg.org/files/10345/10345-8.txt) 

As with the First Awakening some old denominations grew as a result of these revivals, old Presbyterian, old Methodist, and the old Baptist churches grew in membership as a result of their participation in the camp meetings.  It wasn’t only the old who benefited from the camp meetings, however. New Christian sects arose out of the revivals in Kentucky and Tennessee. One was Barton Stone’s Christians formed their own church after being forced out of the Presbyterian Church because of their emphasis on conversion. Stone’s church would eventually become the Cumberland Presbyterian Church. Another was Alexander Campbell’s “Christian” or “Christianite Movement”. The Scottish Campbell applied Scottish Enlightenment common sense to the New Testament text and claimed to have found what the true Christian Church was supposed to look like in the process. Campbell’s church would eventually become the Disciples of Christ and the Churches of Christ). Restoration Movement documents can be found at http://www.mun.ca/rels/restmov/subs/texts.html
In New England between 1810 and 1825 Timothy Dwight, newly appointed president of Yale, instituted revival to drive enlightenment inspired “infidelity” from that college. Many students converted as a result of his message. 

In the South Methodist and Baptist “circuit riders” carried the gospel into the wilderness in order to convert the “heathen”. They were so successful that they would both come to dominate the South for over a century. 

In the Burned-Over District of upstate New York between the 1820s and the 1840s, arminian evangelicalism, utopian communes, reformers, and new religious movements were the order of the day. The “mainstream” Christian revivalist and ex-law student Charles Finney spread the gospel of God's moral government, the need for repentance, the possibility of perfectibility—a rejection of hardcore Calvinism—and the benevolent role Christians could play in bringing about the kingdom of God on earth all in lawyerly and reasonable tones. The pragmatic Finney instituted several practices that would become standards in later American revivals. Advance teams of men and women were sent into those places he was bringing his revival message to in order to publicise the event, those close to conversion were invited to the front of the church to sit on the “anxious bench” where Finney and others would exhort them to make a commitment to Christ.

For writings of Finney see http://www.gospeltruth.net/life_of_finney.htm 
Revivalist Christianity was not the only thing alight in the Burned Over District. William Miller of Vermont predicted the day on which the world would end after an exhaustive intellectual study of the Bible. When the world didn’t end on the day he predicted—sometime between sometime between March 21, 1843 and March 21, 1844—he revised the day of Christ’s second coming to 22 October 1844. When this day passed without the coming of Christ Miller continued to express his belief that the day of the Lord was near. By this time, however, many of his followers drifted away. Many of Miller’s followers would eventually form the core of the Seventh Day Adventist and Jehovah’s Witnesses churches. Spiritualists like the Fox sisters of Rochester, New York claimed to be able to communicate with spirits of the dead. Perhaps the most famous of the new Christian sects that arose in the Burned Over District upstate New York were those “radical” groups like the Mormons, Shakers, and Oneida Community—more about these soon.

On Miller see http://web.archive.org/web/20060830091838/religiousmovements.lib.virginia.edu/nrms/sevn.html
What the revivals meant for American Christianity and American religion have long been debated by historians.  Many commentators have seen early America as limitedly religious. Some scholars estimate that only 10% of the American adult population attended church in 1800. Historian Jon Butler, for instance, argues that it was only in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth century that the Christianization of America took place. He estimates that there were 400 Baptist, 225 Lutheran, 50 Methodist, 500 Presbyterian, 50 Roman Catholic, 750 Congregationalist, and 400 Anglican congregations in 1780. These grew, he claims, to 2700 Baptist, 1700 Lutheran, 2700 Methodist, 1700 Presbyterian, 120 Roman Catholic, 1100 Congregationalist, and 600 Anglican congregations by 1820 and 12,150 Baptist, 6400 Lutheran, 20,000 Methodist, 6400 Presbyterian, 2500 Roman Catholic, 2200 Congregationalist, and 2100 Anglican by 1860. Edwin Gaustad estimates that 5 to 10 percent of Americans were churchgoers in 1810 and that their numbers increased to 25 percent in 1850. In a multiple regression analysis of census data Finke and Starke found that 18.2 percent of Americans were churchgoers in 1810 and 34.8 were in 1850.

Others, however, have recently asserted that narratives of irreligiousness in Early America are more ideology than reality. Alan Taylor argues that about two-thirds of American adults were “churched” in middle and late eighteenth century America even in the supposedly irreligious South. According to Taylor there were 1500 local congregations in the American colonies each averaging 90 families in 1750. Congregationalists were the largest denomination in the colonies with 450 meetinghouses mostly in New England. Anglicans were the second largest denomination with 300 parishes followed by Quakers with 250, Presbyterians with 160, mostly in the Middle Colonies, Baptists with 100 congregations, Lutherans with 95, Dutch Reformed with 78, and German Reformed 51, most of these in the Middle Colonies. Catholics were found largely in Maryland while pockets of Jews resided in Newport, R.I., New York City, and Charles Town. 

Historians who claim that Colonial and Early America were irreligious may simply be looking in the wrong place. Puritanism and Anglicanism may have declined from 40% of the congregations in Colonial America in 1760 to 25% in 1790 but dissenting or non-conformist religious communities were growing. Between 1760 and 1790 Baptist congregations grew from 95 to 656. Some examples: In Virginia there were seven Baptist congregations in 1767 but 546 by 1774.  During the same years Methodists grew from 0 congregations to 700. By 1820 there were 2700 Methodist and Baptist congregations in the United States.

While some Americans found homes in religious groups others found them in communitarian movements. German Pietists in Pennsylvania founded the communal Harmony Society in 1804.German Pietists formed a commune in Zoar, Ohio in 1817. Germans were not the only group engaging in commune building in early America. Some Americans joined Fourierist Phalanxes set up in places like Red Bank, New Jersey. The French Charles Fourier argued that human social harmony goal could only be achieved in communities of 1,620 people where members would live and work in phalanxes where duties were divided among members according to their natural inclinations and where the most distasteful work was the best paid. By 1840 there were more than 40 Fourierist phalanxes in the United States. Others joined Owenite communities like the self-sufficient agricultural-industrial cooperative community in New Harmony, Indiana (http://www.ulib.iupui.edu/kade/newharmony/home.html) where America’s first kindergarten, first free public school, first free library, and first school with equal education for boys and girls were established and the bi-racial Owenite community in Shelby County, Tennessee. Founder Robert Owen, a former industrialist, was trying to build communities that ended the strife characteristic of industrial society. Somewhat ironically both communities declined after Owens’s and Owenite Frances Wright’s attacks on contemporary marriage, private property, and “irrational” mainstream Christianity stirred attacks on the communities from without, because of a lack of leadership within, and because the conflict Owen hoped to end stirred within the communities themselves. Still others joined Etienne Cabat’s Icarians who set up a commune in Mormon Nauvoo, Illinois after the Mormon exodus to their Great Basin kingdom. Cabot’s commune was meant to be n ideal society with an elected government which controlled all economic activity and supervised social affairs. Others joined the Unitarian and Transcendentalist influenced Brook Farm cooperative community in Massachusetts, a community that hoped to marry the life of work with the life of the mind. Manual labor was supposed to make the Brook Farm self-sufficient. It never did. Brook Farm was never financially stable and never profited from its agricultural pursuits. Members included, at one time or another, Ralph Waldo Emerson, Margaret Fuller, and Nathanial Hawthorne. Hawthorne would later satirise and parody the community in his Blithdale Romance.

On the Second Great Awakening see http://nationalhumanitiescenter.org/tserve/nineteen/nlinkssga.htm
Vignette: Mormons, Shakers, and the Oneida Community

As I mentioned early some of the most “radical” of America’s new religions arose or settled in the Burned Over District of upstate New York, the Mormons, the Shakers, and the Oneida Community.

Early Mormon history is tightly linked to the life of Mormonism’s founder, Joseph Smith. According to Church doctrine it was Joseph Smith who founded the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (originally the Church of Christ) in 1830 after learning from God that no church on earth was God's true church. He was its prophet, seer, translator, and revelator. He was given the gift of translation so that he could reveal to the world the book of sacred scripture that told the story of several lost tribes of Israel who came to the New World and who were visited and taught by the resurrected Christ, the Book of Mormon (http://scriptures. lds.org/bm/contents). He was given “revelations” published first in the Book of Commandments and later the Doctrine and Covenants (http://www.irr.org /mit/boc/). But perhaps most importantly he claimed he was given the “keys to the kingdom” so that he could restore God's true church to the world in its proper form. He called it “the restoration of all things”. Many believed him. In 1836 there were 3,000 Latter-day Saints in Kirtland, Ohio. By 1837 and 1838 there were 10,000 Saints “gathered” at Far West in Missouri. By 1845, according to Illinois census takers, there were 11,057 Mormons in Nauvoo, Illinois. Some 5000 immigrant converts who arrived in Nauvoo from Britain boosted the population of that Mormon city to around 15,000 later that year.

Probably the most controversial Mormon practice—and the issue that alienated non-Mormons from their Mormon neighbours—was polygamy or plural marriage. Mormon theocratic practices were a close second. Both, of course, are very much aspects of Mormon Biblicism and Judaicism. Historians actually aren’t quite sure when the practice of “the Principle”, as Mormons called polygamy, began. Historian Daniel Bachman argues that the “the Principle” goes back to Kirtland, Ohio in the 1830s. His evidence for this position is largely circumstantial. Bachman notes that during this time Smith was engaged in the study and “revision” of the Bible and that during his “translation” of “restored” sections of the Old and New Testaments, “the Prophet” tried to make sense of the practice of polygamy by Hebrew Patriarchs like Abraham and Jacob. It was at this time that Smith may have taken Fanny Alger as a second wife. Then there is the fact Smith made statements suggesting that plural marriage would be restored to the earth one day. These combined with the issuance of a statement by the Church reiterating their support for monogamy in the midst of accusations that they were practicing polygamy seem to point to the fact that polygamy was in the air if not in the flesh of that small Ohio town. 

While we may not know when Mormon polygamy began we do know the biblical and theological rationale behind it. During his study of and revision of the Bible Smith was struck by the practice of polygamy by the biblical patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, David and Solomon and God’s commandment to these patriarchs to practice “the Principle”. As Smith’s Bible study and analysis continued and “revelations” continued to came through him he became convinced that humans had progressed from a material spirit existence, to a “fleshly tabernacle”, and back to a material spiritual existence in which, if one had followed the doctrines and precepts set out in the revelations given to the Church, one achieved godhood.  Plural marriage was central to this “eternal progression” because families were eternal “beyond the veil” and the more wives you had the more children, and the more power you had. It fulfilled the promise of numerous progeny made by God to Abraham and reunited family members around the Patriarch-God in the afterlife.  Smith believed that in the afterlife the whole process began anew as the Patriarch-God and his wives—“Mothers in Heaven”—gave birth to spirit children. These spirit children, in turn, cycled through the stages from pre-fleshly existence to godhood and worshipped as God the one who had given them life.

We also know that polygamy was not to be practiced by everyone. Only “worthy Saints” who had received permission from the highest of Church authorities were given permission to practice “the Principle”. This meant that there was an inherent inequality in the Kingdom of Priests whether in time or in eternity and that plural marriage bound elite “worthy” Mormons to each other in webs of intermarriage and kinship relations.

We also know, as I mentioned earlier, that the Mormon practice of polygamy caused problems between Mormons and their neigbours as they moved across mid-nineteenth century America. It wasn’t only polygamy or theocratism that led to tensions between Mormons and their “Gentile” neighbours. The non-Mormon inhabitants of Kirtland, Ohio, who had been there before the Mormons migrated to Ohio from New York, were uncomfortable with the transformation of their township’s political culture from a Whig stronghold into a Democratic one as a result of the influx of Latter-day Saints into their community, a transformation that by 1837 would result in Mormon control of all the major town political offices in Kirtland except for constable. Kirtland’s non-Mormon residents were also concerned that Mormonism was undermining the economic security of the community. Many felt that Mormon immigrants had increased poverty in the area and that they were responsible for driving down land prices in Kirtland and raising them in neighboring communities. 

Another source of tension between Mormons and Gentiles was Mormon communalism. In 1831 Mormons established an economic structure—they called it the “Law of Consecration and Stewardship”, later the “Order of Enoch” or the “United Order”—which was communitarian in nature and limited to members of the Church. Non-members interpreted this as a sign of both Mormon economic and ideological exclusiveness and as the product of brainwashing.

As a result of these tensions “Gentiles” began to accuse Mormons of engaging in deviant sexual practices—“free love” and polygamy—and condemn their exclusivist political and economic practices as anti-democratic (recall what many American said about Catholicism). Mormons were physically attacked. Smith and other Mormon leaders were attacked verbally and physically, beaten, and tarred and feathered 

When Mormons fled Ohio from Missouri these tensions went with them. Political, economic, and cultural tensions, particularly the Mormon notion that the First Peoples were once part of the lost tribes of Israel and Smith’s ordination of a Black man to the priesthood—Missouri was a slave state remember—eventually led to conflict between Mormons and “Gentiles” in Jackson County, Missouri, where Mormons first settled in 1831, nearby Clay County, Missouri, where they had fled afterwards, and nearby Caldwell and Daviess counties which Missouri lawmakers had named Mormon counties. Mormons and non-Mormons were killed in a number of skirmishes like that at Haun’s Mill. Seventeen Latter-day Saints were killed in this “massacre”. Tensions between Mormons and their Missouri neighbours eventually led Governor Lilburn Boggs to issue his infamous order demanding that Mormons either be driven out of Missouri or killed. Mormons were forced to flee Missouri. 

Hoping to put an end to persecution and mob actions Mormons fled Ohio and Missouri and established their own community in Illinois under charter from the state. In Nauvoo—the city Mormons built in a bend on the Mississippi—tension within the Mormon community along with persecution by outsiders once again emerged. The practice of polygamy, though still secret and limited to leading members of the church, had become more widely known both inside the community--dividing Saint and Saint—and outside it. In 1844 an article critical of polygamy and Mormon leaders appeared in a Nauvoo newspaper published by a small but vocal group of Mormon dissidents. Smith responded to the article by leading a mob in destroying the printing press on which the paper was published. “Gentiles” interpreted this as the action of a despotic king (recall how early Americans felt about despotic kings like King George). Smith was arrested along with his brother Hyrum and placed in a jail in Carthage, Illinois. There he was assassinated by a mob on 27 June 1844. After the death of their prophet most Mormons followed their new leader Brigham Young and began the exodus that was to take them to their holy “refuge” in the Great Basin Desert in the Mexican west. 

In the Great Basin West the Mormons settled in what is today the Great Salt Lake Valley on 24 July1847, celebrated today as Pioneer Day in Utah. From there Mormons would spread out into the other pocket valleys of what is today Utah, into parts of Idaho, into parts of the Colorado Plateau, into parts of California, into parts of Alberta, and even into the Chihuahuan and Sonoran parts of Mexico. By 1890 there would be 500 Mormon villages throughout the Intermountain West with some 170,000 Mormon settlers. Throughout the period new converts from Great Britain and Scandinavia would make their way by ship, covered wagon, push cart, and railroad to the Mormon Zion in the mountains. In their theocratic and patriarchal Zion Mormons would create an irrigation society that would “make the desert bloom” by using snow melt from the mountains to irrigate their settlements. They built communities. They built cities—Salt Lake, Provo, Cedar City, Manti, St. George, Brigham City, Logan—laid out in the plat system. They built temples—in St. George (1877), Logan (1884), Manti (1888), and Salt Lake City (1893). They built tabernacles, ward houses, and stakes. They built industries, the sugar beet industry and a cotton industry in Utah’s “Dixie” in the south. They built cooperative communities, founded cooperative businesses, created farms, built theatres, built schools, and formed literary societies—literacy in the Mormon kingdom was high. One English visitor to the Great Salt Lake Valley in the 1880s named Phil Robinson compared them to the Boers in South Africa. And like the Boers they would fight an imperial power. 

After the US victory in the Mexican-American War Utah became part of the United States. Between 1857 and 1858 US military force would be used against the Mormons in order to put an end to their now illegal practice of polygamy and the theocratic state Mormons had created. Critics of polygamy would call it, along with slavery, “a relic of barbarism”. With polygamy ended (at least officially) Utah would be dismembered and eventually admitted to statehood in 1890.

A collection of important early Mormon journals and diaries can be found at http://www.boap.org/LDS/Early-Saints/. 

Another of the “radical” groups in the Burned Over District was the Shakers

The Shakers were not really an American religion at all. They arose in England in the eighteenth century under the influence of the French Prophets and immigrated to the New World arriving there in 1774. They established a settlement at Watervliet, New York near Albany. They brought with them their “prophet” and many of their beliefs. The Shaker “prophet” and leader was Ann Lee. “Mother Ann” had had a vision in England during which she was shown the human misery that was an inherent result of the lust of sexual intercourse. To avoid this sin of lust and to separate themselves from a fallen world Shakers built communes. Soon these would stretch from New York and New England to Ohio, Kentucky, and Indiana. Shaker men and women lived in separate quarters in their communes. They lived a “simple” life growing herbs for sale, making their simple yet elegant—and now pricey—furniture, singing their songs—“Simple Gifts is a Shaker tune--and dancing to them during worship. Between 1830 and 1860 Shakerism would experience significant growth. In 1830 there were 2316 Shakers. By 1840 there were 3608. By 1860 there were 3409. 50% of Shakers were women. Decline would set in after Shakers were stripped of their orphanages from which they drew many of their members. 

On the Shakers see

http://web.archive.org/web/20060828125934/religiousmovements.lib.virginia.edu/nrms/Shakers.html
For Shaker documents see

http://www.passtheword.org/SHAKER-MANUSCRIPTS/. 

Yet another radical Burned-Over District group was the child of its founder and theologian-patriarch the Dartmouth, Andover and Yale educated John Humphrey Noyes After an extensive study of the Bible, Noyes concluded that there had been two resurrections and judgments, the first one in 70 AD/CE and a second in the 1800s. Believing that the “Book of Acts” showed that inner perfection was possible, and influenced by Shaker and Brook Farm communal practices, Noyes founded a community in Putney, Vermont in which Christians could perfect themselves. Tensions over the group’s novel sexual practices eventually led the community of 35-45 members, including many children, to migrate to Oneida, New York (http://www.oneidacommunity.org/). 

Noyes carefully chose those individuals who would live in his commune of “love”. Only those who had achieved “holiness” were allowed to become members of the community. In this community of love members shared sex—they called it “free love”—work—they called it “association in labor”—and meals as they strove to achieve the “fulness” of the godly life in “immortality”. The community is perhaps best known today for the silverware they produced, Oneida, Ltd. At its height in 1878 Oneida numbered 306 members. The Oneida experiment would last until 1879.  

On Oneida see

http://web.archive.org/web/20060828131057/religiousmovements.lib.virginia.edu/nrms/Oneida.html 

http://library.syr.edu/digital/guides/o/OneidaCommunityCollection/
Books by Oneidans can be found at 

http://www.questia.com/library/ religion/john-humphrey-noyes.jsp
Like the Mormons both Shakers and the Oneida Community were hounded by their critics. Shakers were accused of being a dangerous group that deceptively lured the naïve into a dangerous and unhealthful faith. They were accused of breaking up families, of holding members against their will, of duping converts out of their financial resources, and of elevating Mother Ann Lee to the statue of Christ. Their leaders were said to have abused their authority and to have gained personally from their use of the community’s assets. Critics filed lawsuits against them and occasionally attacked them. Many attribute Shaker leader “Mother” Ann Lee's early death to the beatings and stonings she endured at the hands of anti-Shaker mobs. 

The Oneida Community was harassed by opponents throughout their existence. In Putney, New Hampshire, where the movement began, Noyes and his followers faced protests and possible arrest for “adultery”. Before he could be arrested, Noyes fled to New York. When he and his Putney followers took up residence in the Mansion House at Oneida, New York they faced harassment from several sources. Oneida’s sexual practices were the target of Anthony Comstock's state law aimed at their “immoral works”. Comstock had convinced the federal government to pass an obscenity bill which, among other things, forbade the dissemination of literature dealing with birth control, something widely practiced at Oneida and something which the group evangelized about through their newspapers and books many of which passed through the mail. Oneida was also the target of Professor John Mears of Hamilton College who wrote and preached against the “systematic concubinage” taking place at the community’s Mansion House both of which he classed with evil and uncivilized polygamy. Eventually, Methodists, Baptists, and Congregationalists joined Mears adding their voices to his calls for an end to Oneida “debaucheries”. 

By the way, it is worth remembering that mob action was not aimed solely at sectarian religious groups like the Mormons, Shakers, or Oneida during the Jacksonian era. Abolitionists, bankers, Masons, and Catholics suffered at the hands of mobs in Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Ohio, Missouri, and Illinois throughout the period.
Viewings and Listenings: The Mormons

American Experience and Frontline, “The Mormons”

http://www.pbs.org/mormons/
PBS, 2007

Antebellum Reform

Perhaps more than anything else the period between 1820 and 1860 was a period dominated by the Reform impulse in the United States. This reform impulse, by the way, was not peculiar to the United States. It was also prominent in the United Kingdom, much of Europe, and in Australia and New Zealand during this period as well. Protestant revivalism with its emphasis on human perfectibility was a major influence on the rise of American reform movements in this period. For those more secularly inclined progressivism and transcendentalism played important roles in promoting reform movements. Regardless of the influence many Americans during this period of time turned to benevolent movements to try to stamp out all sorts of problems in the United States be they slavery, prostitution, polygamy, war, inhumane prisons, inhumane treatment of the mentally ill and infirm, alcohol abuse, and the lack of women’s rights. The reform impulse was strongest in the Northeast, weakest, but not absent, in the South. Virtually every reform movement in the States had strong ties to its cousins in Britain and even to reform movements on the Continent and down under.

On a theoretical note, the prominent role played by Bostonians in America’s reform movements have led some to characterize reform movements as puritanical in flavour and led others to see this movement as a means used by America’s old elites to recover the power they had lost to the nation’s new elites created by the transportation revolution. Others have emphasized the prominent role played by members of the Religious Society of Friends (or Quakers) in America’s reform movements. Some have typified Quaker actions as progressive and humanistic, as trying to bring about better and more human treatment, better institutions for prisoners, the insane, and women among others. Others have seen Quaker actions as disciplinary, as manufacturing in “subjects” a constant surveillance of ones actions to try to bring them into concert with the norms of a repressive society.

The Antimasonry Movement

Catholics, Mormons, Shakers, Oniedans, and abolitionists weren’t the only targets of American mobs. So were Masons. The Antimasonry movement originated in upstate New York after William Morgan, who had been denied membership in a Masonic lodge in Batavia, New York and hence planned to publicly reveal the secrets of Freemasonry in a tell all book, was kidnapped and, presumably killed, by, it was again assumed, a group of Freemasons who wanted to protect their organizations secrets. Many attempts were made to investigate the disappearance of Morgan. Several men, all of whom denied their involvement, were convicted and lightly punished for the kidnapping. Morgan himself or his body were never found.

These investigations into Morgan’s supposed kidnapping and the light punishment of Morgan’s supposed kidnappers and killers prompted charges from those critical of Masonry and “Masonic conspiracies” that powerful, well-heeled, and well-connected Masons were conspiring to cover up the kidnapping and murder of Morgan, conspiring to undermine American democracy, and, given that many prominent figures in the US were Masons, take over America’s government. The movement had become so prominent by the 1830s that an Anti-Masonry Party was formed. At its convention in 1831 in Baltimore the Anti-Masonry Party nominated a candidate for president in 1832. This would be the first time a third party candidate was nominated for and ran for the office of president of the United States. The party would carry the state of Vermont. The Anti- Masonic Party survived until 1834 when several of its prominent leaders helped form the Whig Party. With the demise of the party some Anti-Masons gravitated toward the Whigs, others gravitated toward the Democrats.

The Anti-Slavery Impulse
During the Colonial era most Americans accepted that slavery was an economic necessity and an institution sanctioned by the Bible—read Paul’s letter to Philemon to find biblical support for slavery. Both the American Revolution and the French Revolution with their rhetorics of liberty, freedom, and the pursuit of happiness and liberté, egalité, and fraternité, however, had an impact on how Americans and Europeans perceived slavery. The late seventeenth and early eighteenth century saw increasing numbers of North Americans and Europeans began calling for and end to slavery and saw many urging equal treatment for Blacks. 

American Quakers like John Woolman (1720-1772, http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/WooJour.html) 

and Anthony Benezet (1713-1784, http://onlinebooks.library.upenn.edu/webbin/book/search?author=benezet&amode=words&title=&tmode=words), 

began pushing Friends (Quakers) to emancipate their slaves. Woolman refused to write bills of sale for the transfer of slaves, boycotted any products produced in the West Indies by slaves—including rum, sugar, molasses, dyed clothes—and traveled across the United States speaking to Friends about the evils of slavery. In Revolutionary France the Les amis des noirs or Friends of the Blacks, who had ties to the radical Montagnards, one of the more radical of the French Revolutionary “parties”, urged the emancipation of all Blacks everywhere. In Great Britain many voices arose to protest the evils of slavery, Quakers and evangelicals prominent among them. 1787 saw the founding of the Society for the Abolition of the Slave Trade while 1823 saw the founding of the Anti-Slavery Society. 1799 and 1804 saw the passage of gradual emancipation laws in two US states that had sizable slave populations, New York and New Jersey. 1803 saw a revolution in Haiti that resulted in the abolition of slavery in that former French colony. 1807 saw British anti-slave reformers triumph when they got Parliament to outlaw the slave trade in the British Empire. The US would follow suit in 1808, France in 1814, Holland in 1817, Spain in 1845. 

Outlawing the slave trade was not simply the goal of anti-slave groups throughout the Atlantic World. As I mentioned earlier Haiti, which came into existence after a slave revolt, outlawed slavery in 1804. Someone else who I mentioned earlier, Simon Bolivar, freed those slaves who joined his army and insisted that slavery be prohibited in several of the constitutions he helped frame in Latin America. 1833 saw slavery outlawed in Great Britain once and for all. The British government paid 20 million pounds in compensation to those negatively impacted by the act. France followed suit in 1848, the year of revolutions in Europe. Spain abolished slavery in Puerto Rico in 1873 and Cuba in 1886. Brasil abolished it in 1888.

In the United States1817 saw the founding of The American Colonisation Society 

(http://www.loc.gov /rr/print/coll/007.html) 

in the United States. Even some Southern slaveholders supported this scheme to “return” Blacks to West Africa. Southerners, by and large, saw it as a way to get rid of potential agitators in their midst, Free Blacks. It was clear by 1830 that the re-colonisation scheme had failed. Most Free Blacks opposed it. Leaders of American Colonization Society had little money to carry out its work. In the end only about 12,000 Blacks were transported to West Africa largely with monies supplied by Virginia and Maryland.

The 1820s and 1830s saw the rise of other types of anti-slavery movements in the United States. In 1820 no one was more active in his opposition to slavery than the Quaker Benjamin Lundy. In his Universal Emancipator Lundy argued for both colonization and emancipation (on Lundy see: http://www.msu.edu/~dykhous2/Genius/genius.html and http://antislavery.eserver.org/tracts/lundyplan/index_html/view?searchterm=lundy). Lundy’s assistant William Lloyd Garrison took a far more radical position than Lundy. Garrison called for the immediate abolition of slavery.

No American reform movement was more controversial or caused more problems for Antebellum American than abolitionism. Garrison condemned both colonization and gradualism in his speeches (here is an example: 

 http://antislavery.eserver.org/tracts/ garrisonmarlborochapel/garrisonmarlborochapel.html) 

and in his aptly named newspaper the Liberator (here is the first editorial from that paper: http://www.pbs.org/wgbh /aia/part4/4h2928t.html) which began publishing in 1831—the Liberator’s circulation remained small throughout its existence. In 1832 Garrison founded the New England Anti-Slavery Society to promote immediate emancipation of slaves. Many of Boston’s prominent like Unitarians Theodore Parker and William Ellery Channing joined the society. So did the prominent Indiana Quaker poet James Greenleaf Whittier. 

Garrison’s rhetoric seemed harsh to some. He denounced Christianity for offering justifications and apologies for the “peculiar institution”. He condemned America’s churches for failing to take an abolitionist position. The forthrightness of Garrison’s criticisms often lost him support even in anti-slavery circles. For many Southerner’s Garrison became the very symbol of the anti-slavery movement in the North and the essence of all that was wrong with Northern abolitionism.

Massachusetts, where Garrison had his headquarters and published his paper, was not the only fertile ground for the anti-slavery movement in the North. New York was also a hotbed of the anti-slavery cause. In that state the wealthy Tappen Brothers—Arthur and Lewis—came to the abolitionist cause and with 62 others founded the American Anti-Slavery society in Philadelphia in 1833. The American Anti-Slavery Society condemned the “peculiar institution as contrary to the principles of Christianity Not all Christians, however, agreed.

Given the heavily evangelical nature of the American Anti-Slavery Society it is not surprising that like evangelicalism the Society had a strong missionary impulse. Members wanted to found branches of the Society in every state, city, town, and village of the North. By 1840 the Society had around 2000 branches with around 200,000 members’ thanks in part to particularly effective anti-slavery missionaries like Theodore Weld of Lane Theological Seminary in Cincinnati, Ohio. 

Weld even took his crusade into the heart of Christian education. During an 18 day debate on the issue of slavery at Lane Weld managed to convince all of Lane’s students of the rightness of the abolitionist cause. Opposition to abolition from Lane’s trustees led Lane’s abolitionist dissidents to relocate to Oberlin College in Northern Ohio making Oberlin the leading centre of abolition in the west.

Abolitionists, like evangelicals, were inveterate publishers. They made use of Tappen money and the post to distribute their anti-slavery literature. Within two years of its founding the Society was flooding the country—especially the North—with some one million copies of its anti-slavery periodicals, tracts, and pamphlets which condemned the South as “one great Sodom”. Many in the South responded by seizing and burning abolitionist literature beginning in 1835 while Southern post offices refused to deliver abolitionist publications. President Andrew Jackson, in the meantime, proposed legislation that would have prohibited the circulation of “incendiary literature”.  

In addition to flooding the country with literature Abolitionists also flooded the federal Congress with petitions calling for it to end slavery. The flow of anti-slavery petitions to Congress was such that by 1836 Southerners and their Northern allies in Congress prohibited anti-slavery petitions from being discussed by Congress. Despite the Congressional gag order between 1837 and 1838 some 412,000 petitions still reached the House alone during those years. The gag order would be overturned in 1844 thanks in large part to the efforts of John Quincy Adams who had successfully run for the House of Representatives after leaving the presidency.

Though the abolition movement was dominated by Whites Black men and women played prominent roles in the movement as well. Many White men and women abolitionists weren’t always comfortable with this. Black clergymen like Samuel Cornish, Henry Garrett, and Alexander Cromwell regularly appeared on Abolitionist platforms. Escaped slaves like William Wells Brown, William and Ellen Craft, and Frederick Douglas effectively told their tales of the horrors of slavery on the Abolitionist lecture circuit. Beyond the lecture stage Douglas would spread the gospel of abolitionism through his newspaper The North Star. 

On Black abolitionism see

http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/african/afam006.html 
For many abolitionists—White and Black—pamphleteering, newspaper editorials and reports, and lectures weren’t enough. Several White Quaker and Unitarian abolitionists and a number of Black abolitionists founded the Underground Railroad as an active means to bring slaves to freedom in the North or Canada. Former slave Harriet Tubman would make a dozen or so secret trips into the South leading some 200 slaves out of bondage. Abolitionist John Brown who had been involved in the Underground Railroad would follow the courage of his anti-slavery convictions and engage in direct armed action against “peculiar institution”. Between 1855 and 1857 Brown and his forces fought a guerilla war against pro-slavery forces in Kansas territory. In October of 1859 Brown and his interracial army of 21 descended on the federal armory at Harper’s Ferry in Virginia expecting to seize weapons and arm the slaves. Brown’s action failed. A federal force led by Lieutenant Colonel Robert E. Lee put it down. The slave revolt Brown hoped for never materialised. He would be hanged for his “insurrection” on 2 December 1859.

The abolition movement was not unified. In fact, it (like Christianity and later socialistm and communism) turned out to be riddled with disagreements and conflict. Garrison didn’t think the Tappens abolitionist enough. Christian abolitionists were disturbed by what they saw as Garrison’s anti-Christian comments. Others were offended by Garrison’s support of women’s rights. He supported the election of Abby Kelly to the previously all male business committee of the American Anti-Slavery Society and the peace movement. Some favoured political action, others, like Garrison who saw politics as grounded in evil power relations did not. Some were willing to compromise. Others like Garrison were unwilling to compromise with what they saw as abject evil. This sectarianism came to a head in 1840 during debates over Abby Kelly’s candidacy for a seat on the business committee of the American Anti-Slavery Society. The Tappan-Weld moderates responded to Kelly’s nomination by leaving and forming their own anti-slavery society, the American and Foreign Anti-Slavery Society. 

Some abolitionists began to engage in mainstream politics. Soon after the Tappan and Weld factions left the American Anti-Slaver Society some anti-slavery New Yorkers founded the Liberty Party to work of abolition through the mainstream political process.

Some of this mainstream political action was successful. Around the same time that the Underground Railroad was bringing slaves to freedom states began passing “personal liberty laws” across the North in order to help slaves escape the grip of the federal Fugitive Slave Act of 1793 (http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part2/2h62.html) 

which required states to return escaped slaves to their owners. Many Southerners alarmed, of course, by the actions of the abolitionists and Northern legislatures challenged the “personal liberty laws” in court. In 1842 the Supreme Court in Prigg v. Pennsylvania (http://www.ux1.eiu.edu/~cfib/courses/Prigg.htm) ruled that state’s liberty law unconstitutional. At the same time it held that since the Fugitive Slave Law was a federal law federal authorities were required to seek out, arrest, and return escaped slaves to their owners. State authorities, in other words, did not have to assist federal authorities.

It was in response to Northern abolitionism that the South began to develop a systematic defence of slavery. Prior to the 1830s many Southerners opposed the “peculiar institution” in their midst. After the 1830s, however, Southern responses to slavery began to change and it became dangerous for Southerners to express anti-slave opinions at the very least in public. All of this, of course, took place in a context. In 1831 the British Parliament began the process that would lead to the abolition of slavery in the British Empire by 1838. In 1831 and 1832 the Virginia legislature debated the issue of slavery. Some legislators wanted to gradually emancipate the slaves, others wanted to maintain the “peculiar institution”. The debated ended with the legislature tightening slavery even further. Both of these events would stimulate—after 1832—the first systematic defences of Southern slavery in the South. In the mid-1830s Thomas Dew, a professor at Virginia’s College of William and Mary, drew on history, anthropology, economics, and religion, to argue the pro-slavery cause. Denouncing colonization schemes Dew claimed that slavery benefited the slave since it “civilised” him or her (classic White Man’s Burden and Manifest Destiny ideology). In 1854 Southern scientists Joseph Nott and George Gliden in their Types of Mankind asserted that Blacks were the least evolved of humans (nascent racial biology). In the 1850s George Fitzhugh’s Sociology of the South and Cannibals All claimed that slavery benefited slave and free, Black and White, male and female. Southerners weren’t simply defending the “peculiar institution” in word and on written page. They began to offer significant rewards for the return of escaped slaves to counteract the impact of Northern “personal liberty laws”.

To digress a bit, it is important to remember that the South wasn’t the only area of the United States that was characterized by anti-Black attitudes. In the North politicians of all political stripes maintained White superiority to Blacks in the antebellum period and beyond. Nor was the North a welcoming haven for abolitionists. Many Northerners—including many, who were “prominent”, denounced abolitionists, broke up their meetings, destroyed their printing presses, attacked their property, accused them of being in league with the British, and sometimes even attacked their person. A few examples: Lewis Tappan was stoned in New York in 1834. Garrison was attacked in the streets of Boston in 1835. Abolitionist Elijah Lovejoy was murdered and his printing press destroyed in Alton, Illinois in 1837. Pennsylvania Hall in Philadelphia was burned down soon after it staged an anti-slavery meeting in 1838. Abolitionists, in other words, exacerbated sectional tensions between North and South.
For proslavery and antislavery literature see http://antislavery.eserver.org/
For the influence of abolitionism see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/african/afam006.html 
Prison and Asylum Reform
One of the earliest of America’s reform movements was that to improve facilities for prisoners and the mentally ill and physically handicapped.

In the Colonial Era punishments included fines, whipping, shaming in stocks, banishment—think Roger Williams and Anne Hutchinson—and, of course, hanging—think of those Quakers who were hanged in Massachusetts for preaching the wrong gospel. In the Early Republic many felt that capital punishment—which many saw as something peculiar to a monarchy—and banishment were inappropriate for a republic. In the 1790s and 1800s more and more Americans came to believe that those who committed crimes should be incarcerate in prisons. Prisons, however, brought prisoners together and resulted in riots and break outs. They also took no account of gender, age, crime, and criminal record and left prisoners to their own devices to survive in such prisons. Concerns about all of these led some to call for prison reform.

The demand for prison reform came from groups like the Society for Alienating the Miseries of Public Prisons founded in Philadelphia in 1787 by Quakers. Quakers had long been urging states to turn prisons into places or reform rather than places of punishment. New prisons built in the early 1800s attempted to put reformist ideas into practice. Because prisoners were thought to be a negative influence on each other the new New York State Prison in Auburn instituted a system in 1821 in which prisoners were kept locked up in individual cells at night and forced to remain silent while the worked together during the day. At the new Pennsylvania Eastern State Penitentiary built near Philadelphia in 1829 prisoners were also kept in solitary confinement to allow them opportunities to repent of their crimes and in the process reform themselves. Both systems established a prison discipline—prisoners woke up, ate, worked, and went to bed at the sound of a bell. The only book they were allowed to read was the Bible. Increasingly during this period prisoners were being distinguished by age. In the 1820s philanthropic reformers established “houses of refuge” for “juvenile delinquents” in many cities.

Reformers were also turning their attention to the disabled. Thomas Gallaudet called for reform in the treatment of America’s physically handicapped. Gallaudet  would go on to found the first school for the deaf in the US in Harford, Connecticut in 1817. Before he died in 1851 he had persuaded 15 other states throughout the US to follow Connecticut’s example. 

John Dix Fisher and Samuel Gridley Howe did a similar thing for the blind. Influenced by the national school for the blind in Paris Fisher founded the New England Asylum for the Blind—later the Perkins School for the Blind—in Boston in 1829 and made Howe its first director. 

Dorothea Dix, the daughter of a wealthy Methodist minister, probably did more than any other American in awakening concern for the mentally ill in the US. In the Colonial Era most Americans attributed mental illness to physical problems—an imbalance of the bodily humours of blood, phlegm, choler, and black bile—or supernatural forces—demonic possession. The Enlightenment—which saw mental illness as a defect or reason—and the development of the medical profession began to change at least some elite perceptions of mental illness, however. Asylum doctors began to define mental illness in more systematic terms seeing it a mania, a product of melancholy, dementia, idiocy, some moral lack, neurasthenia, headaches, insomnia, depression, or anxiety.

Dix changed all this. After suffering nervous breakdown which forced her to give up hopes of becoming a teacher, Dix traveled to England where she met Samuel Tukes, the Quaker head of the York Retreat for the mentally ill. Upon her return to the US in 1841 Dix volunteered to teach a Sunday school class for women inmates in the East Cambridge Jail in Massachusetts. What she found their horrified her. She saw prostitutes, drunks, criminals, the retarded, and the mentally ill all herded together in the unheated, unfurnished, and foul-smelling jail. Over the next several years Dix visited prisons and almshouses in Boston and across Massachusetts. In 1843 she testified before the Massachusetts legislature describing to its members how the states insane were treated and how they were often beaten with chains and rods by their jailers. She urged the state to establish an institution designed solely to treat the insane. Samuel Gridley Howe would found that institution in 1848, the Massachusetts School for Idiotic Children, later the Walter E. Fernald State School. After her successes in Massachusetts Dix visited other states to view how they treated their mentally ill and spurring these states to take similar actions to those in Massachusetts. Nevertheless, by 1850 only around one-third of America’s mentally ill were housed in institutions dedicated specifically to their care.

The Temperance Movement
As I noted earlier the imbibing of alcohol rose threefold in the United States between 1792 and 1823. During this period Americans drank cheap rum, corn whisky, and hard cider at almost every social occasion they could—at weddings, at funerals, at ordinations, at polling places, at militia gatherings. Many Americans regarded strong drink as conducive to hard work and as medicinal. 

Other Americans were alarmed at men’s and women’s “excessive” drinking habits. Philadelphia physician, surgeon, scientist, and signer of the Declaration of Independence Dr. Benjamin Rush attacked “demon drink” as early as 1790. Second Great Awakening evangelicalism reinforced such views by surrounding the issue of alcohol consumption with a religious and moral aura. In the 1820s religious figures like the Congregationalist Lyman Beecher urged Americans to abstain from drinking alcohol. 

By the mid-1820s the temperance movement was gaining numbers from all genders and classes. 1826 saw the founding of the American Society for the Promotion of Temperance in Boston. The 1830s saw temperance advocates began lobbying efforts promoting the regulation of alcohol. They had several successes. Massachusetts passed a law in 1838 which forbade the purchase of less than 15 gallons of liquor in order to try to limit alcohol consumption among the poor. Maine passed a law prohibiting alcohol sales in 1846. The law provoked opposition from liquor dealers and Germans and Catholics in the state. By 1834 the Society claimed some 1 million members in its close to 5000 branches across the country as more and more Americans—religious and secular—were coming to see alcoholism as an obstacle to conversion, a promoter of crime, a promoter of poverty, a promoter of vice, and a promoter of an uninformed electorate.

In the 1840s the temperance movement entered a new phase when the Washington Temperance Society was formed in the nation’s capital. Its members were not religious leaders or medical reformers. They were ex-drunkards. Soon the organization spread all across the country—Abraham Lincoln would speak to its Springfield branch in 1842 (http://www.druglibrary.org/schaffer/HISTORY/ancient/TempAddr.htm). The aim of the Washington Temperance Society was to cure alcoholics of their addiction and bring redemption to them. Organising thousands of children into a “cold water army” and sending them along with an army of anti-alcohol itinerants around the nation the Washington Temperance Society promoted prohibition rather than moderation in drinking.

For materials relating to the temperance movement see http://www.lostmuseum.cuny.edu/archives/temperance.htm.

The Peace Reform Movement
Christian groups like the Quakers, Mennonites, Amish, and Brethren who had settled in America, particularly in Pennsylvania and later Ohio and Indiana, had long refused to participate in wars. Mennonite farmers in Pennsylvania refused to haul guns for Braddock’s army (recall that Braddock was the commander sent by the British to prosecute the French and Indian War). Quakers refused to carry guns for Braddock’s army. They also refused to carry food for it since they would soon be engaged in killing.

Quakers, given their political prominence in Pennsylvania, were in a particularly delicate position during the French and Indian war given the inherent conflict between their religious based pacifism and the occasional need for the government to use coercion and force. In June 1755 the governor of Pennsylvania asked the assembly to raise a militia to protect the frontier from Indian attack. Quaker politicians in the assembly compromised their convictions and passed a militia bill. They did vote to exempt any person religiously opposed to war from serving in it, however. When Indian raids struck the frontier, frontiersmen demanded that the assembly provide protection for them. At first, the assembly balked at this but it did finally vote money for the construction of forts and for the raising of troops to defend the frontier from Indian raids. Deeply troubled by what they saw the compromise of Quaker principles many Friends including John Woolman and John Churchman warned the Quakers in the assembly that their political actions were inconsistent with their Quaker principles. By April 1756 when Pennsylvania’s governor declared war on the Lenape Indians, Friends in the assembly had had enough. They resigned. Presbyterians took over the assembly and voted to enact everything the governor asked for to prosecute the war. 

It was the war of 1812 that would stimulate opposition to war beyond the sectarian Christian pacifist communities. Many Federalists, including those in the federal Congress, opposed the war as I mentioned earlier. As is often the case during wars, opposition to the war produced a backlash. In Baltimore in 1812 a pro-war mob attacked a Federalist anti-war newspaper and the many of the city’s blacks since they were thought they would be sympathetic to the British enemy. As the US suffered defeat after defeat between 1813 and 1814 more and more Americans turned against it. Only with victory would patriotic fervour return and the war be memorialized.

Opposition to the war was strongest in New England but it was also present in New York and Pennsylvania as well. Local and statewide religiously oriented peace societies arose in Massachusetts, Maine, New Hampshire, New York, and Pennsylvania. In 1828 the New York Peace Society (founded in 1815) and the Massachusetts Peace Society (founded in 1816) merged, at the suggestion of a sea captain and farmer from Maine named William Ladd, to form the American Peace Society 

(http://www.swarthmore.edu/library/peace/DG001-025/DG003APS.html, http://www.mtsu.edu/~kmiddlet/history/women/wh-peace.html).

The goal of the new American Peace Society (APS) was to “promote permanent international peace through justice; and to advance in every proper way the general use of conciliation, arbitration, judicial methods, and other peaceful means of avoiding and adjusting differences among nations, to the end that right shall rule might in a law-governed world.”

The APS was hardly unified in its views. Some like Alan Ladd and Elilu Burritt advocated international law, a congress of nations, arbitration of international disputes to put an end to war and self-defence if one was attached. Others were opposed to all wars. This diversity of opinion led to a split in the organization. Those opposed to wars in general formed the New England Nonresistance Society in 1838 and the League of Universal Brotherhood in 1846 whose around 50,000 members denounced all wars and refused all military service. 

Opposition to war was not the sole province of the peace societies. Opposition to the Mexican War of 1846 was quite significant. Some argued that it was a conspiracy of pro-slavery forces to bring more slave states into the Union. Others argued that the war itself was immoral. Still others saw it as contributing to corruption in Washington. Others still saw it as a waste of federal monies. Others argued that it contributed to the growth of immorality in the American military. 

During the Civil War, Quakers and Shakers sought exemptions from the Union military service for their members. Blanket exemptions, however, were not granted in the Northern conscription act of March 1862. Exemptions for draftees were thus decided at military camps on an individual basis. The Confederacy’s first conscription act of April 1862 offered no exemptions to military service for those opposed to it. The revised act issued in October of the same year exempted Quakers, Mennonites, Dunkards, and Nazarenes provided they paid a $CSA500 exemption tax.

Like many of the other reform movements of the era the Peace Movement was international. There were peace reformers in Great Britain, France, Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands. As early as1848 peace advocates from all over the world attended the International Peace Conference in Brussels, Belgium.

Sabbatarianism
In the United States Protestantism, as our discussion of antebellum reform movements should indicate, played an immensely important role in American life. The Sabbatarian movement perhaps more than any other, shows just how influential Evangelical Protestantism was in American life and how intense the debate over the “proper” roles of church and state in American life was in the antebellum period.

In 1810 Congress passed a law mandating that the post office be open on any day mail was delivered. Since mail was delivered on Sunday, the Sabbath of Christianity, post offices had to be open on Sunday for an hour but only if post offices received mail on that day and only after church services were over (this was a sop to America’s Protestant community). Many Christians saw this as an attack on “the Christian Sabbath and began to bombard Congress with hundreds of petitions calling on the post office to end its delivery of mail on Sunday, for stagecoaches to stop running on the “Sabbath”, and for all sorting of mail on the “Sabbath” to cease. The necessities of fighting the War of 1812, specifically the need for quick transport of mail and persons, meant a decline in calls for ending postal and people deliveries on Sunday. 

1826, however, saw a revival of the Sunday mail controversy as Congress once again passed legislation mandating that post offices that received mail on Sunday open on the Christian Sabbath. All other government offices, by the way, were closed on Sunday. The need for Sunday postal delivery was fueled by the Market Revolution set in motion by the Erie Canal. The Market Revolution in the Northeast had swelled the amount of business America’s post offices were doing. 

America’s Protestants weren’t taking this lying down. Emboldened by the Second Great Awakening and the church growth it fueled Protestant Christians once again took up the cause of “keeping the Sabbath holy”. Presbyterians and Congregationalists led the charge. At first, Sabbatarians urged their own members to “keep the Sabbath holy”. Soon they broadened their campaign and began urging Christians to boycott any business that remained open of the “Lord’s Day”. 

In 1828 Rochester, New York, one of those upstate communities transformed by the Erie Canal., a community in the heart of the Burned Over District, one of the hearths of the Second Great Awakening, moved to the centre of the Sabbatarian movement. Rochester was also, as Nancy Hewitt shows, an important site of anti-slavery and women’s rights agitation at about the same time. In 1828 Josiah Bissel—owner of a canal company that closed on Sunday—Lyman Beecher, Lewis Tappan (the same Lewis Tappan who would be involved in the abolition movement), and others established the General Union for Promoting the Observance of the Christian Sabbath (GUPCS) in Rochester. This gave the Sabbatarian movement an institutional form for the first time. Soon chapters of the Union could be found from Maine to Ohio. The GUPCS distributed brochures urging Christians (Protestants) to “keep the Sabbath holy”. It sent petitions to Congress urging that it close America’s post offices on the Sabbath. It even tried a more secular approach to the issue by suggesting to workers and artisans that closing businesses on Sunday would give them a day of rest.

The Sabbatarian movement was not supported by all Christians. Its Protestant character did not endear it to America’s ever increasing number of Roman Catholics. Its hierarchical character did not appeal to Baptists, Methodists, or Disciples of Christ who tended to be non if not anti-hierarchical and individualistic in orientation. Beyond Christians, the religious character of the movement did not endear it to the small number of agnostics and atheists in the new nation. Laissez faire Jacksonians did not like its coercive nature. In the end, the Sabbatarian campaign against Sunday mail delivery failed. The Senate responded that it was not its place to determine the role of God in public life. Richard Johnson, the chairman of the Senate Committee on the Post Office, played on notions of freedom and concerns about state religion current in the new nation when he claimed that Sabbatarians wanted to deprive Americans of their religious freedom. While Sabbatarianism had only limited success on the national level it did achieve successes on the local level. Sabbatarians were instrumental in passing “blue laws”, laws that stipulated that in certain areas no business, sports activities, or “boisterous recreation[s] were to be undertaken on the Sabbath. 

The Woman Movement
During the period we are discussing American women were idealized, deferred to, protected, and denied many social and political rights. A married woman had no right to her own belongings and her own earnings. Her husband did. America’s women could not make their own wills without their husband’s consent. They could not assume guardianship over their own children. Only their husband’s could. They could not vote. Only men could. They could not hold political office. Only men could. They had limited educational opportunities available to them.

The common historical narrative about American women in the nineteenth century is that women, particularly White middle class women—the middle class recall was expanding during this period as a result of economic changes and economic growth in the US—were—as a result of the cult of domesticity—limited to roles in the domestic or private sphere. They took care of the house, their husbands, cared for their children, and provided a spiritual dimension to the home. This spiritual dimension to ideologies about “true womanhood” has led many historians to suggest, by the way, that during the 19th century American religion was feminised because of the important role women played in the spiritual life of the home and, by extension, in churches and synagogues. 

Over time and because of this caring dimension associated with the cult of domesticity, many women began to move out of the home and into the world to cure its ills as well. As a result many White middle class, particularly White Protestant middle class women began to became more and more involved in the world—the public sphere—and the reform of it. Women became important in the abolition movement, in the prison reform movement, in the movement to humanize care for the insane, the blind, and the deaf, in the movement to save fallen women from their plight, in the movement to save alcoholics from the demon of demon alcohol, and eventually in the movement to give women the vote.

On the cult of domesticity see http://www.library.csi.cuny.edu/dept/history/lavender/386/truewoman.html
In the 1810s educational opportunities began to open up for women. Emma Willard—who I will talk further about later—and Catharine Beecher established female academies in 1814 and 1823 respectively. Willard’s female academy in Vermont and Beecher’s female academy in Connecticut put the lie to the notion that women could not master subjects like philosophy and maths without a loss of femininity. By 1837 Massachusetts schoolteacher Mary Lyon founded the first college for women in Massachusetts, Mt Holyoke Female Seminary—later Mt. Holyoke College—in South Hadley, Massachusetts. Evangelical Oberlin College in Ohio became America’s first coeducational institution when it opened its doors in 1833. Oberlin, by the way, would become the first interracial educational institution in the US when it admited Blacks in 1835. 

Beginning in the 1840s a significant number of America’s women began to be trained in normal schools to teach America’s youth. As historians have long pointed out this fits it quite naturally with the nurturing emphasis of the ideology of the cult of domesticity. The first normal school opened its doors in 1839 in Lexington, Massachusetts. Soon normal schools were popping up all across the United States. Normal schools opened in New York in 1844—today this school is the University at Albany—Michigan in 1849, Illinois in 1857, Missouri in 1857, California in 1857, Minnesota in 1858, and Indiana in 1865. 

Education was not the only arena America’s women were involved in Antebellum America. Women—a number of them Quakers as we have seen—were particularly active in a number of America’s reform movements including the prison, asylum, abolition movements. Reflecting the prejudices of the era Antebellum men often looked down on t Antebellum women involved in the reform movements of the era and generally blocked women from leadership positions in those movements. A few examples. Male abolitionists opposed the appearance of female Quaker abolitionists Angelina and Sarah Grimke on its lecture platforms. Male abolitionists denied seats to abolitionist women at the World Anti-Slavery Conference in London in 1840.

As a result of male resistance to female reformers two of the women denied their seats at the World Anti-Slavery Conference in 1840, Quaker Lucretia Mott and Elizabeth Cady Stanton, along with Quakers Martha Wright, Mary Ann McClintock, and Jane Hunt called on women to meet at Seneca Falls near Rochester in upstate New York to lay before the public the wrong’s done to women. Female delegates gathered on 4 July in Seneca Falls where they adopted a “Declaration of Sentiments” (http://usinfo.state.gov/usa/infousa/facts/democrac/17.htm). 

This “Declaration of Sentiments”, in language much like that of the “Declaration of Independence”, asserted the equality of men and women and demanded that women be given the right to vote. The “Declaration of Sentiments” was met with derision, abuse, and mockery from many men, even some of those who regarded themselves as liberal. Some women opposed it as well. Catharine Beecher in her essay “Peculiar Responsibilities of American Women” (http://xroads.virginia.edu/~cap/UTC/treat1.html) believed the ideas in the “Declaration of Sentiments” would undermine women’s commitments to their domestic responsibilities.

For the Seneca Falls convention see http://www.npg.si.edu/col/seneca/senfalls1.htm 
Women weren’t only prominent in America’s reform movements. There were prominent female novelists like Harriet Beecher Stowe, prominent female journalists like Lydia Marie Child and Margaret Fuller, prominent female publishers like Sara Hale—Hale would found Godey’s Lady’s Book the best known women’s magazine of the era—prominent female doctor’s like Elizabeth Blackwell, and prominent female ministers like Antoinette Brown.

Viewings and Listenings: Women in American Life

Business

Talking History: Albany’s Businesswomen, 3 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Reform

Talking History: Seneca Falls, 13 July
http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1998.html
Education and Educational Reform
Despite the fact that most of America’s founding fathers placed a great deal of emphasis on and a great deal of hope in education by the 1830s only New York and New England had public school systems. Elsewhere most of America’s children attended church schools or private academies. Many of America’s children received no institutional education at all. 

More and more Americans in the 1830s were coming to demand a free public school education seeing it as a means to achieve a degree of social and economic equality, a means to educate Americans for industrial jobs, or a means to Americanise the increasing number of foreigners streaming into the young nation. Other Americans were not so sure they wanted public education, however. Protestants feared the influence of ever increasing numbers of Catholics in public schools. Catholics were uncomfortable with the Protestant dominance of America’s schools and the use of the Protestant King James Bible and were thus not always prepared to support public education. Still others were not prepared to pay taxes to fund public education.

Among those supporting the reform of public education in the United States was Horace Mann. Mann, who led the reform of Massachusetts public education in the 1830s saw education as the potential cure for the young nation’s ills and as the “great equalizer of the conditions of men”. Despite this high sounding rhetoric Mann viewed education primarily as a means of social control. To put his vision of education into effect Mann centralized the public school system of Massachusetts, reformed it curriculum, transformed the methods used to teach students, established a minimum school year of six months, and established the first teacher’s or normal college in the state and the US at Lexington, Massachusetts in 1839.

Soon other states—specifically Rhode Island, Connecticut, Ohio, and North Carolina—

were instituting public educational reforms that were similar to Mann’s. By the 1850s most of America’s states had fee primary level public school systems—around 80,000 schools with some 3.5 million pupils. 

While more students were attending schools the schools they were attending were inadequate physically and the teachers who taught in them were largely ill prepared. The South lagged behind in these reforms. Illiteracy there was 20% compared to 3% in the Middle Atlantic States and 1% in New England. Only in Massachusetts were students graded by age and ability and required to attend school. 

As for secondary education, in only a few states was public education extended to the secondary level. Massachusetts again was the exception not the rule. It required every city, town, or district of 500 or more to establish a high school beginning in 1827. By 1860 there were only around 300 public schools in the state. There were, however, around 6000 private schools to pick up the slack. Most of these like Philips Andover founded in Andover, Massachusetts in 1778 and Phillips Exeter founded in Exeter, New Hampshire in 1781 were for boys. The Troy Female Seminary founded in 1821—later the Emma Willard School—was, as its name implies, for girls. Tuition at these private schools was usually inexpensive. Boarding costs were high, however, making it virtually impossible for any but the sons of the wealthy to attend. Uniforms were mandatory as was training in the military arts. Similar private military academies would eventually arise in the South and include Virginia Military Institute founded in 1839—VMI—and the Citadel founded in South Carolina in 1842.

1810 through 1860 did see the growth of colleges in the United States as the number of colleges increased from the 9 of Colonial America to the 25 of 1800 and 516 of 1860—186 of these, by the way, would survive. This period would see the beginning of America’s movement away from the classical curriculum of the Colonial era—1824 saw the founding of America’s first technical college Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute in Troy, New York.

State chartered and supported colleges would be among those that would increase during these years. The University of Georgia would be founded in 1785. Ohio University would be founded in 1804—revenue from two townships in the Ohio Company of Associates purchase of one-and-a-half million acres north and west of the Ohio River was set aside for support of that university and Miami University which was founded in 1809. State universities would be founded in Indiana in 1820, Michigan in 1837, Iowa in 1847, and Wisconsin in 1848. The vast majority of America’s colleges would be church founded and run. Even America’s state universities would have a denominational flavour—Indiana, for instance, would long be dominated by the Presbyterian Church. The facilities at most of these colleges and universities were minimal. Academic standards were, by and large, low, and teaching was done mostly by rote. 1862 saw the federal government stimulate and expand higher education all across the country by passing the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 (http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill_acts.htm). This provided federal public lands to “States and Territories to use to provide Colleges for the Benefit of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts”. The monies raised by land sales led to the founding of agriculture oriented universities such as Purdue, Iowa State, Michigan State, Ohio State, Kansas State, and Cornell’s agriculture school.
Schools were not the only means of education in Early America. In the early years of the nation lyceums were quite popular. The first lyceum was founded in Massachusetts in 1826. By 1831 the National American Lyceum was founded and had around 3000 branches across the country. Lyceums originally had a self-improvement mission. Over time they began to offer public on a variety of literary and scientific topics. The famous critic and transcendentalist Ralph Waldo Emerson would give lyceum lectures so would the famous American geologist Louis Agassiz.

Other important institutions of the period were the lecture and course oriented institutes that arose in the early nineteenth century. Private monies funded the creation of the Lowell Institute in Boston in 1837, the Peabody Institute in Baltimore in 1857, and Cooper Union in New York City in 1855. The Lowell and Peabody Institutes offered lectures to the public. The “Coop” in its early days provided night classes to educate men and women in science, art, and architecture. Free public libraries began to appear in the US during this period—by 1860 more than 1000 communities had them.

The Health and Health Reform Movements
The Europeans who settled what became the United States did suffer though difficult times and a lack of food in the early years. Soon, however, most Colonists ate better than counterparts across the sea in Old Europe. Most of the free White population of the Colonies had access to and ate significant quantities of meat, breads, corn, rye, wheat, fruit, and vegetables in season—pork, bread, beans, and root vegetables were the foods common during the winter and spring. Slaves were typically fed a scant diet of cornmeal and fatty pork supplemented with fish, small game, eggs, and vegetables they provided for themselves. 

The transportation revolution in the Early Republic brought more and more land under cultivation making more foodstuffs available to the population. Railroads would further increase the supply of meat, vegetables, and dairy. Steamboats from abroad brought “exotic” foods into the United States. As the availability of food increased so did concerns over food consumption. Reformers, like Sylvester Graham, began to caution Americans about overeating—Graham maintained that meat, alcohol, and spicy foods sapped the body’s vital forces of their strength and condemned the consumption of processed foods like white flour that had been altered from its original natural or god-given state. Religious groups like the Mormons—in the “Word of Wisdom (in the Doctrine and Covenants, http://www.irr.org/mit/D&C/1835dc-p207.html) and Adventists cautioned against or outlawed meat, caffeinated beverages such as tea and coffee, and un-natural drugs. One Adventist, John Harvey Kellogg, would found a sanitarium in Battle Creek, Michigan and promote flaked breakfast cereals—he was the father of the Kellogg cereal empire.

Vignette: The Beechers

Congregationalist clergyman Lyman Beecher was the first president of Lane Theological Seminary in Cincinnati, Ohio, an institution we have talked about in our discussion of the abolition movement. Beecher was an evangelical preacher strongly influenced by the free will evangelicalism of Charles Finney. Like Finney he involved himself in the reform movements of the era. He opposed the disestablishment of Congregationalism in Massachusetts but eventually came to see it as a positive development in that it turned the thoughts of church men and women back to God. He praised Christian voluntarism. He decried dueling. He railed against the evils of alcohol. He opposed slavery but at the same time that he opposed the “radical” position of Lane’s hardshell abolitionists during the crisis that shut down that institution for a time. He refused to admit Blacks, as the radical elements at Lane wanted, to study at the Seminary. 

Lyman Beecher’s children were as much a part of the American mania for reform as their father and their reform interests constitute what almost amounts to a summation of American reform concerns of the era. His daughter Catharine was involved in educational and domestic reforms for women and opposed Indian removal. His son Edward was a prominent abolitionist. His daughter Harriet—Harriet Beecher Stowe after she married—was an anti-slavery activist and author of Uncle Tom’s Cabin, a book that some believed did more to end slavery than anything else. His son, the prominent Brooklyn minister Henry Ward, was an anti-slavery activist, a promoter of women’s suffrage, and an early proponent of Darwinian evolution. Henry Ward Beecher would be at the centre of one of the nation’s most notorious sex scandals in the early 1870s. His daughter Isabella—later Isabella Beecher Hooker—worked for women’s suffrage. The daughter of his grandson, Charlotte Perkins Gilman, was a feminist and author of Herland, one of the first, if not the first, feminist utopia ever written (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/GilHerl.html), and the famous short story “The Yellow Wallpaper” (http://www.library.csi.cuny.edu/dept/history/lavender/wallpaper.html) which detailed the domestic prisonhouse that drove women mad.

On the Beechers see

http://newman.baruch.cuny.edu/digital/2001/beecher/intro.htm
So why do you think Beecher’s children were so involved in reform movements? Was it because of their father’s example? Was it because of the tenor of the times? Was it their religious background? Was it all of these?

American Intellectual and Art Cultures

European Background: Romanticism

Romanticism was first and perhaps foremost a reaction to Enlightenment reason and science. Though commentators often speak of Romanticism in singular tones the movement was neither unitary nor did it spring from a single source. Romanticism was an 18th and 19th century cultural movement that was found in various forms in various places across Europe and European settler societies including the German speaking lands, France, England, Wales, Ireland, Greece, Switzerland, Spain, Russia, Poland where it led to a religious revival—Canada, New Zealand, Australia, Argentina, and, of course, the United States. 


While Romanticism challenged the Enlightenment emphasis on reason and observation it was, at the same time, deeply impacted by Enlightenment ideologies. Romanticism shared with the Enlightenment, an emphasis on individualism and an urge to understand the world. Romanticism was a meaning system at the heart of which was an interest in the sublime, the infinite, the transcendental, feelings, dreams, and human sentiments. As some commentators noted it was an ideology that bordered on the mystical. 

Romantic ideologies would show up in a broad range of Western cultural artefacts. It would impact Swedenborgianism, the intellectual system developed by the Swede Emmanuel Swedenborg who believed that the universe was fundamentally spiritual and who claimed to commune with angels. It impacted Rosicrucianism, an occult or secret movement of intellectual reformers who practiced alchemy. It affected the development of Freemasonry, an Enlightenment influenced secret organization of reformers which traces its organization back to the time of the biblical King Solomon. It played an important role in the development of Mesmerism, an intellectual system developed by Franz Mesmer who argued that the Moon and the planets had an impact on the human body and on disease—medical astrology—and who argued that good health was a product of the free flow of the processes of life through thousands of channels in our bodies and that illness was caused by obstacles to this flow.

Like the Enlightenment Romanticism had political dimensions. Politically romanticism was quite diverse. There were liberal romantics like Percy Bysshe Shelly, an English romantic poet, and William Blake, an English poet, painter, and printmaker. There were conservative romantics like William Wordsworth, another English romantic poet, but one who began his political life as a supporter of the French Revolution, was revolted by it when he visited Paris, and became a conservative as a result. And there were radical romantics like the Swiss born Jean-Jacques Rousseau who emphasized the purity of the common folk and the state of nature. What tied all romantics of all political stripes together was a shared aversion to the old order, to absolutism. 

Romantics were often solitary outcasts and outsiders or fancied themselves in such roles. Most of them emphasized the need for a life of solitude. The Frankfurt born novelist, dramatist, poet, humanist, scientist, and philosopher Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s Leden des jungen Werthers—The Sorrows of Young Werther—told of a young protagonist so alienated by existence that he chose to commit suicide. Youthful angst. In general Romantics found what they referred as the prostitution of the mind, the shallow and narrow conventionality and banal art of the academies, distasteful and corrupt. Many emphasized instead individual creativity and self-realisation whether in literature, the arts, the collection of folklore, or historiography. The Neapolitan Giambattista Vico’s histories, for instance, emphasized creation and invention which he saw as essential to any human science, emphasized the need to be attentive to mythology and symbols which he saw as creative expressions of any society, and critiqued the teleologism of the Enlightenment by emphasizing the cyclical rather than linear nature of history. 

Romantics looked to the human past with great nostalgia. The Scot Sir Walter Scott’s novels of nostalgia many of which detail the heroic Scottish past, such as Rob Roy (1817), Ivanhoe (1819), Quentin Durward (1823) and The Talisman (1825) presented a heroic past of heroic individuals to a present which, he believed, had lost these virtues. The notion of a virtuous golden past and a present largely devoid of virtue has become an important cultural script in the West ever since. For Rousseau the golden age of humans lay in the past. For the Grimm’s of fairy tale fame the creativity of the past could be recovered in the folklore or fairy tales of the common people of the past. Attempts to recover the creativity and wisdom of the folk from the past and use them in the nationalist presentbecame a mania in the West. The Finnish Kalevala, was compiled in the nineteenth century and used to further the Finish independence movement from Russia. When national folklore and national epics couldn’t be recovered they were simply invented. Welsh epics and the epics of Ossian were “manufactured” during this period in an attempt to create national myths. Verdi’s opera Nabucco with its “Va, pensiero” chorus (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aDe77bqgqjE) and “Immenso Jehova hymn” used Israelite slaves under the pharaoh as metaphors for Italians suffering under Austrian rule and, what some saw, as internal disunion. 

The notion of a golden past and the emphasis on past history would both play significant roles in the rise and flowering of European nationalism. Some Romantics did not leave nationhood to others: The Anglo-Scot Lord Byron would promote Greek independence from the Muslim Ottoman Empire and fight on the side of the Greek freedom fighters (or terrorists depending upon one’s point of view). The Polish pianist and composer Frederic Chopin—though some have questioned whether he was a romantic or not—would promote Polish independence from Russia both publicly and in his music.

Romantics shared, by and large, an affinity for nature and attempted to find harmony with it. Virtue, they believed, was only gained through communion with nature. Rousseau, who though an Enlightenment figure is also regarded by many as a founder of romanticism because of his trenchant criticisms of that movement, saw nature as benign and as the place where humans could most fully be human. 

This emphasis on nature often times shaded into a critique of industrialism, capitalism, urbanization, and sometimes proletarianisation (the rise of an industrial working class). The Romantics were elitists. The English poet, painter, and printmaker William Blake saw a time when the industrial babylon of the new order of his day would be overthrown and the “green and pleasant lands” (the New Jerusalem) of the British Isles prior to industrial ruination would be restored (millennialism). Mary Shelly’s, Shelly was the daughter of the great feminist Mary Wollstonecraft and the wife of romantic poet Percy Bysshe Shelly) Frankenstein told of a scientist—a figure, if you recall, who was celebrated by the Enlightenment—who created a hybrid monster out of the body parts of various deceased humans —for some a metaphor for contemporary capitalism and its consequent industrialization.

The romantics, to some extent, were like the hippies of the 1960s with their aversion to and alienation from the established political and educational orders, their environmentalism which emphasized harmony with nature, their emphasis on individualism, their use of drugs. English born Samuel Coleridge and Thomas de Quincy (author of the infamous Confessions of an English Opium-Eater, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/2040) lost themselves in the solitary haze of opium use. French Romanitic composer Hector Berlioz brought together angst over lost love, drugs, and despair over the future in his great An Episode in the Life of an Artist (more popularly known as Symphonie Fantastique) with its reveries and nightmare dreamscapes long before the Beatles and sixties psychedelia 

Hector Berlioz, An Episode in the Life of an Artist (Symphonie fantastique), 1830

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DEam2fvAzrI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p6_cCGk0OBw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rqunY66MWKM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hvcW8nrxwjQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwG90C6Fr2U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kblMD4gtQFM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dHRdmDJYqEQ
To some extent we can see the Enlightenment with its emphasis on reason, science, and progress—utopia lies in the future—as a web of meanings which became the dominant discourse in our time. Romanticism can be read as an alternative counterculture, an alternative discourse, which privileges individualism and artistic creativity, offers a critique of science, and leavens its nostalgia for the past with a healthy dose of dystopianism or declension—the future as a dreadful and apocalyptic place. Both of these dominant and countercultural discourses remain alive and well in the West today.
American Romanticism

Between the 1810s and 1860s romanticism would play an important role in early American intellectual and art cultures. The transformation of nature wrought by the Transportation or Market Revolution we talked about earlier, would be a major factor in stimulating the development of American romanticism.

As early as the 1820s Americans were already well aware of what these changes were bringing. In the 1820s John James Audubon (1785-1851) writing about the upper Ohio River in his “The Ohio” noted that “this good portion of our Union instead of being in a state of nature, is now, more or less, lined with villages, farms, and towns where the din of hammers and machinery is constantly heard.” “The woods”, he went on, “are fast disappearing under the axe by day, and the fires by night…”. “[H]undreds of steamboats are gliding to and fro over the whole majestic river, forcing commerce to take root and prosper at every spot…” Fearful of what all this meant for “nature” Audubon began to try to raise money to document all known American birds before they disappeared. He failed to obtain monies for this project in the US but did have success raising monies from patrons in England. Between 1837 and 1838 he published his The Birds of America on 40 x 38 inch “elephant folio” paper in the US and Europe to great acclaim.

This appreciation of nature represented in Audubon was not new to America. In 1728 William Byrd (1674-1744) wrote about the joys of camping in the North Carolina Appalachians in his History of the Dividing Line of 1728 and the negative impacts of livestock grazing in the valleys of the west. In 1733 botanist William Burton (1739-1823) wrote of his appreciation for the “sublime, enchanting scenes of primitive nature” in the Appalachians. In 1791 William Gilpin (1724-1804) found America’s forests “pleasing”. In her poetry Phillis Wheatley (1753-1784) described nature as “rational”, “harmonious”, and “whole” 

It was in the nineteenth century that romanticism would really begin to impact America’s intellectual and artistic life. American romanticism would be characterized by a great deal of ambiguity concerning the market revolution we spoke about earlier and its impact on America’s landscape. J. Hector-Saint John de Crevecoeur’s (1713-1813) Letters from an American Farmer (http://xroads.virginia.edu/~hyper/CREV/home.html) praised the cultivated gardens of Pennsylvania’s farmers. Washington Irving, the first American writer to gain international attention, wove a somewhat imagined and Europeanised New York state landscape into his tales (for The Sketch Book, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/2048). James Fenimore Cooper’s (1789-1851) “Leather Stocking Tales”—The Pioneers (1823, http://xroads.virginia.edu/~UG02/COOPER/chapters.html), The Last of the Mohicans (1826, http://www.online-literature.com/cooperj/mohicans/), The Prairie (1827, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/6450), The Pathfinder (1840, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/1880), and The Deerslayer (1841, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/3285)—pitted Cooper’s protagonist Natty Bumpo against the barbaric frontiersman on one side and advancing civilization on the other. Bumpo would move through both of these worlds though he was part of neither. Like Crevecouer’s farmers, Bumpo represented a middle ground between savage wildness and harsh civlisation with its technology, cities, and amenities. Cooper, by the way, was one of the first Americans to condemn the human slaughter of passenger pigeons into extinction. (For a brutal critique of Cooper see Twain’s essay on him at http://www.pbs.org/marktwain/learnmore/writings_fenimore.html). 

Henry Wadsworth Longfellow’s poem “Song of Hiawatha” from 1855 offered a romanticized version of America’s First Peoples 

(http://etext.lib.virginia.edu /toc/modeng/public/LonHiaw.html) 

while his “Evangeline” romanticized the Acadians who had been forced from their homeland by the British (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/LonEvan.html).

The most famous nature movement is the United States is probably Transcendentalism. Transcendentalists, that group of poets and philosophical essayists influenced by the philosopher Immanuel Kant via the British poet Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Indian philosophy—eastern religions began to have an impact on American intellectual life in the 1830s and 1840s—and American First Peoples nativism. The movement was centred around Boston and Concord, Massachusetts. Though there were differences among the Transcendentalists most of them assumed the existence of transcendental ideas and assumed that these meta-material ideas were present in both the material nature and the human soul in some way, shape, or form. Nature, then for them, was not devilish as it was for some Americans. It was rather a reflection of the transcendental, the divine. 

The two best known Transcendentalists who are best known today are Henry David Thoreau (1817-1862), Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882), and the poet Walt Whitman who would give a more mystical bent to Transcendentalism in many of his poems celebrating America and individualism.

In 1845 Thoreau “retired” to Walden Pond near Concord, Massachusetts to contemplate nature. He would record his experiences and his thoughts and publish them in 1854 in his Walden (http://thoreau.eserver.org/walden00.html). Aware of how fast nature was disappearing in an America undergoing a transportation revolution, Thoreau moved to a cabin on Walden Pond to live “lightly” on the land. For Thoreau nature was the source of human civilization. He called for national parks and for conservation. There was a degree of ambiguity in Thoreau’s perception of nature. For him Walden Pond was a middle ground between the wildness of Mount Katahdin, where Thoreau experienced terror, savagery, and loneliness, and the market civilization of Boston and Concord. He regarded all three—wilderness, tamed wilderness, and civilisation—as necessary for human life. Nature, rather than the state or the gods, provided us with a guide for life and restored us to physical and mental health. Civilisation, while it was disruptive, brought us commercial goods. On a different if perhaps related subject Thoreau was a noted social reformer and activist. He opposed the Mexican-American War and refused to pay his poll taxes because they funded the war and went to jail for this act of civil disobedience. He supported the actions of John Brown. His “Civil Disobedience” of 1849 (http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/writing/disobey.htm) asserted the primacy of the individual conscience over the state. His was not an individualism absent a sense of community. Thoreau argued that one could be free only if everyone else was free. 

Emerson (http://www.emersoncentral.com/texts.htm) was just as enthusiastic about nature as Thoreau. He was much more enthusiastic about “civilization” than Thoreau. Emerson praised the transportation revolution and its railroads. They, he wrote, “were a work” which had the “power to awake the sleepy energies of land and water”. The railroads weren’t the only thing about the modern world that Emerson praised.  In Nature (1836) Emerson praised “commodity capitalism. In “Wealth” (1844) (http://www.emersoncentral.com/wealth.htm) he argued that man was “born to be rich” and concluded that the most moral of men were the “men of mine, telegraph, mill, map, and survey”.

Like many of the romantics Emerson linked nature to “the eternal one”, the transcendental “soul of the whole”, “the universal beauty” in everyone and everything. Sounds almost Hindu and Buddhist doesn’t it? He meant this less in an orthodox theistic Christian way, by the way, than in deistic and pantheistic tones.  In his “Over Soul” 

(http://www.rwe.org/works/Essays-1st_Series_09_The_Over-Soul.htm) 

Emerson wrote that the worship of nature could instill an appreciation for the earth. Emerson didn’t, however, freeze nature in time. In his “Young American” of 1844 (http://www.emersoncentral.com/youngam.htm) he wrote positively about taming nature through the application of the plough and harrow, by transforming land into farms and ranches, and by building bridges.

Not every American intellectual was taken with the utopianism of transcendentalism. Salem, Massachusetts born Nathaniel Hawthorne (1804-1864) poked fun at Transcendentalism and Brook Farm in his Blithedale Romance 

(http://www.online-literature.com/hawthorne/blithedale_romance/) 

of 1852. He would also explore the dark side of American Puritanism in books like The Scarlet Letter (http://www.online-literature.com/hawthorne/scarletletter/) of 1850. 

New York State born Herman Melville (1819-1891) would explore the dark side of humanity in novels and short stories like his classic Moby Dick, or, The Whale (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/Mel2Mob.html) 

of 1851. Edgar Allen Poe (1809-1849) would explore the dark side of man in short stories (http://www.pambytes.com/poe/poe.html) like “The Murders in the Rue Morgue” (1841), which many regard as the world’s first detective story, “The Pit and the Pendulum” (1842), “The Tell-Tale Heart” (1843).

The Hudson River Valley School

This emphasis on nature and the ambiguous attitude toward it and the transportation and market revolutions wasn’t only the province of essayists and poets. It was also characteristic of early and mid-19th century American art. Perhaps the most famous nature artists of 19th century America was the Hudson River Valley School of Painters. 

The Hudson River Valley School of Painters is the name given to a group of artists from New York City who found their favourite painting grounds in the Catskills and along the Hudson River north of New York City. Hudson River Valley artists included Thomas Cole (1801-1848), Thomas Doughty (1792-1856), Asher Durrand (1796-1886), and Frederic Church (1826-1900). Like many other romantics members of the school saw nature as the sublime. For Cole pristine nature “effect[s] the mind with a more deep toned emotion than [that] which the hand of man has touched. Many of them argued that experiencing nature was like experiencing the divine. According to Durand “[l]andscape painting will be great in proportion as it declares the glory of God…not the works of man”. Many Hudson Valley painters realized nature was being transformed by industrialization and the market revolution and wanted to paint the sublime before it disappeared before the onslaught of, as Thomas Cole put it, “Yankee enterprise”. 

Hudson Valley painters painted nature’s passing. Doughty’s “Autumn Landscape” shows a more pastoral than a wild nature (http://www.artnet.com/Artists/LotDetailPage.aspx?lot_id=1BF8D7B75B6ADE44) while Cole’s “The Oxbow” (1836) counterpoints wild nature with a pastoral landscape of sheep, meadows, and a bruised and burning forest along the Connecticut River Valley (http://www.metmuseum.org/Works_Of_Art/viewOnezoom.asp?dep=2&zoomFlag=0&viewmode=0&item=08%2E228). 

Cole’s “The Course of Empire” (1835-1836), a series of five paintings portray nature in its savage state (the first painting of the series), in its pastoral state (the second of the series), at its zenith (the third in the series), destroyed (the fourth in the series), and desolate (the fifth of the series) (http://www.swarthmore.edu/Humanities/kjohnso1/colecourse.html). 

“The Course of Empire” seems to suggest that like Ancient Rome—Cole had gone to Europe to paint and was in Italy in 1831 and 1832—an America no longer wild will traverse a series of stages in which decline and the eventual reinvigoration and triumph of nature is inevitable. 
Though members of the Hudson Valley School did depict the transformations the market and transportation revolutions were having on the United States they usually ignored the more devastating impacts of industrialization on the environment—burning fields, deforestation, stinking tanneries, polluted springs, loud and dusty sawmills, soil erosion, and stream runoff just to name a few. 

Later members of the Hudson Valley School include Albert Bierstadt (1830-1902) and Thomas Moran (1837-1926). Both would head westward and apply the same romantic logic to painting the Rocky and Sierra Mountains that had been applied to the Catskills and the Hudson Valley. Others would use landscape painting to celebrate changes wrought by the market and transportation revolutions. George Inness’ Lackawanna Valley (http://www.williams.edu/HistSci/resources/images/art/inness.html) 

commissioned by the directors of the Delaware and Lackawanna Railroad depicts a locomotive traversing a landscape of scarred tree stumps. This was presumably what progress entailed to those who commissioned the painting.

For examples of The Hudson River School painters and paintings see:

For Cole: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/cole.html
For Doughty: http://www.artnet.com/artist/5399/thomas-doughty.html
For Durand: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/D/durand.html
For Church: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/church.html
For Bierstadt see: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/B/bierstadt.html
For Moran see: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/M/moran.html
Other of America’s painters were engaged in another type of salvage operation. Swiss born Karl/Carl Bodner (1809-1893), for example, went to work painting the life of America’s First Peoples while George Catlin (1796-1872, http://www.artcyclopedia.com/artists/catlin_george.html)

went to work painting American’s First Peoples—“this truly noble race” as he referred to them—before they were gone.

Romanticism did not only impact American literature, American philosophy, and American painting. One can also find elements of romanticism in the burgeoning field of American history writing. Between 1820 and 1860 George Bancroft wrote his multivolume History of the United States—he began it in 1834—in which he depicted the new nation as a democracy unfolding under divine justice. Bancroft was a Unitarian. William H. Prescott published his History of the Conquest of Mexico (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/PreConq.html) 

in 1843. His History of the Conquest of Peru followed in 1847. Both were based on original source materials. Both depicted the Spanish in a negative light. Both romanticized the “natives”. Both were heavily dramatic. Boston born Francis Parkman published his History of the Conspiracy of Pontiac in 1851.  Parkman viewed the struggle between the French and English in the New World as a struggle between two different types of civilizations. He viewed the war between First Peoples and Europeans as a struggle between savagery and civilization. He saw nature as a modifier of civilization. The moral of this story? Historical writing, like everything else, mirrored its times.

American romanticism and the love of nature it often evinced didn’t prevent large scale environmental transformations from happening in early America. Forests continued to disappear. Urban growth also had environmental impacts. In 1812 Philadelphia began pumping water out of the Schuylkill River to serve its burgeoning water needs while New York City would build a dam in Croton north of the City along the Hudson River to serve its water needs. Nature, with a lot of help from humans, sometimes struck back. Philadelphia was struck by Yellow Fever in 1793. America was struck by cholera epidemics in 1832, 1848, and 1867. The New Orleans cholera outbreaks of 1846 and 1850 killed around 8,000. Even the powerful were not immune to ravages of disease. President Zachary Taylor died of cholera in 1850. Some like evangelist Albert Barnes, inevitably saw the “plagues” as “visitations from God” caused by the vanities of modern science. Though America was changing jeremiads and apocalyptic justice were not things of the past.

Links: Romanticism
On Romanticism see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook15.html 
Viewings and Listenings: American Romanticism and American Science
Talking History: Audubon, 19 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
American Experience, “Walt Whitman”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/whitman/
Chapter Fifteen:

Jacksonian America
John Quincy Adams

By 1824 the caucus system within the Republican Party that had nominated candidates for the presidency had broken down as various factions within that party could not agree on who to nominate for president. They therefore nominated several candidates. One faction chose the candidate President Monroe supported, William Crawford. A Boston faction chose favoured son John Quincy Adams—son of President John Adams—as its candidate. Another faction chose Henry Clay. Still another chose the hero of the War of 1812 Andrew Jackson.

The election that fall was close. Jackson had won 99 electoral votes, Adams 84, Crawford 41, and Clay 37. Since no one had secured the number of electoral votes needed for victory the decision as to who would be America’s next president was thrown to the House. When the House took up the question of who would be president everything had changed. Crawford had a stroke and was no longer considered a viable candidate. Nor was Clay, who had finished last. The choice came down to Jackson and Adams. Clay’s role in the presidential election was not over yet, however. When Clay threw his support behind Adams—both of them supported the American System—Adams got the votes he needed. Clay became Adams’s secretary of state. Jackson and his supporters cried foul claiming that Adams and Clay had bribed their way to the White House.

As president Adams proposed a national network of roads and canals for the nation. He supported American agriculture, commerce, and manufactures or industry. He encouraged American science, literature, and the arts. He proposed that the nation establish a national university. He refused to use patronage to get his legislation passed. As a result Congress largely ignored him and his proposals. Adams further alienated himself from states righters and Southerners when he repudiated a fraudulent treaty between the United States and the Creeks. Adams’s actions made him unpopular with states righters everywhere but particularly in the South. 

The Age of Jackson

The election of 1824 had left a bad taste in the mouth of Jacksonians. By 1828 an even larger group of Americans had come to believe that the only reason Adams gained the presidency was because he cut a deal with Henry Clay. The belief that Adams was president because he cut a deal with Clay actually benefited Jackson. It gained him allies like New York’s Martin van Buren and his Albany Regency, John Calhoun, both enemies of Clay and the growing sectionalism he seemed to represent, and Virginia Old Republicans, former Federalists who had lost power in New Jersey, as a result of the controversies surrounding the 1824 election.

With the alliance between Jackson, van Buren, and Calhoun complete all three set out to elect “Old Hickory”—Jackson’s nickname—to the presidency. Van Buren’s genius for organization proved critical to the task. As soon as Adams assumed the presidency he set out to build a political organization that would defeat him the second time around. Van Buren created political committees centred in, working out of, and radiating from Jackson’s home in Nashville, Tennessee. He established a national network of Democrat-Republican newspapers to relay Jackson’s message to the masses. 

During the 1829 campaign Jackson portrayed himself as the candidate of the people. He painted Adams as a monarchist who came to power as the result of a “corrupt bargain” made among elites, as a hypocrite, a parasite, a squanderer of public monies, and as a man in the pocket of the Tsar of all the Russias. Adams, by the way, gave as good as he got. He portrayed Jackson as a frontier ruffian, a gambler, an adulterer, and a military tyrant. It didn’t do the trick, however. Jackson won. Jackson’s supporters declared his victory a victory for the common man.

There was some truth to the contention that Jackson’s victory was a victory for the common man. Jackson did come from poverty. He was orphaned at age 14. He had been a saddler’s apprentice. He was deeply enamoured of horse racing and cock fighting, popular pursuits both. But Jackson had also been a schoolteacher, a lawyer, a land speculator, a judge, and a slaveholder, all hardly common in the era. 

Jackson’s uncommonness didn’t discourage large crowds from gathering in Washington, DC for his inauguration. Jackson’s supporters called the reception after Jackson’s inauguration at the White House “the People’s day”. Hordes of celebrators rushed through the doors of the White House upending trays, splashing punch everywhere, tumbling glasses onto the White House floor, breaking china, standing on chairs in their muddy boots in the process turning the mansion into a shambles. Critics of Jackson described the popular revelries as the riot of “King Mob”. Elite perception of democracy?

Jackson’s image may have been that of a man of the people his policies were, however, hardly common. Jackson, for instance, supported land speculators when they pressed their claims against those common Americans in debt to them. One of the first things Jackson did when he assumed office was—like many politicians before him—to reward his elite political cronies with positions in his administration. He rationalized that this would ensure that corruption would be checked in his administration. Despite this Jackson changed the federal bureaucracy very little. He even kept most of the old civil servants from the previous administration in place removing only around one-fifth of their number.  

During the campaign against Adams Jackson’s creed was really not much of a creed at all. In fact, Jackson largely avoided taking a position at all during the campaign. In office Jackson championed the good old Jeffersonian virtues of frugality, fiscal solvency, and limited government, limited government in certain domains, not in others. Early in his reign Jackson vetoed the Maysville Road Bill of 1830—the Maysville Road would have linked Maysville, Maryland with Lexington, Kentucky. This veto seemed aimed at the American system of Henry Clay more than anyone or anything else since in later years Jackson would support and sign several federal improvement bills.

One area in which Jackson was more than willing to use federal power was in Indian removal. When gold was discovered in 1829 on the Cherokee reservation in the state of Georgia the state of Georgia nullified signed treaties between the United States and the Cherokee nation. The Cherokees, ironically, had become “civilized”. They settled on the land and took up farming. They promulgated a constitution (1827). When Georgia nullified the treaty between them and the US the Cherokees took their case against Georgia’s confiscations all the way to the US Supreme Court and won. All of this was to no avail, however. Jackson refused to intervene in the removal of the Cherokee from their lands. Some Cherokee—those who had experienced white racism firsthand—agreed to removal fearing the tribe could not withstand the stream of Europeans that were to come. The Cherokee were force marched from Georgia across the Mississippi on a “trail of tears”—those who refused to march westward, by the way, were treated as “outlaws” by the state of Georgia—to the Indian Territory. 

Other forced marches of First Peoples westward followed as the Choctaw, Sac, Fox, Seminole, and Chickasaw were removed to across the Mississippi. Jackson claimed that all of this was to ensure their survival (there may have been some truth to this). Their, in patented paternalistic and patriarchal language, it was claimed, the US government could look after the First Peoples as a father looks after his children. Good old patriarchal ethnocentrism.

On Indian Removal under Jackson see http://www.synaptic.bc.ca/ejournal/jackson.htm 

Jackson claimed to be a states righter and he was when a states rights position suited his purposes. States rights position suited his purposes when Georgia attempted to remove the Cherokees from their state. When a states right position didn’t suit his purposes, however, he was more than willing to use the power of the federal government as when he used the federal military to force march the Cherokee across the Mississippi. Nor did he support states rights during the nullification crisis of 1832-34, however. 

The nullification crisis originated in South Carolina’s anger at the federal government’s tariff policies in the early 1800s. Since 1816 South Carolina and the South in general had grown increasingly anti-protectionist. Their great sectional rival New England grew increasingly protectionist during this period. When the Tariff Act of 1828 passed, Southerners in language reminiscent of the discourse of the American Revolution called it the “Tariff of Abominations”. Jackson, however, supported it as a means of winning further electoral support in New York, Pennsylvania, and the West where the bill had strong support. South Carolina was particularly vocal in its opposition to the bill. They blamed tariffs for the decline in cotton prices and the rise in manufacturing costs. The actual culprit was soil exhaustion due to poor planting practices and increased cotton production. As a result Southerners in general and South Carolinians in particular turned against protectionism calling it “unconstitutional, unequal, and oppressive”. Northern and Western support for protectionism and the passage of the federal Tariff Act in 1828 set in motion a crisis that seemed to presage the breaking apart of the United States. South Carolinian John Calhoun, who had resigned as vice-president to take a seat in the Senate in order to fight for nullification, proposed a way to solve the crisis. He proposed that states via their state conventions, be allowed to nullify federal actions it deemed unconstitutional. New Englander Daniel Webster opposed the compromise calling it “treasonable”. 

During the crisis South Carolina made no movement toward nullifing the Tariff Act but instead waited for Jackson to overturn it. South Carolina leaders were sure that he would. Jackson, however, proceeded to reorganize his cabinet expelling Calhoun sympathisers in 1831. Jackson and Congress did throw a bone to the South, however. A Tariff Act was passed in 1832 which reduced duties on goods. It didn’t reduce them enough to satisfy many Southerners. The crisis continued and was exacerbated by a several things that were happening at the same time among them the Nat Turner Rebellion of 1831, the bloodiest slave rebellion in American history which killed over fifty whites over two days in Southampton County, Virginia, the rise of the abolition movement in the North, the growing emancipation movement in the British West Indies, and statements in favour of emancipation made during the debate over slavery in the Virginia legislature that followed Turner’s apocalyptically driven rebellion in 1832. 

The 1832 Tariff Bill was too much for South Carolina. In November of 1832 at a state convention called to deal with the issue the representatives to South Carolina’s convention declared the tariffs of 1831 and 1832 null and void, forbade the collection of customs duties in its borders after February 1833, and threatened to secede from the United States should force be used against it. Jackson responding by sending further federal troops into Charleston and stressed that he would personally lead an attack on South Carolina if it resisted his reinforcement of federal troops in that South Carolina city. 

In his Nullification Proclamation of 1832 Jackson claimed that the doctrine of nullification was inconsistent with union. South Carolina didn’t take this lying down. It created a voluntary militia to enforce its actions. Jackson, in turn, asked Congress for the power to use the armed forces to collect customs duties in South Carolina. He threw a bone to the South and South Carolina at the same time asking Congress to reduce tariffs even further than they had been reduced in the Tariff Bill of 1832. 

South Carolina stood alone in its use of nullification to outlaw federal acts. Other Southern states opposed both tariffs and nullification. It was Henry Clay who found a way out of the crisis. He urged that all tariffs be reduced by 20% over a nine year period.

Congress passed the compromise—the Force Act and Compromise Bill—and Jackson signed it. South Carolina accepted it—though it nullified the force part of the bill. Jackson ignored South Carolina’s nullification. Each side, as often happens in such cases, claimed victory. The crisis was over at least for the moment. In retrospect, however, one can see the Nullification Crisis as a preview of things to come during the next forty or so years, and certainly as a foreshadowing of what happened in South Carolina in 1862 and which would precipitate the Civil War.

First Peoples removal and the Nullification weren’t the only crises during the Jacksonian presidency. Another was the controversy over whether to renew the charter of the Bank of the United States and which overlapped the Nullification Crisis during Jackson’s reign. The Bank of the United States had become quite prosperous under its president Nicholas Biddle since 1823. The Bank served as the repository for government funds. It organized the sale of government bonds. It served as a check on speculative and reckless lending by American banks both state and private by periodically redeeming government notes for gold and silver. It had its enemies, however. Agrarian debtors resented the role the Bank played in restricting the lending practices of state banks. Supporters of soft money resented its periodic redemptions of government bills for gold and silver. Eastern working men resented the fluctuating value of its notes. New Yorkers resented that the Bank was in Philadelphia asserting that it should by in their city, the financial capital of the United States. Some asserted that the Bank of the United States represented a dangerous concentration of power. Some—the nouveau riche and others—saw the Bank as elitist. Others asserted that the Bank, by making loans to those like Clay and Webster, was a corrupting influence on American political life. Jackson was one of these. He viewed the Bank as a “hydra of corruption” and believed it was involved in a conspiracy to kill him. He also questioned its constitutionality.

The crisis over the Bank of the United States began when Clay and Webster convinced Biddle to apply for a new charter for the Bank four years before the old one was up in 1832, the same year Jackson was running for re-election as president. Congress voted to re-charter the Bank but Jackson vetoed the bill claiming the Bank was dangerous, unconstitutional, elitist, unnecessary, and “foreign”. By making these claims Jackson appealed to Americans fears of centralized government, fear of aristocracies, and fears of foreign influences on American life. During his campaign for re-election in 1832 Jackson made the Bank central to his campaign. He was easily re-elected to a second term defeating Henry Clay and the Anti-Masonic candidate William Wirt for the presidency. 

On the Bank War see http://www.let.rug.nl/usa/E/bankwar/bankwarxx.htm 
After his landslide re-election to the presidency Jackson went on the attack against the Bank of the United States. In 1833 he replaced his secretary of the treasury with one less sympathetic to the Bank. He pulled all federal monies out of the Bank and transferred them to state banks controlled by those who supported him. Needing funds Biddle responded by calling in loans that the Bank had made. Economic and panic resulted.  Jackson claimed that “Biddle’s Panic”, as he called it, showed just how dangerous the centralized bank truly was. The charter the Bank was not renewed. When the charter for the Bank expired in 1836 the Bank of the United States became the Bank of Pennsylvania. By 1841 the Bank of Pennsylvania deeply in debt went out of business amidst suspicions of fraud. Biddle, its director, was acquitted of all such charges. 

As a result of the demise of the Bank of the United States there was a proliferation of banks around the country many of which flooded the nation with paper money and extended easy credit. This led to mass speculation, heavy individual borrowing, and heavy borrowing by states to make internal improvements. In the midst of all of this the federal government threw millions of acres of land onto the market. The sale of this land allowed the federal government to pay off its debts. Surpluses were distributed to the states. To curb the land speculation that resulted from this Jackson issued his Specie Circular that mandated that payment for public land be made only in gold and silver. This policy led directly to a run on the banks and sent prices falling downward. Two months after Jackson left office the collapse of a bank in New York—British investors withdrew their money from the bank—sent the US economy into a severe depression. 

Jackson left an indelible mark on American political life. During his years in office Jackson made the president into the focal point of American political life. His was a strong conception of the presidency. A mark of just how strong a conception of presidency Jackson had can be seen in the number of vetoes Jackson issued. During his presidency Jackson vetoed 12 bills, more than all his predecessors combined. In the end, Jackson transformed the presidency from one in which the president primarily engaged in law enforcement into one in which the president was a policy maker. All this from a self proclaimed states righter. 

Jackson also left his mark on the US Supreme Court. During his “reign” Jackson filled seven vacancies on the Supreme Court. He filled all of these vacancies with states righters. Despite sucy ideological predilections the Taney Court would rule rule in Charles River Bridge v. Warren Bridge (1837) that the state of Massachusetts could alter an agreement with a corporation and that private property interests were subordinate to the interests of the community. 

Critics of Jackson, of course, saw all of this as evidence that Jackson was a tyrant and they dubbed him King Andrew I. They would soon propose that the term a president could serve be limited to four years and that the veto power of the president be abolished. 

Like contemporaries’ later analysts have argued as to just how “democratic” “Jacksonian democracy” was. Richard Hofstadter in 1948 argued that Jacksonian democracy was not that democratic seeing Jackson instead as representative of a rising class of entrepreneurs who wanted economic and political power but were blocked from it by the Eastern oligarchic establishment. For Edward Pessen the notion that Jackson democratized America is patently false. Jacksonian America, he writes, was a highly stratified society with massive divisions between rich and powerful and poor and powerless. Alexander Sexton agrees noting that Jacksonian America was a white man’s world and that the world these white men built was founded on the exploitation of women, slaves, and First Peoples. Not all scholars have emphasized the anti-democratic nature of Jacksonian America. Arthur Schlesinger Jnr argued that Jacksonianism was an attempt to limit the power of largely eastern capitalists for the benefit of farmers, labourers, and non-capitalists. Robert Remeni has painted Jackson, despite his warts, as a man of the people. Marvin Meyer has seen Jacksonians as wary of increasing industrialism.

After Jackson

Controversies during the Jackson years split apart the coalition that had made King Andrew president in 1828. Westerners deserted Jackson for his veto of the Maysfield Road bill. Southern states righters deserted Jackson, particularly during the Nullification Crisis, seeing him increasingly as a federalist. Jackson’s war on supporters of the Bank of the United States alienated fiscal conservatives and the one-third of Democratic-Republicans who wanted to re-charter the Bank. 

A new party, the Whig Party, arose to challenge the Democratic-Republicans in the election of 1836. This second party system of the United States consisting of equally organized, almost equally balanced national parties—both parties would have support from the middling class and the poor, both had support in the East and the West, both would contain Jacksonian elements—and equally populist rhetoric would last until just before the Civil War. There were, of course, differences between the two parties. Democratic-Republicans tended to be poorer, urban, native born working class, immigrant and Catholic, Whigs tended to be Protestant, ethnically British, Irish, and Free Black. Whigs tended to believe there was a positive role for the federal government, tended to support tariffs, federally subsidized internal improvements, and a national bank.  Whigs tended to be more sympathetic to Black and First Peoples issues than the Democratic-Republicans.

On the Whigs see http://www.let.rug.nl/~usa/E/uswhig/whigsxx.htm 

The Democratic-Republicans nominated one of the architects of the victory of the Jackson coalition for president, New Yorker Martin van Buren. The newly formed Whig Party nominated several regional candidates in the hope of throwing the election to the House of Representatives where they dominated. The nominated Daniel Webster in New England, Ohio’s William Henry Harrison in the Old Northwest, and Tennessee’s Hugh White in the South. These three Whig candidates won 14, 73, and 26 electoral votes respectively. South Carolina gave its 11 to the North Carolina anti-Jacksonian Willie Mangum. Van Buren, however, took 170 electoral votes becoming eighth president of the United States. 

During his presidency Van Buren attempted to avoid entirely the vexing issue of slavery. Despite Van Buren’s attempt to avoid the subject the question of slavery continued to trouble Americans and America. During the Van Buren years Congress continued to maintain its gag rule on any discussions concerning slavery in the halls of Congress. Van Buren took no action whatsoever on the slave holding Republic of Texas’s request to be admitted into the Union. When the Amistad, a Spanish ship carrying 53 slaves from one Caribbean island to another, was taken over by the slaves and showed up in American waters asking for asylum Van Buren tried to return it to its Spanish owners. He was unsuccessful in this as an American court took the case. The US Supreme Court would eventually rule that the slaves were free. Van Buren refused to allow British warships to dock in US ports in order to track down slavers, slavery, remember, was illegal in Great Britain.

On the Amistad see http://www.mysticseaport.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=home.viewPage&page_id=E34E80E5-A366-D9FD-B8C506D310A9DA0B 
Slavery wasn’t the only difficult issue Van Buren had to deal with or not deal with. The Van Buren years saw an economic panic (1837). His response to the crisis—Van Buren was laissez-faire in his ideology—was to warn those suffering as a result of the crisis that they could not expect any help from the federal government. Critics of Jackson blamed the panic on Jackson and urged that the Specie Circular be repealed and that the federal government continue to deposit its monies in state banks. Van Buren, however, supported the Independent Treasury Bill. Upon its passage in 1840 federal monies were deposited into federally owned vaults.

After Van Buren
1840 was another presidential year. The Whigs nominated William Henry Harrison as president and John Tyler as vice-president. The Democrats re-nominated President Van Buren. The campaign included outdoor rallies, barbecue’s, parades, torchlight processions, campaign slogans. Harrison’s and Tyler’s was “Tippecanoe and Tyler too”. Harrison was the “hero” of the Battle of Tippecanoe. It was also a campaign of much demagoguery. Both the Whigs and the Democrats claimed to be “the party of the people”. Whigs tried to portray Van Buren as an effete aristocrat living a life of luxury. They accused him of having a taste for the high life of cologne, champagne, and expensive carpets. The rhetoric apparently worked—at least in part—in spite of the fact that Harrison was the scion of a wealthy family while Van Buren was born in poverty. 78% of America’s voters went to the polls and elected the hero of Tippecanoe William Henry Harrison as ninth president of the United States. Voters also gave Whigs control of both the House and the Senate.

Harrison’s reign as president of the United States turned out to be a short one. He died one month after delivering his inaugural address. After Congress acquiesced John Tyler became president of the United States. Powerful senator Henry Clay hoped that Tyler would essentially follow his states rights and strict constructionist lead after the latter became president. He was wrong.  

Upon assuming the presidency Tyler repealed the Independent Treasury Act, vetoed a bill creating a new Bank of the United States, signed the 1842 Tariff Act returning tariff rates to 1832 levels, and supported the annexation of Texas. As a result of all this Whigs expelled him from the party.
The Election of 1844
During the presidential election year of 1844 Democrat Martin Van Buren tried to secure the Democratic nomination by keeping the issue of the admission of Texas to the Union out of the campaign given the virulence of the debate over slavery. Remember, Texas was a slave state and fears that it might result in a war with Mexico. Another Democrat, Governor James K. Polk of Tennessee, however, pushed the issue front and centre. He would ride manifest destiny to victory over Van Buren at the Democratic convention in May. The Whig party nominated Henry Clay for president while the National Democrats nominated President Tyler. Tyler would eventually bow out of the race in favour of Polk. The Liberty Party—an antislavery party—nominated James Burney. Mormon prophet Joseph Smith announced his candidacy for president but the vigilante actions of a mob in Illinois put an end to his quest for the presidency almost before it began when they assassinated him.

During his national campaign with Clay Polk, nicknamed “Little Hickory” after his mentor Andrew Jackson, made manifest destiny central to his campaign for the presidency. The Democratic platform he played a major role in formulating called for “the reoccupation of Oregon” to 54 40 and the “re-annexation” of Texas. Both of these, by the way, reflect a continuing tensions between the US and Great Britain and continuing American fear of British influence in North America. Clay recognizing the importance of the issue of manifest destiny and fearing he was loosing support because of his refusal to address the Oregon and Texas questions finally made an attempt, if half-hearted, to address the issues. The election was close. Polk won but just barely, 170 electoral votes to 105.

Tyler, with four months left to serve, now threw his support behind the annexation of Texas and urged Congress to approve it in a joint resolution—joint resolutions require only a majority rather than a two-thirds majority in the Senate. Anti-slavery Congressmen in the North, of course, opposed Tyler’s call for the annexation of Texas. Despite their opposition, however, the bill supporting the annexation of Texas passed the House 120-98 and the Senate 27-25. Tyler signed it into law on 1 March 1845 with the proviso that Texas could only subdivide into no more than four states. Though Great Britain tried to keep Texas from joining the United States Texas entered the Union as a single state in July of 1845.

On Texas Annexation see

http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ref/abouttx/annexation/march1845.html http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ref/abouttx/annexation/4july1845.html
http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ref/abouttx/annexation/dec1845.html
http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ref/abouttx/annexation/voters.html 
The Polk Presidency

When Polk took office he almost immediately began to act on his campaign promises. Polk asserted that Oregon was part of the United States and in July of 1845 he made an offer to the British that the US and Britain divide the territory at the 49th parallel rather than the 54th as Polk demanded during his campaign. After Britain rejected Polk’s proposal the president recommended to Congress in December of 1845 that the joint governance of the territory by the US and Britain be formally ended. Pulling the long unused Monroe Doctrine out of the presidential closet—remember this?—Polk next stated that, given the content of the document, he could not allow a European power to establish a colony on in the Americas.

In the meantime, Britain was reconsidering Polk’s offer. By moving the headquarters of the Hudson’s Bay Company from the Columbia River to Vancouver Island they concluded that it was no longer necessary for them to maintain hold over the Oregon Territory below the 49th parallel. So in June Great Britain proposed the 49th parallel as the boundary between the United States and British North America in the West. Polk accepted the offer. The Senate ratified the treaty on 18 June 1846. Polk had kept one of his campaign promises. 

The conflict between Britain and the United States wasn’t the only one impacting the Polk administration. By the summer of 1845 the US was at war with Mexico. The reason,? Continuing tensions between the Republic of Texas and government of Mexico. American resentment against Mexico had been on the rise since the “massacre” at the Alamo and as a result of Mexican inability or refusal to repay debts she owed to the United States. Mexico, on the other hand, was concerned with American support for the Republic of Texas.  Mexican anger at the United States was at a high point with the result that Mexico broke off all diplomatic relations between itself and the United States. The spark that set this dispute on the path toward war was a boundary dispute between the two countries. Mexico claimed that the boundary between Texas and Mexico was the Nueces River southwest of San Antonio between that city and the Rio Grande river further south (http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/thumb/8/86/Nueces_Watershed.png/292px-Nueces_Watershed.png). 

The Texans and Americans, on the other hand, maintained that the border lay at the Rio Grande River further south (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Riogrande_watershed.png).

To support the Texan and American claim Polk dispatched a force of American soldiers under the command of Zachary Taylor to the disputed area.

In doing this Polk who had drank deep at the waters of Manifest Destiny was not simply concerned with the area between the Nueces and Rio Grande. He was also eying the territories of New Mexico and California for incorporation into the United States. He offered Mexico $5 million dollars for the disputed territory between Texas and Mexico and $25 million for New Mexico and California. When Mexico refused and began to make plans to move its troops into the disputed area between it and Texas Polk asked Congress to declare war on America’s neighbour to the south. Before Congress could act, however, Mexican troops moved into the area between the Rio Grande and Nueces killing or wounding 16 American soldiers in the process. On 13 May 1846 Congress declared the United States at war with Mexico authorizing a force of 50,000 volunteers.

On the Mexican-American War see http://www.pbs.org/kera/usmexicanwar/index_flash.html 
Not every American supported the war with Mexico. South Carolina Senator and former vice-president John Calhoun, former president John Quincy Adams, and Missouri Senator Thomas Hart Benton, to name three, all opposed it. Emerson and Thoreau opposed it. New England where they hailed from, in fact, was a hotbed of opposition to the war. Opponents argued that the war was simply a cover for expanding slavery. The South and the West, on the other hand, were solidly for the war.

When the war began Mexico was confident of victory the Mexican regular army of 32,000 men, after all, was four times larger than that of the US. As scholars have noted, however, while the Mexican army may have been larger than that of the US it was poorly organized and consisted largely of conscripts. The war would show, on the other hand, that those who led the American army, men like Robert E. Lee, Ulysses S. Grant, “Stonewall” Jackson, and George McClellan, men who would make their mark in the US Civil War, were very capable strategists and leaders. As for the waters, the US navy dominated the seas and was thus able to move supplies to its army readily and quickly.

It was Polk who determined the general strategy of the war against Mexico. Initially the United States planned for a limited war hoping that a few quick American victories would convince Mexico to sue for peace and accept the US’s territorial demands. 

The United States began the war by occupying two Mexican provinces. In the summer of 1846 American troops under Colonel Stephen Kearney occupied Santa Fe, the capital of New Mexico, and proclaimed that province now part of the United States. Kearney then marched his army across Arizona towards California. 

In California American nationals had revolted in May and declared their independence from Mexico. While Kearney was capturing New Mexico and marching to California troops under Colonel John Fremont, who had been on an exploration mission in the Far West, marched to California and began to aid the rebels in their fight for independence. Yet another detachment of American troops under Robert Stockton landed in Monterey to help the rebels, hoisted the American flag, and declared California American. This concerted attack on California by US troops has fueled conspiracy theory speculation ever since.

While all this was going on an army led by General Zachary Taylor entered Mexico itself. As it went it won a series of unexpected victories advancing some 200 miles into Mexican territory. At this point Polk urged the Mexicans to surrender. When they refused limited warfare became general warfare. The president ordered Taylor to take the Mexican capital, Mexico City. General Winfield Scott was ordered to take the city of Veracruz on Mexico’s east coast by sea. Mexican leader Santa Ana learning of Taylor’s movements ordered his troops to attack Taylor’s forces. At the Battle of Buena Vista on 2 to 3 February 1847 Taylor’s smaller force repulsed the larger Mexican army forcing the latter to flee back towards Mexico City. On 29 March 1847 Scott’s forces took Veracruz after an 18 day siege. Scott’s forces now began their march on the Mexican capital.

On the march to Mexico City Scott’s forces fought Santa Ana’s 13 times. On 14 September they victoriously entered the capital. On 2 February 1848 Mexico and the United States signed the treaty of Guadalupe ending the war. The treaty forced Mexico to recognize the Rio Grande as the boundary between it and the US and ceded New Mexico and California to the Americans. In return the US paid Mexico $15 million dollars—Polk himself was reluctant to pay anything—and assumed the debts of individual Americans to Mexico living in these territories. The senate ratified the treaty on 10 May 1848. The war had cost the US around $100 million dollars and around 13,000 lives. The war, however, didn’t simply expand American territory and cost the US much in monies and lives. It also made Generals Zachary Taylor and Winfield Scott heroes. This turned out to be a problem for Polk since unlike him they were both Whigs. 

Another thing the war did was to revive concerns about the expansion of slavery. Northerners, in particular, feared that slavery would soon spread to America’s new conquered territories giving the South more political power in Washington. In August of 1846 when Polk officially requested monies to pay Mexico as required by the Treaty of Guadalupe Pennsylvania Democratic Representative David Wilmot proposed prohibiting the extension of slavery into the newly acquired territories (http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/wilmot.htm).

The bill passed twice in the House but was defeated in the Senate thanks, in large part, to an alliance between Southern and Western politicians upset by Polk’s support of the 49th parallel as the border between the US and British North America. South Carolina’s John Calhoun challenged the commonly held notion that Congress had the right to prohibit slavery in the new territories at all in February of 1847. Arguing that the territories belonged to all the states Calhoun asserted that the federal government had no constitutional power to prohibit slavery in any territory or state whatsoever. 

Congress wasn’t the only political body to get in on the Wilmot Amendment act. State legislatures in the North voted to support it. State legislatures in the South voted to oppose it. With movement on the issue stalled Democratic Senators Lewis Cass of Michigan and Stephen A. Douglas of Illinois offered a compromise. They advocated that settlers in the territories decide the issue themselves. While the Cass and Douglas decision pleased some in the North and most in the South it did have a major problem. Cass and Douglas did not specify as to when the citizens of the territories would be able to decide whether their territory would be “free” or slave. Debate on the issue continued and as a result the territories acquired from Mexico remained under military jurisdiction. 

The Taylor Presidency

1848 was a presidential election year. Polk kept another of his campaign promises and declined to run for a second term. The Democrats nominated Lewis Cass of Michigan for president of the United States. The Whigs nominated slaveholder and war hero Zachary Taylor. Those opposed to slavery—Barnburner Democrats, Conscience Whigs, Liberty Party members—and who wanted Congress to act on the slavery issue, formed the Free Soil Party. Their slogan was “free soil, free speech, free labour, and free men” which gives you some idea of the party platform. They wanted slavery limited to the territories in which it already existed. The Free Soil Party nominated Martin Van Buren for president who was now less reticent to confront the slavery issue. 

Taylor won, but just barely. Whigs carried 8 free states and 7 slave states. Democrats carried 7 free states and 8 slave. Van Buren’s significant vote numbers in New York, Ohio and Indiana actually cut into the Democrat numbers in those states throwing the election to the Whig Taylor.

Taylor’s presidency was a difficult one. By the time he was inaugurated the debate over the issue of slavery had become even more contentious. Northerners wanted slavery outlawed in the District of Columbia. Southerners demanded a new fugitive slave law which would return slaves escaped to the North to them. Texans wanted New Mexico which they claimed belonged to them. If Texas’s claims to New Mexico were upheld, anti-slave forces feared, slavery would be extended to that territory.

In the middle of the debates over slavery gold was discovered at Sutter’s Mill in the Sacramento Valley of California in January of 1848 setting off a gold rush. During the next years some 80,000 ‘49ers poured into the territory by any means possible—by covered wagon, by sea, on foot—hoping to make their fortunes. By the end of 1849 so many fortune seekers had poured into California that the territory’s population had risen to some 100,000. The ‘49ers for the most part were men and for the most part lived in hastily constructed camps which appeared out of nowhere. As is typical of American communities consisting largely of men these mining camps were quite violent. Even the American military was unable to impose law and order on the chaos. Vigilante committees hence arose to preserve “law and order” and to protect life and property. Needless to say these vigilante committees often represented particular interests.

There may have been a gold rush in the United States but that didn’t mean the conflicts over territories and slavery had gone away. Taylor urged both California and New Mexico to apply for statehood and hold constitutional conventions. California held theirs in 1849 and rejected slavery. In March 1850 California applied for statehood. A few months later New Mexico after holding a constitutional convention which rejected slavery applied for admission into the Union a few months later. 

Southerners, of course, were alarmed by these events and were concerned about the admission of two more non-slave states into the Union, admissions which would undermine the balance of power between “free” and “slave” states—there were 15 each. In late 1849 the South once again threatened to secede from the Union. In June 1850 Southern representatives met in Nashville to consider secession. While Southern representative were meeting in Tennessee to discuss the possibility of leaving the United States every Northern state, save one, had passed the Wilmot Proviso. The United States was breaking apart. 

When the 31st Congress convened in December of 1849 the nation was in the midst of a crisis. A number of Congressmen tried to find a way out of this crisis by brokering some sort of compromise. Henry Clay, once again returned to the Senate from Kentucky, proposed that California be admitted as a slave state, that the other territories acquired from Mexico be organized without any mention of slavery entirely, that Texas abrogate its claims to New Mexico, that the federal government assume the debts of the Republic of Texas, that slavery be abolished in the District of Columbia if the citizens of Maryland and the District give their consent, that a new fugitive slave law with more teeth be passed, and that Congress declare that it had no power whatsoever to regulate the interstate slave trade. The bill had something for every region of the United States.

Clay’s proposals won some support. Senator Daniel Webster from Massachusetts backed them. It also had opponents. Free soilers denounced them. The debate on the compromise would go on in the Congress for some seven months. Clay rolled them to an omnibus bill which mandated that all the proposals be accepted or rejected in their entirety. In the midst of the debates over the proposals Zachary Taylor died and was replaced by Millard Fillmore. President Fillmore threw his support behind the Clay’s bill. Clay, however, had had enough. Stephen A. Douglas now became the main proponent of the compromise. He split Clay’s omnibus bill into six and guided them one by one through Congress. My mid-September the Compromise of 1850 had become law. 

With the Compromise passed California was admitted as a “free” state into the Union—this meant that “free” states were now in the majority in Congress. The land acquired from Mexico was divided into New Mexico and Utah territories—the Mormons who had settled Utah named their first capital Fillmore after the president. A new fugitive slave law was passed to replace that of 1793 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/fugitive.htm).

It permitted slave owners to arrest suspected runaway slaves without warrant, denied the slaves arrested the right to jury trial, and imposed heavy penalties for anyone aiding the runaway slaves. 

The new fugitive slave law, while it had its supporters, alienated Northerners even more from the “peculiar institution”. Prominent intellectual Ralph Waldo Emerson, for instance, vowed, as did many others like him, to refuse to obey it. “Fire-eaters” in the South regarded such statements as akin to war. Many, like Robert Barnwell Rhett of South Carolina and William Yancey of Alabama urged the South to secede from the United States immediately. Four Southern states considered it but only South Carolina advocated it. The other three states said they would comply with the Compromise but would regard any repeal of the new fugitive slave act or any attempt to deny admission to a territory that approved of slavery in the state as an action that might lead them to secede from the Union.

Viewings and Listenings: Jacksonian America

Andrew Jackson
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History Channel, 2007

Chapter Sixteen:

The Road to Civil War: The US 1850-1861

Though the Compromise of 1850 was an attempt to put an end to conflicts over slavery in the United States it didn’t. One reason it didn’t is that by 1850 the North and the South were very different places. We have already talked about slavery in the South but the two regions were different in other ways as well. The South had a smaller population than the North. By 1850 the North outnumbered the South 3 to 1 in population. The population of the South was more scattered and less urbanized than in the North. The South had far fewer new immigrants than did the North and far more Blacks than did the North. The South’s economy was less diverse than that of the North. The South had far more of a leisurely society than the North. It was, after all, far less industrial than the North. The South was the site of much less scientific and technical innovations than was the North. This too is likely related to the fact that the South was less industrial than the North. And the South had a more stratified society than the North.

The South was dominated by the planter class and was hence oligarchic. That said the North would come to be dominated by the industrial class and that class would gain immense political and economic power in that region making it an oligarchic society as well. This ruling Southern planter class fancied itself a modern day noble and knightly class right out of the Middle Ages, well rather their modern day image of the noble and knightly Middle Ages. Many Southern elites were fascinated by the chivalric heroes of romance novels like those of Scottish writer Sir Walter Scott. They treated women with the same courtly courtesies and chivalry that they thought Mediaeval heroes treated theirs. They emphasized the same macho martial ways to solve differences that they thought Mediaeval men did. They empahsised honour in the same way that they thought their heroes of the Mediaeval past did. They glorified agrarianism as the only activity worthy of free men like they thought aristocratic nobles of the past did. This culture along with a feeling of being attacked by anti-slave forces in the North gave the Southern oligarchic elite a strong sense of unity and a sense that the South was very different from the North and much superior to it. 

The North would be blamed for many of the South’s problems by the South’s elite. Southern elites blamed the North’s tariffs and protectionism for their own economic difficulties. They were angered by the fact that the South was dependent upon Northern credit to finance Southern agriculture. They were angered by the fact that the South was dependent on Northern vessels to transport their agricultural products to markets in the North and abroad. 

Even the federal political situation was a cause of concern, anger, and alienation for many Southern elites. In the early new United States South was a political powerhouse in. 9 of the first 12 presidents were Southerners. 20 of the first 33 Supreme Court Chief Justices were Southerners. By the 1850’s, however, the North was catching up with it at least in the federal House of Representatives. Moreover, as a mentioned earlier, with the admission of California as a “free state” there was no longer a balance between “free” and “slave” states in the federal Senate. Many Southerners feared this imbalance would lead to an outlawing of the extension of slavery into states in the West, Many Northerners, on the other hand, feared that the extension of slavery into the West would undermine free labour and democratic ideals.

To some extent these tensions between the North and the South were submerged beneath a surface of economic boom in the early years of the Fillmore presidency. Industry grew. Railroads expanded. Cotton and wheat prices were high. This general mood of satisfaction continued into 1852 when both candidates for president, the New Hampshire Democrat Franklin Pierce and the Virginia born Whig candidate and hero of the Mexican Winfield Scott, endorsed the Compromise of 1850. Pierce won in a landslide in part thanks to the Southern turn toward the Democratic Party brought about as a result of the increasing anti-slavery attitudes of Whigs in the North. This political change had an immense impact on the Whig Party. It would, in fact, eventually lead to its demise and its disappearance from American political life.

Though the tensions between North and South seem to have subsided in the flush of the economic boom of the early 1850’s they were still there, hovering beneath the surface. Democrats in 1852 had hoped that anti-slave fervour in the North would remain marginal and promised to resist the efforts of anti-slave forces in the North if their political fortunes revived. They misread the mood of the North, however. By the 1850’s the anti-slave movement in the North began to make its views felt on the local, regional, and national American scene. While Southerners by and large opposed any changes in the Compromise of 1850 many Northerners found many of its provisions totally unacceptable, particularly the Fugitive Slave Act. Several Northern states began to obstruct and even nullify the Fugitive Slave Act. Some states—11 in total—and some localities, passed personal liberty laws to protect the liberty of runaway slaves. In some localities the Fugitive Slave Act was publicly defied. In Syracuse, New York, for instance, abolitionists freed a runaway slave being held in a local jail and helped him reach freedom in Canada. One of the most important salvos in the war against slavery and the Fugitive Slave was a book, Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin (http://www.iath.virginia.edu/utc/). Uncle Tom’s Cabin vividly told the tale of slave abuse in the South and hoped that it would help bring about the triumph of Christian love over the evils of slavery. It became a bestseller in both the United States, where it sold some 300,000 copies, and the United Kingdom. Its impact was so extensive that a legend—mythical it turns out—grew up that Abraham Lincoln on meeting Stowe in the early years of the Civil War proclaimed her “…the little woman who wrote the book that started this great war!”.

President Pierce responded to this renewed tension between abolitionists and Southerners by trying to distract Americans attention from it.  As has so often been the case in history the means of distraction turned out to be military. Pierce tried to whip up Americanism by promoting the American takeover of Cuba. Why Cuba? Foreigners—it was one of the few remaining Spanish possessions in the Caribbean—potential profitability—it was rich in sugar—and strategic location—it was, it was asserted, an important strategic location in the Caribbean Ocean. Pierce offered Spain both the carrot—$130 million dollars—and the stick—should they decline the money Pierce said he would authorize America to take control of it by other, presumably more forceful, means. In the middle of all of this word of Pierce’s Cuba policy leaked out. Abolitionists, in particular, opposed it assuming Cuba would be open for slave business. The animosity toward Pierce’s strategy in Cuba was such that the president, at least for the moment, had to put his intentions to take over the island on the back burner.

With the Cuban flap subsided the debate over slavery once again reared its ugly head. Potential expansion in the West once again that set it aflame. The revived disputes over slavery came to a head again with the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act in1854 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/kanneb.htm).

This act—it was authored by the same senator who played a major role in the Compromise of 1850 Stephen A. Douglas—was meant to provide civil government for the territories in the Great Plains west of Iowa and Missouri and stretching to the Dakotas in the West and British North America in the North. Though slavery had been prohibited in the Louisiana Purchase the Kansas-Nebraska Act allowed the issue of whether their territories should be “free” or “slave” to be left up to the citizens of those territories. Douglas’s reasons for all this? He wanted to jump start the building of a transcontinental railroad across the United States that would run through the Great Plains. That he, a substantial property owner in the region, would benefit from this was just pudding on the cake. In order to do this he needed Southern support hence the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Douglas, by the way, didn’t feel like he gave up much since he was sure the citizens of the Plains territories would vote against becoming slave states since the climate and soil of the region was hardly suitable to cotton, rice, sugar, or tobacco plantations. He also felt that by allowing the voters to decide the issue agitation over the slave issue in the West would be put to rest.

What Douglas didn’t count on was the anger the Kansas-Nebraska Act provoked all across the country. Many Northerners were angered because they believed it undermined the Missouri Compromise. Senators Salmon Chase of Ohio and Charles Sumner of Massachusetts denounced the act as a betrayal of Americans “precious rights” and part of a plot to make the West a “despotic land”. Pierce supported the Act and used his powers of patronage to help get the act passed. In Congress the act passed. Every Southerner supported it while 44 Northern Democrats supported it and 43 opposed it. 

The passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act was at least partly responsible for a realignment in American political life. A new sectional party with a strong ideological bent arose in the North and was gaining substantial support among those who opposed the Kansas-Nebraska Act. This party was the Republican Party. The Republican Party arose in the Old Northwest in 1854 and achieved a number of quick victories in the Congressional elections of that year. Ideologically the Republicans were anti-slavery and pro-“free soil”. They were strong believers in the notion that only a free democratic society (translation only a free white democratic society) could offer its citizens the possibility of economic and social advancement. The new party was made up of ex-Whigs, ex-Barnburner Democrats—those in the Democratic Party who opposed slavery, anti-slavery radicals, and Nativists or Know-Nothings in descending order of numbers and hence influence in the new party.

Political alignment wasn’t the only thing that the Kansas-Nebraska Act gaveth. In the wake of the act Kansas, “bleeding Kansas” as it became known, became a battleground, a sometimes bloody battleground (hence the phrase), on which pro-slavery and anti-slavery forces fought. After the passage of the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 groups of settlers who were pro-slavery and anti-slavery were organised and financially supported by both their respective forces to settle in the Kansas Territory. Free-staters were in the majority and likely therefore to gain control of the territorial legislature. Missourians, remember Missouri was a slave state, took action to prohibit this from happening. On Election Day significant numbers of Missourians slipped into Kansas and voted for pro-slave legislators giving pro-slave forces control of the territorial legislature. Meeting in Shawnee, Kansas, the legislature met and enacted a harsh slave law which outlawed anti-slavery activity and a law which provided the death penalty for anyone helping runaway slaves. 

The Anti-slave majority didn’t take this lying down. They tried to get the governor to throw out the fraudulent election results. When he only threw out a few and left the election results unchanged anti-slave forces appealed to the president of the United States. When Pierce refused to get involved the anti-slave forces formed their own legislature which met in Topeka. That legislature quickly drew up a constitution that outlawed slavery. In 1856 anti-slave forces held their own elections for governor and legislators. Kansas now had two governments. 

President Pierce finally decided to act. He recognized the pro-slave government as the rightful government of Kansas Territory. With this full scale war erupted in “bleeding Kansas”. On 9 May pro-slave forces attacked the anti-slave town of Lawrence where they destroyed a printing press owned by anti-slave forces, burned down a hotel, and terrorized the locals. Anti-slave forces responded in kind, well not quite in kind, a few days later when, under the command of John Brown—a name we will hear more about later. Armed by anti-slave forces from New England Brown and his forces rode into Pottawatomie Creek and started killing pro-slave settlers. Newspapers reported it all in lurid detail. By the time federal forces restored order around 200 lay dead. 

It wasn’t only in “bleeding Kansas” that violence reared its ugly head over the issue of slavery. On 24 May 1856 Massachusetts senator Charles Sumner who had attacked the South, South Carolina, and one of South Carolina’s Senators Andrew Butler in a speech on the senate floor two days before, was beat unconscious by a relative of Senator Butler, Congressman Preston Brooks. Southerners praised Brooks for defending Southern “honour”. Northerners claimed Sumner as a martyr in the holy war against “barbarian” slavery.

Amidst all of this the United State was having a presidential election. Democrats nominated James Buchanan of Pennsylvania as their candidate and made it plain in their party platform that they supported the Kansas-Nebraska Act and popular sovereignty when it came to the issue of whether a territory should be “free” or “slave”. Republicans nominated James C. Fremont and made it clear that they opposed the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Their platform called for Congress to move to prohibit slavery in “bleeding Kansas”, called for America’s industrialization, urged that a Pacific railroad be built, and called for federal aid for internal improvements. The Know Nothings nominated former president Millard Fillmore. Their platform supported, if rather vaguely, the idea of popular sovereignty. During the election campaign the Democrats portrayed themselves as the party of national unity and portrayed the Republicans as the party of sectional interests. Apparently, this strategy worked. Buchanan was elected president of the United States.

Two days after Buchanan took office the Supreme Court ruled that Dred Scott, a slave who had been taken by his master into the “free states” of Illinois and Minnesota, could not sue for his freedom since the Constitution made it clear that slaves were not citizens. For the Dred Scott case see 

http://library.wustl.edu/vlib/dredscott/ and 

http://www.let.rug.nl/usa/D/1851-1875/dredscott/dredxx.htm
This case had far reaching consequences since the Court ruled that slaves were not citizens but property and that the federal government could not deprive a citizen of his property. It also, by the way, ruled the Compromise of 1850 unconstitutional. The Dred Scott ruling thus made it impossible for the federal government to pass any laws prohibiting slavery. Southerners, as one can imagine, were elated by this decision, many Northerners were angered by it and saw it as part of a plot by Buchanan and the Supreme Court to extend slavery westward.

As for the Buchanan administration, it was dominated by Southerners. Fearing the possibility of Southern secession from the Union the president basically gave the South almost anything it wanted. During the depression of the 1850’s, for instance, bowed to Southern concerns and blocked tariffs, internal improvement, and Western settlement proposals in the Congress. Buchanan also sparked further controversies over “bleeding Kansas”. When Buchanan appointed a new governor for Kansas Territory he urged him to move the territory toward statehood. Free staters boycotted elections for the constitutional convention. Pro-slavers, as a result, dominated Kansas’ constitutional convention and passed a constitution which made slavery legal. The new governor, however, tossed out the constitution claiming it was fraudulent. Despite this Buchanan decided to present Kansas’s constitution to the Congress and urged Congress to support Kansas’s admission to statehood. Douglas and many others from the Democratic Party broke with the president over Kansas statehood. Many opposed it joining with Republicans to defeat the bill. Congress urged that another vote be taken on the Kansas constitution. When Kansans defeated the pro-slavery constitution and enacted an anti-slavery constitution Congress admitted the territory into the Union in 1860. 

Buchanan would try to have his revenge on Douglas for not supporting him during the Kansas statehood debate. He would try to have him defeated in 1858 as he run for re-election to the Senate. In 1858 Douglas was challenged by a newcomer in Illinois politics, Abraham Lincoln. Much has been made of this election given that Douglas and Lincoln would face each other again in 1860 though this time for president. At the time, however, it was just another, if somewhat novel, given the growing importance of the Republican Party in American political life, senatorial election and the national attention focused on the race. The seven debates the two held across Illinois during the campaign attracted national attention (http://www.nps.gov/liho/historyculture/debates.htm). During the debates Lincoln argued that slavery was a moral, social, and political “wrong” and that it would and should eventually be ended. Douglas, on the other hand, emphasized the need for popular sovereignty with regard to the issue of slavery. Douglas won the battle. But Lincoln perhaps won the war as we shall see for he, a little known lawyer from Illinois, had become a household name in both the North and in the South as a result of these debates. 

Another figure who became famous—some might say infamous—in the 1850’s was a figure we have mentioned in passing before, John Brown. Brown, a hardshell abolitionist, had come to believe that he was an instrument of god chosen by the almighty to end evil slavery in the United States (note the role religion played in the abolition movement here). In the late 1850’s Brown became convinced that the time was right for an armed attack on the South and that this armed attack would lead to a slave uprising all across the region. So on 16 October 1859 Brown led a band of armed men across the Potomac River to capture an arsenal at Harper’s Ferry, Virginia. He intended to use the weapons to arm the expected rebellion. On 17 October a local militia surrounded Brown and his men in the arsenal. After a group of marines under the command of Robert E. Lee, whom we will hear much more about later, the militia stormed the arsenal captured Brown and many of his men. Brown would be tried for conspiracy, murder, and treason, and executed him on 2 December 1859. Before he went to the gallows Brown made an eloquent plea for an end to slavery. To many Southerners Northern support for Brown suggested to them that the North would not rest until slavery was ended in the South. Many in the South once again began to contemplate secession. To many Northern abolitionists Brown was a martyr to the cause.

On John Brown see http://www3.iath.virginia.edu/jbrown/master.html 
1860 was yet another presidential election year in the United States. Democrats met in April of that year in Charleston, South Carolina to nominate a candidate. The convention turned out to be a microcosm of the divisions that were impacting American in general at the time. Stephen A. Douglas was the favourite but he could not come up with the necessary votes of 2/3’s of the delegates in order to win the nomination. Douglas’s situation was complicated by the continuing animosity of Buchanan and Buchanan supporters toward him. It was also complicated by the fact that Southern delegates wanted the party to state its support for federal protection of slavery in the territories when citizens voted to make their state a slave state. Douglas wanted a platform that emphasized that slavery would be left to popular sovereignty checked only by the Supreme Court. When Southern Democrats didn’t get their way, they walked out of the convention. The convention, unable to nominate anyone, agreed to meet again in Baltimore in June. When they adjourned in Maryland the same tensions that characterized the convention in Charleston were still in evidence in Baltimore. Southerners would eventually walk out again. With Southerners gone, the remaining Democrats nominated Douglas for president. Those who walked out nominated Vice-president John Breckinridge for president on a platform supporting the federal protection of slavery in the territories

In the meantime, Republicans gathered in Chicago to decide who their nominee would be. In Chicago the Republicans reached out to Northern industrialists and farmers, declared their support for lengthening the time period immigrants had to be in the United States before they could vote and for state sovereignty, including, presumably, when it came to slavery. Then they nominated Abraham Lincoln of Illinois for president. 

Third parties also nominated candidates for president. The Constitutional Union Party, for instance, nominated John Bell who campaigned on a platform of constitution, country, and law and order.

In an eerie foreshadowing of things to come Lincoln won all of his electoral votes in the North. Breckinridge captured most of his votes in the South. Bell won a number of electors in the border states of Tennessee and Kentucky and also took those of Virginia. Douglas won only the electors of Missouri. He was, however, the only candidate to gain significant voter support in all regions of the country. After his victory Lincoln quickly stated that he had no intention of interfering with slavery where it already existed.  Still the election of Lincoln was brought about a sea change in American politics. Perhaps more than anything else it meant that the Southern dominance of American federal political life was over.

On the 1860 election see http://teachpol.tcnj.edu/amer_pol_hist/thumbnail189.html and http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu/collections/stats/elections/maps/1860.gif and http://valley.vcdh.virginia.edu/Reference/comparativemaps.html 
It wasn’t, by the way, only American politics that divided between North and South in years just prior to the Civil War. The country also divided religiously. In the 1830’s, 1840’s and 1850’s Presbyterians, Baptists, and Methodists debated the issue of slavery. Eventually these tensions led to an informal split in the Presbyterian Church. Presbyterians divided between Old School “conservatives” who supported of slavery and New School “liberals” who opposed it. Both remained in the same church. The Baptist and Methodist churches, on the other hand, split in 1845 into separate institutions with separate bureaucracies and organizations. These official splits were basically a realization in practise of what had been going on in theory for years. Both churches were already informally divided over the issue of slavery. 

Christianity was used in churches and putlic life in both the North and the South to support and critique both abolition and to support slavery. Many Northern ministers like Henry Ward Beecher and Theodore Parker, attacked slavery, the South, and Southern churches for supporting slavery. For them slavery was an evil, a sin, and a violation of the golden rule of doing unto others as you would have them do to you. Many Southern ministers, on the other hand, pointed to the Bible for support of their pro-slavery position (Paul’s letter to Philemon, for instance) and accused Northerners of blasphemy for condemning slavery since the Bible supported it.

Secession
Many Southerners had warned that if Abraham Lincoln were elected president they would not remain in the Union. So as soon as the election was decided the secession movement began. By the time Lincoln was inaugurated in March of 1861 seven Southern states all from the Deep South had seceded. South Carolina was the first to go citing Northern resistance to the Fugitive Slave Act, attempts to undermine state rights, the actions of abolitionists, and the election of the anti-slave Abraham Lincoln to the presidency as the reasons. On 20 December 1860 at a specially called state convention South Carolina unanimously passed an ordinance of secession (http://www.civilwarhome.com/scordinance.htm). Between January and February 1861 Mississippi, Florida, Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas followed suit though not without opposition. Many opponents argued that they should wait until Lincoln made a hostile act against the South before they left the Union. For most Southerners secession was hardly revolutionary. The United States, they claimed, was created out of a compact between sovereign states and the right of these states to resume their separate status as sovereign states was not forbidden by the Constitution.

Now seceded from the Union the Southern states set about creating a union or confederacy amongst themselves. In February of 1861 delegates from all seven of the states that had left the Union met in Montgomery, Alabama where they drew up a constitution and formed the Confederate States of America. The Confederate Constitution, by the way, was modeled on the federal Constitution. It did, however, differ from it in several interesting ways. Its preamble emphasized that states were sovereign and that slavery was to be protected in Confederate territories. It maintained the ban on the slave trade, outlawed protective tariffs, outlawed bounties, outlawed federal aid for internal improvements, limited the president to one six year term, and gave the president the line-item veto. The Southern constitutional convention ended with the election of Jefferson Davis as president. The emphasis on state’s rights in the Confederate Constitution would come back to bite the CSA since it limited the ability of the Confederacy to initiate a draft in 1862. Opponents of the draft argued that it was a despotic attempt by the federal state to assert federal power.

For documentary materials on the Confederacy see http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/csa/csapage.htm 
For the Confederate Constitution go to: http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/csa/csa.htm 
In the North there were a variety of reactions to the secession of the Southern states. Some, like former president Buchanan, argued that the seceding states had no right to secede but that the Constitution did not give the remaining states the power to forbid it. Others felt that secession struck at the very heart of American democracy and liberty and argued that the territorial integrity of the United States was necessary for both. Many Northerners worried about the impact of Southern secession on the Northern economy—would they be able to move goods down the Mississippi? What would it due to Northern merchants and Northern shipbuilders who were, in part, dependent on Southern trade? Others tried to fashion a compromise. Senator John Crittenden of Kentucky proposed a plan which would have guaranteed that slavery would not be outlawed, that federal compensation would be provided to slave-owners who had failed to recover their slaves through the Fugitive Slave Act, and that the Missouri Compromise would be put back into effect (http://americancivilwar.com/documents/crittenden_compromise.html). There was some hope that the Crittenden compromise would actually work. Some Democrats said they would support it if the Republicans did. Lincoln, however, opposed them saying that he could not support a bill that would extend slavery into the Western territories. The compromise hence fell apart. There were other attempts to find a compromise. Delegates from 21 states met in Virginia and after three weeks of deliberation put forward a plan that was a variant of the Crittenden plan. It was in vain.

On 4 March 1861 Lincoln was inaugurated president of the United States. Though many believed and feared that the real power behind the throne would be William Seward, Lincoln’s secretary of state, this assumption proved to be wrong. Lincoln acted decisively upon taking office. First, he asserted that the Union was perpetual and that no state could secede from it. Second, he reiterated that he had no intention of interfering with slavery where it existed. 

Lincoln believed that given time the Southern states would come back into the Union.

Time was, however, running out. News soon reached Washington that federal forces under the command of Major Robert Anderson at Fort Sumter, South Carolina—one of two federal properties in the South—had been surrounded and that if supplies weren’t forthcoming it would have to surrender. Lincoln ordered Anderson not to engage Southern forces unless they were attacked. Attempts to reinforce and resupply the fort were attempted but failed. Confederate forces ordered Anderson to surrender. When he refused they attacked. The fort fell. War was on.

In the North the attack and capture of Fort Sumter increased support for preserving the Union. On 15 April Lincoln urged the states to furnish 75,000 men for 90 days to put down the “insurrection”. On 19 April he ordered a blockade of the Southern coast. In May he enlarged the federal army and navy even further. In the South these actions furthered the cause of secession. Arkansas, Tennessee, North Carolina, and Virginia soon passed secession ordinances if sometimes narrowly and reluctantly. By June the Confederate States of America had grown to eleven members and had moved its capital to Richmond, Virginia. Jefferson Davis was named its president.

For secession era editorials see http://facweb.furman.edu/~benson/docs/
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Chapter Seventeen:

The Civil War

To War

Over the years intellectuals and academics have attributed the causes of the American Civil War to a variety of somewhat different phenomena. For some contemporaries the war was all about slavery, about whether freedom would be extended to the black man. For others it was all about states rights, about whether states would be able to determine their own destinies. For Karl Marx, who wrote articles for the newspaper the New York Herald Tribune, the war was all about whether the US would be a slave society or an industrial society 

(http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/1861/us-civil-war/index.htm). 

Later analysts have continued to view the war in terms of traditional intellectual and academic ideas about causality. In 1927 historians Charles and Mary Beard attributed cause of the Civil War to “inherent” economic antagonisms between the agrarian economy of the South and the industrial economy of the North. Also writing in the 1920’s historians Avery Craven and James Randall attributed the Civil War to a generation of political bunglers. In his multi volume history of the War written between the 1940’s and 1970’s historian Allan Nevins, while agreeing that slavery was one of the causes of the Civil War, argued that cultural variations concerning “assumptions, tastes, and cultural aim[s]” were also factors in why the war came to pass. Writing in 1970 historian Eric Foner claimed that Northern free soil ideologies were a major factor for why the Civil War occurred. Writing during the same era Paul Klepner argued that the collapse of the party system and social movements like temperance and nativism which drove Americans into different ideological camps were central for the coming of war. 

Prologue

One thing many academics and intellectuals have agreed on is that the US Civil War was one of the first “modern” if not “total” wars in history. The US Civil War was one of the first wars to be fought by armies of largely civilian rather than professional soldiers. It was one of the first wars in which the object was—or became—total victory. It was one of the first wars in which industrial strength played a pre-eminent role in victory, though it should be remembered that industries weren’t shifted to a war-time footing. 

At the same time the US Civil War was also in man ways a traditional war. Railroads, telegraph, innovative ships, submarines, underwater mines, and machine guns did play important if generally minor roles in the war on both sides. However, horses and the muzzle loading rife were central to the prosecution of the war. Moreover, the Civil War witnessed little of the ruthlessness, cruelty, and barbarity of 20th century wars. Regardless of whether the war was “modern” or not by the time it ended four years after it began some 650,000 lay dead.

The US Civil War was not a war between equally matched forces. The North had a larger population on which to draw—22 million to 9 million. The North had a tremendous advantage in industrial production—four-fifths of the nation’s factories lay in the North. The North had more mineral wealth than the South—it produced 15 times more iron than the South, 38 times more coal, 27 times more woolens than the South. The North had greater and broader agricultural production than the South. And while the North was largely self-sufficient in terms of war supplies, the South was not and was heavily dependent on Europe for them. 

The sea blockade the Union established on goods going into the South would weaken the South even further. One thing the South did have going for it was the fact that the war was fought mostly on terrain well-known to Southerners, the South. 

Something both sides had in common were dissidents. Though most Northerners supported the war there were pockets of Southern sympathizers, most of them Democrats, in the North in places like Southern Indiana. Northerners called them “copperheads”. As the years went on without an end to the War and with a seeming lack of success in it, more and more Northerners voiced their opposition to it along with opposition to Lincoln’s tariffs and expansion of the federal government. Most in the South supported the War. As the War continued, however, dissident voices appeared there just as they begun to appear in the North. 

There were pacifists on both sides like the Quakers and Anabaptists. They could and did buy their way out of the War in both the North and the South. Still about 50% of Indiana’s pacifist Quakers did serve in the military during the War Between the States almost surely because of the strong abolitionist sentiments among that religious community.

The War Begins

When the war began there was concern in the North that a number of border states between the North and the South—Maryland, Kentucky, Missouri—might secede and join the Confederacy and that this might complicate Union military strategy. Maryland’s secession would cut off Washington, DC from the rest of the North. Kentucky lay along  the Ohio River and could complicate Union movement of men and goods along it. Missouri was located along the important Mississippi River and could impact the movement of men and goods along it. 

Over time the Union was able to deal with each of these potential problems in a variety of ways, ways that showed that Lincoln was ready and willing to play hardball during the War. When pro-secession forces clashed with Union troops in Baltimore, Lincoln sent in more Union troops, suspended writs of habeas corpus, and ordered some 13,000 Confederate sympathizers jailed. Kentucky remained neutral until a Confederate Army “invaded” it September of 1841. It then proclaimed itself part of the Union. In Missouri, where there was a balance between Unionists and secessionists, a military coup in 1861 supported by the North—the justification was an imminent attempt by secessionists to capture a Missouri arsenal—kept that state in the Northern orbit. Southern supporters would be driven out of the Missouri state capital but during the remainder of the War Missouri would see a sometimes vicious and bloody guerilla war that would terrorise many and kill some. Jesse James would ride with one of these pro-Southern guerilla units during the War.

Lincoln was also concerned at the beginning of the War with how he should prosecute it. He thus turned to General Winfield Scott, the hero of the Mexican War, for advice. Scott’s plan was to starve the South into submission. This didn’t go over well with those who wanted a quick victory. Lincoln, therefore, gave command of Union forces to General Irvin McDowell and ordered him to invade Virginia. When McDowell attacked. Confederate forces moved to block him. On 21 July 1861 the two armies met at Bull Run the first major battle of the war. The Confederates won a decisive victory sending Union forces fleeing back to Washington, DC. Confederate troops after their victory, however, were too disorganized to capitalize on their victory. They failed to chase the defeated forces back toward Washington possibly laying siege the Union capital.

With the defeat at Bull Run Lincoln authorized the creation of an army of some 50,000 volunteers whose term of enlistment would run for three years. Lincoln also replaced McDowell as head of the Union army with General George McClellan, a general who had won a series of minor victories in Virginia in the early years of the War. By the fall of 1861 McClellan had managed to turn this Army of the Potomac into a disciplined fighting force. Cautiousness inhibited McClellan from doing much of anything with this disciplined army, however. During the winter of 1861 and 1862 it remained largely inactive.

McClellan was not the only problem for the president. McClellan’s inactivity made many of the Radical Republicans in Congress fear that Lincoln might make a peace with the South that would allow them to retain slavery.

The War Continues

On other fronts Union forces were achieving success. In January of 1862 Union forces under the command of George Henry Thomas broke through Confederate lines in eastern Kentucky. The following month Union forces under Ulysses S. Grant captured the Confederate strongholds of Fort Henry, Tennessee and Fort Donelson on the Cumberland River on the Kentucky-Tennessee border. After his victories Grant and his forces continued to advancing southward. In April he was met with a Confederate counterattack at Shiloh in southwestern Tennessee. At first Confederate forces drove the Union forces back toward the north. Reinforcements and the death of the Confederate leader General Albert Sidney Johnston allowed Grant to capture the railroad centre of Corinth, Mississippi. Shiloh turned out to be the bloodiest battle of the war. The Union army lost 13,000 of a total of 63,000 men while the South lost 11,000 of 40,000. 

After the victory at Shiloh Grant continued to advance into the Confederacy. By June his forces controlled the Mississippi River as far South as Memphis. 

Thomas and Grant weren’t the only Union forces having success in the South. In April of 1862 Admiral David Farragut and General Benjamin Butler captured New Orleans for the Union.

In March of 1862 McClellan finally began his assault of Virginia. Instead of marching directly towards the Confederate capital of Richmond, however, McClellan devised a plan had his army march along the Chesapeake and them, when they reached the York and James Rivers, follow them toward Richmond. After following this circuitous route to the Confederate capital McClellan was finally within striking distance of Richmond by May. When Confederate forces attacked the Army of the Potomac McClellan decided to wait for reinforcements. The reinforcements never came. After a Confederate victory led by General “Stonewall” Jackson in the Shenandoah Valley of Virginia over a Union force three times larger than his own Lincoln decided to divert the reinforcements McClellan was waiting for to the Shenandoah Valley. 

Jackson, in the meantime, had snuck back into Richmond. While McClellan waited General Robert E. Lee struck at McClellan’s forces on 16 July 1862 and forced them to withdraw back to Harrison’s Landing on the James River. Lee may have won the victory but it cost him dearly. He lost far more men in the battle than did McClellan. After the defeat of the Army of the Potomac, Lincoln ordered it back to Washington. 

All the while Lincoln continued to promote a policy of non-interference with slavery—he continued to execute the Fugitive Slave Act and he continued to countermand the orders of Northern generals who freed slaves within their command. Most in Congress supported Lincoln’s actions.

Before McClellan’s army returned northward Lee struck at Union forces under the command of John Pope at Bull Run. Once again Confederate forces won the battle (29-30 August) and once again they drove Union forces back to Washington, DC. After yet another loss Lincoln dismissed Pope as commander of all Union forces and replaced him with McClellan.

Flush with victory Lee struck northward crossing the Potomac west of the Union capital. McClellan’s forces, in the meantime, had finally reached the capital. McClellan knew from intercepted Confederate dispatches that Lee had divided his forces. So on 17 September he attacked. At the Battle of Antietam/Sharpsburg in Maryland McClellan’s forces stopped the northward thrust of Lee’s army. McClellan, however, decided not to pursue the retreating Confederate forces after the victory. Lincoln had finally had enough. On 5 November he dismissed McClellan as commander of Union forces.

It was at this point that many Northern politicians began to rethink their better left as is position on slavery. In the early years of the War the House of Representatives had followed the compromise laid out in the Crittendon resolution. By July of 1861 they were backing away from it and beginning to pass anti-slavery resolutions which forbade the return of fugitive slaves, abolished slavery in the District of Columbia (April 1962) and the territories (June 1862), freed the slaves of Confederates who did not surrender within 60 days, declared slaves who had taken refuge behind Union lines free, and authorized Lincoln to admit free Blacks into the Union military (the Act of Confiscation of 1862). Some 186,000 Blacks would serve at less pay than their white counterparts.

Lincoln now started to look for some solution to the “slave problem”. First, he proposed a programme in which the federal government would compensate slave owners for the “return” of their slaves to Africa. The Border States, however, balked at this proposal. Next, recognizing that the War was likely to be a long one, he came to the conclusion that the emancipation of the slaves in the South might prove to be a weapon in the North’s war against the South. After the victory of McClellan at Antietam he issued a preliminary emancipation proclamation on 1 January 1863 freeing all slaves in the Confederacy unless the Confederates surrendered (http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/american_originals_iv/sections/preliminary_emancipation_proclamation.html).

Northern Democrats not surprisingly denounced the proclamation while Abolitionist just as unsurprisingly, supported it. Thousands of slaves, in the meantime, fled plantation for Union camps.

Here is the final version of the Emancipation Proclamation (http://www.archives.gov/historical-docs/document.html?doc=8&title.raw=Emancipation%20Proclamation)

After McClellan

Though McClellan was gone his dismissal did not have an immediate effect on Union forces. An advance on Richmond by forces under the command of General Ambrose Burnside was repulsed by Lee’s army. An attack by forces under the command of Burnside’s replacement Joe Hooker was forced to retreat after a defeat by Lee’s army at Chancellorsville (1-5 May 1863). Chancellorsville, of course, was the same battle which saw Confederate hero General “Stonewall” Jackson die by the hands of his own men (friendly fire).

After Lee’s victory at Chancellorsville the general once again decided to lead his army northward into the Union. In early June Lee’s forces crossed the Potomac once again and headed into Pennsylvania. Hooker’s forces followed along a parallel course. On 28 June Hooker was replaced as commander after an argument with General Gordon Meade. On 1 June Lee launched an assault against Meade’s forces. Meade’s army was able, however, to hold its position during a battle in which around 23,000 Union and around 28,000 Confederate soldiers died. On 4 July Lee began withdrawing his men back towards northern Virginia. 

The Battle of Gettysburg, as it came to be called, would be the last time Lee’s forces would attack the North for the remainder of the war. Several months later on 19 November 1863 at a commemoration of the battle at the battle site President Abraham Lincoln gave what posterity has referred to as the Gettysburg Address (http://www.archives.gov/historical-docs/todays-doc/index.html?dod-date=1119). Americans would come to see this as one of the definitive statements about America and America’s democratic future. Historians would recognize it as an important moment in the history of American civil religion.

Other Union victories followed. On 4 July 1863 forces under the command of Grant finally took the important Mississippi River town of Vicksburg. Four days later Grant’s forces took the Mississippi town of Port Hudson giving the Union total control over the important Mississippi River. In September the Confederates would gain a brief respite when they defeated Lee’s forces at Chickamauga on 19-20 September. In a series of battles around Chattanooga in October and November, however, Grant defeated the Confederates at Lookout Mountain and Missionary Ridge taking that Tennessee city.

With Grant’s victories the Confederacy was in difficult straits. Frantically they tried to secure diplomatic recognition from Britain and France and tried to get each of these European countries to help them break the Union naval blockade that was strangling them and to enter the war on the South’s side. These efforts proved unsuccessful. Britain had built up its supplies of cotton before 1863 and had begun obtaining it from other places such as Egypt and India. As for intervention no European power was about to intervene on the Southern side unless it looked like the Confederacy was about to win the war. No European power believed that was about to happen.

In March of 1864 Lincoln called Grant back to Washington and gave him command of the Northern army. Grant now set in motion a plan to attack and defeat the Confederacy once and for all. He would lead the Army of the Potomac against Lee’s forces in Virginia. His former Lieutenant William Tecumseh Sherman would command an army which would strike at Johnston’s forces in Georgia. The Virginia campaign began on 3 May and saw some of the most ferocious fighting of the War. Grant lost 60,000 men, Lee 20,000 during the fighting in the Wilderness, Spotsylvania, and Cold Harbor. Grant’s strategy was to try to outflank Lee. Lee, however, checked him at every point. Unable to outflank Lee Grant attacked Confederate forces at Petersburg instead. The Confederates at Petersburg held out for nine months before they surrendered.

1864 was also a presidential election year. The Republicans re-nominated Lincoln. Democrats nominated General George McClellan. The election wasn’t in the bag for Lincoln. Many in the North had grown weary of the war and McClellan echoed those who thought that the war had been a disaster. The Democratic platform even called for an armistice. Anti-war sentiment among some in the North was not the only problem the Republicans faced. Lincoln had chosen Tennessean as his vice-presidential running mate hoping it might turn some in the South away from rebellion. The choice of Andrew Johnson, however, angered Radical Republicans who opposed any compromise with the South and any leniency toward Southern slaveholders and rebels. They held their own convention and nominated John C. Fremont for president. Fremont would withdraw from the race after Sherman’s forces took Atlanta on 2 September. In the end Lincoln was re-elected carrying every state save three. His margin of victory in the popular vote—around 400,000—however, showed that not everyone in the North was happy with his presidency.

In the meantime, Sherman’s troops were moving ever deeper into Georgia. And they were bringing total war with them. As Sherman’s troops moved deeper into Georgia they confiscated anything that might be useful to the Confederates. Railroads, bridges, cotton gins, livestock were either confiscated or destroyed. As I noted on 2 September Sherman’s forces took Atlanta. On 13 December they captured Savannah reaching the sea. By the end of February they took Charleston, South Carolina and sealed off the last Confederate seaport of Wilmington, North Carolina.

With defeat looming Confederate president Jefferson Davis floated the idea of peace talks to the powers that be in the North. Hopes for such peace talks were quashed, however, when Confederate vice-president Alexander Stevens was informed that the only acceptable peace terms for the Union was full reunification.

Back on the battlefront, Lee’s forces in Virginia were stretched thin by March of 1865. Lee evacuated Petersburg before its surrender and Richmond and headed west in the hope of joining up with Johnston’s army in the North Carolina mountains. Grant cut him off. With no other option Lee surrendered to Grant at Appomattox Court House on 9 April 1865. By May all Confederate forces had lain down their arms. 

On the surrender at Appomattox see

http://www.nps.gov/archive/apco/surrend.htm
 Homefront North 
As a result of Southern secession from the Union Republicans were able to push through legislation they hadn’t been able to and wouldn’t have been able to before Southern secession. This legislation expanded America’s telegraph networks, stimulated inventions, expanded America’s industrial economy, and expanded and stimulated American higher education. In 1862 Congress passed the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862 

(http://www.higher-ed.org/resources/morrill_acts.htm) 

which provided federal public lands to “States and Territories to use to provide Colleges for the Benefit of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts” (examples Purdue, Iowa State, Michigan State, Ohio State, Kansas State, Cornell’s agriculture school). In the same year they passed the Homestead Act of 1862 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/statutes/homestead _act.htm)

which stimulated the settlement of the American “frontier”. The Homestead Act offered potential settlers free title to 160 acres of land at $1.25 per acre if they had established residence and improved the land for five years. Both acts helped strengthen—some might say bought—the loyalty of Union citizens and citizens in the western territories.

The Morrill Land Grant Act and the Homestead Act weren’t the only legislation the American federal Congress passed during the War years. Congress also passed the Legal Tender (1862) and National Banking Acts (1863 and 1864) which established respectively a new national currency (the Greenback) and a new national system of banks established by general incorporation as opposed to specific charters granted by state legislatures. The National Banking Acts allowed national banks to issue bonds at up to 95% of their market value. 

The Treasury was not the only federal agency to expand during the Civil War. The surveillance and intelligence apparatus of the American state also grew and Lincoln used this to help combat draft resistance and anti-war agitation at home and spy on the South abroad. 15,000 northerners were arrested after Lincoln suspended writs of habeas corpus, judicial mandates to a prison official ordering that an inmate be brought to the court so it can be determined whether or not that person is imprisoned lawfully and whether or not he or she should be released from custody. War, as usual, played an immensely important role in the creation or development of the modern American bureaucratic state and, as usual, it led to a diminution of civil liberties.

Civil liberties weren’t the only things negatively impacted by the Civil War in the North. In the beginning the War led to a depression in the Union. There were several reasons for this. The South had repudiated some $300 million in debts to Northern creditors. The Mississippi River was closed to Northern goods. Government spending, currency inflation, and, after 1862, an increase in manufacturing brought prosperity back to the North. Agriculture boomed thanks again in part to the War. Profits rose for everyone, thanks once again in large part to the War. 

All in all, the War only slightly disrupted life in the North. But it did disrupt it perhaps most so when on July of 1863 a largely Irish mob that may have reached some 50,000 terrorized New York City’s Black population for three days destroying their property, burning down one of their orphanages, and lynching them during what has come to be called the New York Draft Riots. Politics went on as it had before the War save that there were, as I mentioned before, no Southerners to impact legislation on the federal level. Even education continued to expand. Colleges such as the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), Swarthmore, and Cornell were founded. Western settlement continued. Colorado alone grew in population from around 32,000 in 1860 to around 100,000 in 1864.

Homefront Confederacy 

The impact of the War in the South was much greater than it was in the North. After all, most of the War was fought in Southern territory and the South had much fewer resources to prosecute the War than did the North. The Union blockade on the South, in particular, had an immense impact on Southern life. There were shortages of coffee, medical supplies, kerosene, and boot polish among other things. Southerners, even those at the top end of the class and social triangle, suffered in many ways. Many Southerners would remember these privations and blame them on the North. This Southern sense of victimization would be incorporated into the “religion of the lost cause”, a kind of Southern civil religion that would play an important ideological role in Southern thought ever since.

The Consequences of the Civil War

The Civil War, of course, remains one of the most important and one of the most seminal events in United States History. In general terms, the American Civil War, which pitted the industrial Union, the North, against the more pastoral and slaveholding society of the Confederacy, the South, somewhat settled the issue of whether the US would be one country or two. In terms of nationhood the US would remain one nation. Ideologically the story was different. The North and the South continued to have somewhat different meanings systems. 

The Civil War was also one of the deadliest in world history up to that point. The Union lost around 360,000, the Confederacy 258,000 or, to put it in per capita terms, the North lost around 50% of its military men, the South around 75%. 

Military men were not the only ones who felt the sting of the “War Between the States” as many Southerners called it. Many cities in the South were laid waste by Union General William Tecumseh Sherman and others as he fought a total war against the Confederacy. Many civilians died or became refugees as a result of Sherman’s scorched city and earth policies. And finally since the North won that war it had an immense impact on the South’s African American slave population. Around four million slaves were “liberated”, at least theoretically, as a result of the Union victory.

The Civil War, like World Wars One and Two, after them also impacted gender. While men (including African American men who served in the navy and army, see the film Glory) were off fighting women assumed many of the responsibilities of absent males on the home front. They farmed, they managed plantations, they worked in factories, they involved themselves in commercial activities, they volunteered to provide medical care for wounded soldiers (as British women such as Florence Nightingale did for soldiers during the bloody Crimean War in the 1850s in Europe), and they volunteered to supply sanitary supplies and food for soldiers. Some even fought for the Northern and Southern armies if surreptitiously with many acquitted themselves well. All of this would, in part, help lay the groundwork for the increasing role of women in American post-war reform movements.

Links: The Civil War

Here is a nice Civil War page 

http://sunsite.utk.edu/civil-war/warweb.html
Here is the PBS Civil War site http://www.pbs.org/civilwar/ 
For Civil War era documents see http://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?category=2
For Civil War era cartoons see http://xroads.virginia.edu/~cap/SCARTOONS/cartoons.html
The Civil War in one state—Georgia

http://www.cviog.uga.edu/Projects/gainfo/civilwar.htm
A site that explores how Southern Women lived during the Civil War

http://www.lib.virginia.edu/small/exhibits/hearts/
Diary of a Southern woman during the Civil War

http://docsouth.unc.edu/fpn/leconteemma/leconte.html
Diaries of Illinoisans written during the Civil War

http://history.alliancelibrarysystem.com/IllinoisAlive/cw.cfm
The Emancipation Proclamation http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/featured_documents/emancipation_proclamation/ 

Here is a site that explores the impact of the Civil War on two communities http://valley.vcdh.virginia.edu/ 
Viewings and Listenings: The Civil War
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Talking History: The Civil War, 26 November (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
American Experience, “The Assassination of Abraham Lincoln”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/americanexperience/assassination/
Politics

Talking History: Politics during the Civil War, 14 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Guerillas to Outlaws

Talking History: Jesse James, 29 May

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
American Experience: Jesse James

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u9urjFNN6ZE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dga0gzLihdg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Lub_nMfWRAg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L3fG1oc7R08
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wkdMlR0bOXs
PBS, 2006
Media Images of the Civil War
“Glory”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rawwMraLLl4
1989

Firefly, “War Stories”, 1:10, 2 December 2002, Fox

http://www.hulu.com/watch/4554/firefly-war-stories#x-0,vepisode,1,0
Symbols

Talking History: Gettysburg as Symbol, 4 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Talking History: The Lincoln Memorial and its Meanings, 6 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Chapter Eighteen:

Reconstruction
The Term Reconstruction refers to that period during which there was an attempt to rebuild the South and reform it politically, economically, and socially. Historians haven’t always agreed on when Reconstruction began and when it ended. Though most historians contend that Reconstruction began after the Civil War it can be compellingly argued that it began before the end of the Civil War since the Lincoln administration had, after all, preliminarily emancipated several thousand Union and Louisiana slaves in 1862,  enrolled African-Americans, as I mentioned earlier, in the navy and army in the same year (almost 300,000 African Americans served the Union), freed the Southern slaves in 1863—the Emancipation Proclamation http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/featured_documents/emancipation_proclamation/,

and passed the 13th Amendment http://www.law.cornell.edu/anncon/html/amdt13toc_user.html
abolishing slavery in 1865. As to when Reconstruction finally ended, some historians argue that it lasted from the end of the Civil War in 1865 to 1877. Others assert that it lasted into the 1880s, 1890s and even early 1900s. 

After Lee’s surrender to Union forces at Appomattox in Virginia in 1865 the South was devastated politically and economically and many of its citizens were demoralised and depressed. Americans and members of both of America’s dominant political parties, the Republicans and the Democrats, were deeply divided on what should happen in the South. Lincoln demanded that 10% of the citizens of the Southern states take an oath to the Union and admit that slavery was a thing of the past before he would allow the former Confederate states to reenter the Union again. For some Northerners this plan was too lenient.

On 14 April Lincoln was shot by a Southern sympathiser named John Wilkes Booth at Ford’s Theatre in Washington (http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/alhtml/alrintr.html). He died a day later making Andrew Johnson president of the United States. Johnson wasn’t a friend of the Southern elite. He was born into a poor family and thought slaveholders “an odious and dangerous aristocracy”. He had, however, supported the fugitive slave law and defended the institution of slavery. In the wake of Lincoln’s assassination Johnson built on Lincoln’s policies by appointing provisional governors in each of the seceding states, by offering amnesty to any Confederate citizen, even officers, who promised loyalty to the Union, by requiring constitutional conventions to reinstitute Southern state governments, by mandating that these reinstituted Southern state governments outlaw slavery (the Thirteenth Amendment), nullify secession from the US, and promise never to secede again in the future, and renounce Confederate debts. If they did all of these things Johnson planned to admit the former slave states back into the Union and allow them to organise elections and reestablish governments. While members of the Southern political elite were not allowed to gain amnesty via this route they could petition President Johnson for pardons. When many did petition for pardons the president issued them. 

Johnson continued to put his plans for the re-admittance of South back into the Union into effect. Johnson appointed governors to the Southern states who were hostile to African Americans. These states almost immediately passed “Black Codes” which, if they had been enforced, would have denied African Americans the right to vote, the right to serve on juries, the right to testify in court against whites, the right to buy or lease property, the right to attend public schools, and the right to refuse to sign labour contracts. Some of the Codes would have mandated that Black servants labour from sunup to sundown for their “masters” and that Black “orphans” be apprenticed to their former owners. Freedmen found without “lawful employment” could have been arrested, jailed, and fined. Those unable to pay these fines could have been hired out to an employer who could pay the fine and who was allowed to deduct the cost from the ex-slaves wages. In some of the “Black Codes” Blacks would have been allowed only to perform domestic or agricultural work. In others Black children could have been apprenticed to white employers for an indefinite period of time without parental consent. Black Codes, in other words, would have restricted the bargaining power, employment opportunities, and mobility of Black Americans. In still other Black Codes blacks were not allowed to possess either alcohol or firearms. 

For Black Codes see 

http://afroamhistory.about.com/od/blackcodes/ a/blackcodes 1865.htm
What to do about Blacks in the South, by the way, was a vexing and contentious issue in both the North and the South. Some argued that the plantations of the South’s elite should be redistributed to freemen. A few attempts had been made to do this during the war. Plantation land on the islands off of the Carolina was divided and distributed to ex-slaves. General William Tecumseh Sherman confiscated plantation property during his march through Georgia and redistributed it to ex-slaves 

(http://www.history.umd.edu/ Freedmen/sfo15.htm).

Johnson rescinded Sherman’s order. 

Johnson’s plans for Southern Reconstruction continued apace. Congressional elections took place across the South. When the dust had settled Southerners elected the vice-president of the Confederacy 4 Confederate generals, 5 Confederate colonels, 6 Confederate cabinet officers, and 58 Confederate Congressmen to office. 

The Republicans who controlled Congress at the time refused to seat former Confederate officers and politicians in the US Congress (some historians attribute this to the Republican fear that Democrats would undo some of the economic programmes they instituted, tariffs, for instance). White Southerners demanded that they be seated. Anti-Black and anti-Northern riots in the South (46 Blacks were killed in Memphis; 37, 34 of them Black, died in New Orleans) further enraged Congress and Northern voters. Northern voters gave Republicans a landslide victory that fall. For the first time Radical Republicans like Thaddeus Stevens and Charles Sumner had the upper-hand in Congress. And they acted to radically reconstruct the South.

In 1866 Congress extended the life of the Freedman’s Bureau, a federal body established in 1865 which provided food and supplies for destitute Southerners of all races, supervised labour contracts (they required freedmen to sign a one year work contract), started schools for ex-slaves (segregated schools except in Louisiana and South Carolina) confiscated former plantation property giving it to former slaves, and established courts where the rights of ex-slaves could be protected (see http://freedmensbureau.com/ for information and documents relating to the Freedman’s Bureau). It passed the Civil Rights bill which required equal treatment of all in places of public accommodation. It reversed the Supreme Court’s Dred Scott decision of 1857, Scott v Sandford (for the Dred Scott case see http://library.wustl.edu/vlib/dredscott/ and 

http://www.let.rug.nl/ usa/D/1851-1875/dredscott/dredxx.htm 

which had denied citizenship to African Americans. It expanded the power of the federal courts, undermined the “Black Codes”, and demanded that the Southern states liberalise their state constitutions. When Johnson vetoed these bills, Congress overrode them on 6 April 1866 and July 1866. It passed the Reconstruction Act of 1867 Congress placing 10 Southern states under military rule (there were 5 military districts) and forced them to give African Americans the right to vote (Reconstruction Acts of 1867, http://www.tsl.state.tx.us/ref/abouttx/ secession/ reconstruction.html). These Acts stipulated that Southern states would be given Congressional representation only after they enacted the Fourteenth Amendment (http://itw.sewanee.edu/reconstruction/html/docs/recons_act_67.htm),
which forbade any state to deprive any citizen of the right to vote, infringe fundamental rights without due process of law, on deny equal protection under the law. Congress also withdrew some types of legislation from Supreme Court jurisdiction fearing that the conservative Court would undermine its legislation. White Republicans also passed legislation prohibiting intermarriage between Whites and Blacks.

By the way, many women’s rights advocates (most of whom had fought against slavery for years) particularly those associated with the National Woman Suffrage Association (founded 1868) responded negatively to the Fourteenth Amendment because it limited the franchise to black men leaving out white women and black women.

As a result of all of this many sympathetic Northern Whites flocked to the South. Southerners would call these Northern whites “carpetbaggers” and their Southern allies “scalliwags”. Blacks held rallies in Charleston, South Carolina, Savannah, Georgia, Richmond, Virginia, Mobile, Alabama, Tuskegee, Alabama New Orleans, Louisiana, and Meridian, Mississippi in support of Radical Reconstruction and in opposition to those who wished to undermine it.
Radical Reconstruction changed the South and the lives of freedmen in the South quite radically. Blacks could now (at least in theory) legally marry, work as they choose, join and form private or public clubs (Benjamin Singleton formed the Tennessee Real Estate and Homestead Association, for instance, to recruit African Americans to immigrate to the “unsettled” lands of Kansas), receive a public education at public expense, and patronize restaurants, theatres, and railways without being segregated. Freedman, almost all of whom supported the Republican Party in the South, now participated in the constitutional conventions and in elections and by doing so helped bring to power governors that initiated new statewide educational systems, encouraged railroad construction, passed civil rights laws (in Arkansas, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Florida legislation made it illegal for railroads, hotels, and theatres to deny “full and equal rights” to any citizen; South Carolina required equal treatment in all public places and in any business chartered by municipal, state, or federal authority), passed laws that protected the rights of labourers, established public institutions such as orphanages, and who mandated that universal manhood suffrage be initiated in the South. And they repealed the Black Codes.

With these successes Blacks began to try to reunite their families that had been split apart by “the peculiar institution”. Black churches that had been formed at in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries as a response to white racism in the church (the African Methodist Episcopal Church and the African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church) grew in the South and freedmen flocked to them. Between 1856 and 1876 these churches grew from around 20,000 members to around 200,000. These churches even began to send their own missionaries into places like Louisiana, Mississippi, and Oklahoma. African Americans won elections and were appointed to high governmental offices in several Southern states. Blacks sat in state legislatures and filled high governmental posts in Louisiana, Mississippi, and South Carolina (the only one which had a majority African American population). Between 1868 and 1876 Southern states elected 14 Black representatives, two Black senators, 6 Black lieutenant-governors, Black supervisors, Black voter registrars, Black aldermen, Black mayors, Black magistrates, Black sheriffs, Black deputies, Black postal clerks, Black school board members, and Black justices of the Peace. 

While African Americans in theory may have been able to work as and where they choose in practice the reality was somewhat different. In terms of labouring, at first, ex-slaves largely worked in work squads which were usually headed by black contractors. As time went on, however, many landlords began to let freedmen live on small family farms where they found at least a degree of the autonomy and privacy freedom from slavery promised. On these plots Blacks raised crops. They paid a percentage of crop value to landlords as rent for these properties. These new Black sharecroppers were given seed, tools, and staple necessities by landlords in return for which they turned over one-third or one-half of their produce to the landlord as payment. This didn’t raise sharecroppers out of poverty, however, since the vast majority of the remainder of the produce sharecroppers accrued beyond what they had to give to the landlords went to pay off the debts (whose rates were exorbitant) they owed to country stores or plantation commissioners who took a lien on their crops as collateral.

For oral histories of sharecropping during Reconstruction see http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/82/ and http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6377/.
Most Southern Whites opposed, sometimes violently, the reforms instituted by the Radical Republicans. Opponents of Radical Reconstruction were able to stymie most reconstruction reform efforts. Much of life remained unchanged in the South. The plantation system by and large continued to dominate the region economically. Blacks remained poor and landless. The elites, all whites, remained essentially the same after the war as before it. Republicans did control the Southern states but only for a short time (two years in Tennessee, 8 in South Carolina, for instance) but control had its limits as we shall see.

Radical Republican actions aimed at the recalcitrant South did not end in the 1860s. In 1869 Congress passed the Fifteenth Amendment 

(http://www.loc.gov/rr/program/bib/ourdocs/15thamendment.html). This mandated that the right to vote could not be denied or restricted by federal or state governments on the basis of race. This amendment was ratified by the states in 1870. As a result the Union military would be withdrawn from Georgia and North Carolina in 1871, South Carolina, Florida, and Louisiana in 1876.

During all of this tensions remained high between Congress and President Johnson. Congress felt that Johnson was trying to subvert its attempt to end slavery and racism in the South while Johnson criticised Congress for undermining the Union. Battles between Congress and Johnson would eventually to lead to Johnson’s impeachment on eleven articles in 1868 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/treatise/andrew_johnson/johnson.htm). 

The short-term cause of this was Johnson’s violation of the Tenure of Office Act. Johnson had fired his secretary of war violating in the process this law Congress had enacted in 1867 over Johnson’s veto which mandated that an office could be vacated only after the Senate had approved a replacement. Johnson was saved from conviction by a single vote. (Harper’s Weekly on the impeachment, http://www.impeach-andrewjohnson.com/). The broader dimension of the conflict, of course, was differing visions of Reconstruction between some in Congress and Johnson.

After Johnson left office war hero Ulysses S. Grant was elected president of the United States. He would serve from 1869 to 1877. Grant’s presidency was marked by the domination of the federal government by moderate Republicans, and favourtism toward business interest, economic problems—1869 saw Black Friday, 1873 saw the beginnings of an economic depression in the South that would last until 1878. In 1875 Congress passed and Grant signed the Civil Rights Act of 1875 which guaranteed that all, regardless of race, color, or previous condition, were entitled to full and equal accommodation in “inns, public conveyances on land or water, theaters, and other places of public amusement”. 

(http://chnm.gmu.edu/courses/122/recon/civilrightsact.html).

Despite such achievements Grant’s presidency today is probably best known for scandals. Rumours circulated during the campaign of 1868 (Grant was running for reelection) that president was an anti-Semite. There were reports that Grant may have been involved in the issuance of General Order 11 (http://www.jewish-history.com/civilwar/go11.htm) during his Civil War campaign in Vicksburg, an order that expelled Jews from Tennessee, Mississippi, and Kentucky. Grant maintained that he was not involved in this but his father, who was probably anti-semitic, likely was. Lincoln, by the way, quickly rescinded the order. The list of Grant administration scandals does not end here. A Grant family member was tied to the attempt by Wall Street giants Jay Gould and James Fisk to corner the gold market while civil servants in the Grant administration were tied to the “Whiskey Ring”, an attempt to divert tax revenues and bribe taking, 

Whatever the reason, the scandals of the Grant era, weariness with Reconstruction in the South, the elections in 1874 brought political change. In 1874 saw the North give the Democrats control of the House. Conservatives, little committed to civil rights in the South, now dominated the federal government.  As a result the planter class in the South returned to power.

Southern Racism Strikes Again: The Ku Klux Klan

At first the South’s elite planter class tried to use economic means to undermine freed people’s political activities. Specifically, they used the dependence of African Americans on the planter class for employment to try to limit their activities in political leagues and their attendance at political meetings, by forcing them to get their employers consent before they could attend these. When this economic pressure turned out to be, from their point of view inadequate, they formed the Ku Klux Klan (KKK). 

The Klan was in all essentials the paramilitary arm of the Southern Democratic Party, a party dominated by the planter elite. It was founded in 1866 by a group of Confederate veterans, led by prominent planters, and a rank and file membership of poor whites, though lawyers, doctors, and farmers where also found amongst its membership rolls. The Klan’s night riders terrorised, beat, and sometimes lynched Blacks and their white allies who complained about low wages, who freed themselves from the neo-plantation system by renting or buying land, who denied the doctrine of white supremacy, and who were leaders of the Union League, an organization founded in 1863 and 1864 to promote loyalty to the Union. The Klan broke up meetings and drove Black voters from the polls. Through these methods the Klan managed to destroy Republican organizations in the South and to demoralize entire communities of Blacks and Republicans in the South. On KKK violence see http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/6225/
Congress finally reacted to Klan violence by passing the Fifteenth Amendment (see above) in 1869 and the Ku Klux Klan Act in April of 1871 http://education.harpweek.com/KKKHearings/AppendixA.htm
This act imposed harsh penalties on those using organised terror for political purposes and criminalised individual crimes against citizen’s rights, the first time this was done in US history. Later that same year Grant declared martial law in parts of South Carolina and he sent federal troops back into the South to protect citizens from the terror of the KKK. He had earlier pulled them out, in order. As a result of these hundreds of Klansmen were indicted and tried by the US attorney general in South Carolina, North Carolina, and Mississippi. The power of the Klan, at least for the moment, was broken.

The Hayes/Tilden Election Controversy

In 1876 the United States celebrated its one hundredth birthday. Millions attended the Centennial Exposition in Philadelphia to celebrate America’s centennial and validate, if often unconsciously, the technological utopianism, racism, and ethnocentrism at the heart of the American sense of self. 1876 was also a presidential election year.

In the presidential election of that year both Republican candidate Rutherford B. Hayes and his Democratic opponent Samuel Tilden, an at first reluctant reformer who helped break the dominance of the New York City Tweed Ring and Tammany Hall, claimed a majority of the electoral votes. Tilden had won the popular vote 51% to 48% winning 4,284,757 votes to Hayes’s 4,033,950. Hayes, however, won the Electoral College 185 to 184. Greenback Labour Candidate Peter Fennimore Cooper, who urged the federal government to print more paper money and rely less on gold and silver, polled almost 80,000 votes. Almost immediately both sides cried foul. The votes in Louisiana, South Carolina, and Florida, yes, Florida, all officially won by Tilden, and the votes in Oregon, a state won by Hayes, were disputed by both sides. 

To resolve the dispute Congress formed an Electoral Commission. The Commission consisted of fifteen members: five representatives, five senators, and five Supreme Court justices. Eight members were Republicans, seven were Democrats (originally it was to consist of seven Republicans, seven Democrats, and one Independent). The Commission ultimately voted along party lines to award all twenty disputed votes to Hayes giving him a victory in the Electoral College by a margin of 185-184.

The Electoral Commission was not the only game in town, however. Other perhaps more important negotiations were going on behind the scenes between Republicans and Democrats to try and solve the problems. These negotiations were conducted by the supposedly non-partisan Western Associated Press, a group made up of important newspapers in the Mississippi Valley, North and South, Confederate Colonel Andrew Jackson Keller, and Union General Henry van Ness Boynton. When Hayes promised that he would support federal monies for improvements in the South (many Southerners had come to embrace Northern style industrialism and pro-business legislation) enough Southern Democrats threw their support behind Hayes undermining any chance for a pro-Tilden filibuster of the Electoral Commissions.

Harper’s Weekly on the Hayes Tilden controversy http://elections.harpweek.com/controversy.htm 

All of this meant that ex-slaves where essentially abandoned by the Republican Party. Southern Democrats were appointed to office. Additionally, Hayes pulled remaining federal troops out of the South in 1877 and supported sending federal monies to the South to aid in the construction of Southern railways. Southern African American could no longer look to the federal government and federal troops for protection. 

Further set backs for Reconstruction followed. In 1883 the Supreme Court held the 1875 Civil Rights Act unconstitutional. In 1896 the Supreme Court ruled in Plessy v. Ferguson (http://usinfo.state.gov/usa/infousa/facts/democrac/33.htm) that racially segregated facilities including schools and mass transit were legal. And while the Court may have thought that there would be separate but equal institutions in the South that was far from the truth. Plessy v. Feguson allowed White Southerners to spend far more on White schools than Black schools. 

By 1890 and 1900 the Southern states had effectively nullified the Fifteenth Amendment. Whites and Blacks were separated from each other on trains, on streetcars, in stations, in restaurants, and in theatres. Blacks were increasingly crowded into certain residential blocks of cities, (even in the North). Elite whites drove Blacks and their sympathizers from political power and enacted suffrage restrictions which disenfranchised the majority of Blacks and even many poor whites through the institution of poll taxes, literacy tests, and a terror campaign that involved lynching (there were around 2500 lynchings between 1889 and 1918). 

Blacks were not the only ethnic group in the United States to be disenfranchised and disempowered in this period. In the Southwest, especially in New Mexico and later Texas, Black Codes were used to disenfranchise Mexican-Americans. Mexican Americans were also stripped of their political rights and their property. In the West, First People’s were “pacified” and placed on reservations that were among the first examples of concentration camps anywhere (camps where the British imprisoned the Boers in South Africa were another). Jim Crow had come home to roost. Slavery had essentially been restored. It would last until the “Second Reconstruction” of the 1950s and 1960s  when, thanks, in large part, to the civil rights movement and the Johnson administration, state sanctioned slavery would finally end in the United States. The Second Reconstruction did not, however, bring an end to racism in American life. Racism continues to impact American life despite the election of the first Black president in its history in 2008, Barack Obama.

Academics, as you might guess by now, have spilled a lot of ink debating the Reconstruction. William Dunning saw it as a corrupt and oppressive outrage imposed on the prostrate South by a group of vindictive Radical Republicans. For him carpetbaggers came South not to improve the condition of Blacks but to enrich themselves and the Blacks they imposed on Southern state governments at all levels were simply intellectually unfit for them. Reconstruction, he claims, was brutal, scandal ridden, and corrupt. Economically, he claims, Reconstruction undermined any chance of economic recovery the South might have had. W.E.B. DuBois, John Hope Franklin, Kenneth Stampp, and Leon Litwack, on the other hand, saw Reconstruction as a flawed, if honourable, but failed attempt to bring greater democracy to the South. Recently Eric Foner has returned to the narrative of Reconstruction as a failure but with a twist. For Foner Reconstruction was a failure because it failed to secure the citizen or labour rights of Blacks in the South.

Links: Reconstruction

On Reconstruction see

American Experience, “Reconstruction” page, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/reconstruction/
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/reconstruction/activism/sf_rights.html
Documents relating to Reconstruction can be found at http://www.teacheroz.com/reconstruction.htm
Harpers on Reconstruction http://blackhistory.harpweek.com/4Reconstruction/ReconLevelOne.htm
For Reconstruction in Louisiana see

http://lsm.crt.state.la.us/cabildo/cab11.htm
For first person narratives of Southerners see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/award97/ncuhtml/fpnashome.html
For Freedmen see 

http://www.history.umd.edu/Freedmen/ 
Viewings and Listenings: Reconstruction

Talking History, America’s Reconstruction, 14 January (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch99jan-june.html
Talking History: Remembering Jim Crow, 16 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Bill Moyers Journal, Discussion between Bill Moyers and Douglas Blackmon, PBS, 2008 http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/06202008/watch2.html
Representations: Birth of a Nation, D.W. Griffith, 1915
http://www.archive.org/details/dw_griffith_birth_of_a_nation
Sources and Recommendations

Donald Meinig: The Shaping of America 4 volumes

Paul Boyer (editor); The Oxford Companion to United States History
Maldwyn Jones; The Limits of Liberty
Charles Sellers, Henry May, and Neil McMillan; A Synopsis of American History
American Social History Project; Who Built America, Volume 2
Thomas Bender; A Nation Among Nations
Walter McDougal; Freedom Just Around the Corner, Volume 1

Robert Crundon; A Brief History of American Culture

Stanley Coben (ed.); The Development of an American Culture
Paul Buhle, Mari Jo Buhle, and Dan Georgakis (eds.); Encyclopedia of the American Left
Eric Foner; Reconstruction
Catherine Albanese; America: Religion and Religions

Sydney Ahlstron; A Religious History of the American People

George Marsden; Fundamentalism in America
PAGE  
240

