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Series Editor's Preface

This series on American history has a number of objectives. One is to provide a multi-faceted treatment of consecutive periods in American history. Textbooks on America have tended to be either political or socio cultural in focus. Rarely has the gap between traditional history and the 'New History' been bridged, This series seeks to do that. Naturally, the balance between political and socio-cultural history will vary from volume to volume, depending on the period covered and, to some extent, the author's speciality. Nevertheless, the commitment is to the writing of genuinely eclectic works.

A second objective is for the authors to present both their own and recent scholarship in an accessible manner. While the structure and analytical emphasis will be different in each volume, authors will try to introduce readers to the diversity of recent work in the periods they are covering.

Thirdly, this series is aimed at generating a degree of Anglo-American collaboration that, it seems to be me, is unusual in the field of American history. As someone who has studied and taught in both the United States and the United Kingdom, my impression is that there is a lack of connection between American Americanists and British Americanists. Certainly, British scholars are well aware of what their American counterparts are writing, but the work of British Americanists is probably less recognized in the United States. Yet American history has become an ever more significant field in Britain, with active professional organizations and increasing numbers of talented academicians. This is a series conceived in the United Kingdom, but involving American as well as British historians, and aimed at both American and British students and scholars, as well as those in other countries. It is a truly Anglo-American series.

The series will ultimately comprise ten works on consecutive periods, from pre-colonial times to the recent years of American history. Beyond all the objectives enumerated above, the aim is to provide what all series of this sort should - namely, lucid and engaging works.

Mark J. White 

Queen Mary and Westfield College 

University of London
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The years from 1789 to 1815 were critical in the history of the United States. In these years the federal government had to prove that the Constitution drafted in 1787 would work, and that republicanism was capable of existing over a vast area. In the past 200 years new nations have often written elaborate constitutions, but frequently they have proved unworkable in practice. In 1789 many Americans feared that federal control over a nation that stretched from Maine to Georgia, and from the eastern seaboard to the Mississippi River, would mean either disintegration or an ever increasing concentration of power at the center. There was no guarantee in 1789 that the states could be persuaded to combine at the expense of diminution of their own powers. Also, while there was a general trust that George Washington would preserve the revolutionary legacy, there were doubts about how well a lesser figure would be accepted in the office of president.

The new nation had to face this central task of achieving a successful union under the new Constitution while coping with pressing foreign problems and far-reaching internal changes. In 1789 the territorial integrity of the nation was being challenged in the Northwest by England and in the Southwest by Spain. Since the Revolution neither of these nations had respected American boundaries in the Mississippi Valley. The British in Canada still occupied posts within American territory, and exerted a strong influence among the Indian tribes to the south of the Great Lakes. The Spanish along the Gulf of Mexico refused to allow the United States free use of the rivers running into the Gulf, operated far to the north of the line that the United States claimed was the boundary, and also kept close contact with the Indians. A decade later, western problems were compounded when France renewed its ambitions in the Mississippi Valley. Only state and individual acceptance of the new federal powers would give the nation the ability to deal effectively with these problems in the West.

The internal changes of these years reached most facets of American life. The social and economic structures of colonial America were in the process of transformation. Patterns of deference and an ordered sense of community were challenged by a new individualism that ranged through all aspects of life. New evangelical religions — particularly the Baptists and Methodists — made huge inroads against older denominations, stressing individual religious experience rather than doctrine, and challenging the older, learned clergy. In politics, ordinary white males were gaining a larger role in government. The Founding Fathers' hope that a national government unified behind one set of leaders would maintain a general sense of civic responsibility collapsed as leaders disagreed on policy and offered the electorate different interpretations of how America's future greatness could best be achieved. Political parties developed in the 1790s, and they disagreed strongly about major questions in both domestic and foreign policy Leaders of each party were convinced that the policies of the other party threatened the success of the republican experiment.

In these decades a new individualism also began to permeate American economic life. While agriculture remained the main pursuit of most Americans, a new commercialism became a pervading feature of American society The market-place became of dominant importance. Farmers sought to expand their markets both internally and externally, artisans and craftsmen looked beyond their immediate vicinities for sales, entrepreneurs began more extensive speculation in land and commodities, numerous banks and other companies were founded, and in the Northeast there was even the tentative beginning of a factory system.

Opportunities for sales abroad soared after 1793 when Europe erupted into general warfare that lasted until 1815. There was increased demand for American agricultural produce, and the chance to make great profits re-exporting the products of European colonies from the West Indies to Europe. Yet, the desire of the United States to benefit economically from the wars in Europe brought with it great dangers; dangers similar to those that were later encountered in 1914 and 1939. The European belligerents were unwilling to allow their enemies to benefit freely from American neutral trade, and American shipping and seamen encountered constant dangers. Ultimately, the American reaction to European efforts to restrict American commerce led to a declaration of war against England in 1812. This war came near to ruining much of what had been achieved since 1789.

For many Americans these issues of federal power, war, markets, and profits were only of peripheral concern, for the Revolution had not changed some basic aspects of the society. In 1789 politics and public life were still the domain of white males; the Revolution did not transform the position of women or of African Americans. The attack on slavery that had been incorporated in revolutionary rhetoric weakened in the post-revolutionary years. In 1790 the population of approximately four million people included some 700,000 slaves. Even the 60,000 African Americans who were free did not exist as equal citizens in the new republican society.

The American Indians were also within the territory of the United States without sharing the advantages of the new republic. In 1789 nearly all of the land northwest of the Ohio River was in the possession of Indian tribes, and though settlers from the East were advancing into Kentucky and Tennessee most of the territory south of those regions was in Indian hands. The leaders of the revolutionary generation had hopes that the Indians might be brought within the republic as individuals, but greed for land and animosities generated in border areas led to extensive warfare and Indian expulsion.

The early republic was a time of great achievements, but it was also a time in which it became fully apparent that the revolutionary gains were not to be shared equally by all Americans.





1 The United States in 1789
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The old Confederation Congress had decided that the government under the new Constitution would begin in New York on the first Wednesday in March, 1789. When that day arrived, neither House of Congress had the quorum that was needed. It was 6 April before a sufficient number of representatives and senators assembled to fulfill their constitutional duty of opening and counting the ballots for the office of president. There had never been any doubt about the result of the presidential vote. All 69 presidential electors who voted had given their vote to George Washington. In leading the armies to victory in the War ofIndependence, Washington had achieved a legendary status. When the delegates at Philadelphia had created a powerful presidency, they had no other candidate in mind. In a time of crisis, they expected him to preserve the republic that he had made possible.

Although there was a desperate need for the new government to begin governing, there was still further delay. This was an America with means of communication inferior to that of the Roman Empire. It took a week for the news of the election result to be carried to Mount Vernon, and another week for Washington to reach New York for his inauguration. Finally on 30 April Washington was inaugurated. The world was now to discover whether the dream of a federal republic over an extensive area could succeed.

From 1781 the Articles of Confederation had set in place a formal national government, but much of the power had been left in the hands of the individual states. With no power of direct taxation and no control over commerce, the Confederation government had become bankrupt. It could not pay its debts, or even the interest on the debts, and did not have the means to raise the military forces necessary to achieve its ambitions in the Mississippi Valley. It dealt with foreign powers from a position of weakness. By the late 1780s many of the leaders who had led the United States to independence believed that the new republic was in danger of collapse, and thought that only a new and more powerful central government would enable the new nation to reach its full potential.

At Philadelphia in the summer of 1787, delegates to the Constitutional Convention had attempted to write a constitution that would give the new federal government the powers that the Confederation government had lacked; powers that would enable it to tackle the host of problems that faced the new nation both at home and abroad. Unlike its predecessor, this new federal government could tax and control commerce, and had a potentially powerful chief executive, but it was uncertain whether those who had ardently resisted the yielding of such powers to a central authority would cooperate in making the new system work. Ratification had been a contentious process, and the convention votes had been extremely close in Virginia and New York. Members of state conventions had suggested constitutional amendments that they thought essential, particularly the incorporation of a bill of rights. If the new government was to gain acceptance, these concerns would have to be addressed.

The choosing of a vice-president had also demonstrated that the hopes that all would rally behind a unified national government were likely to be disappointed. The Constitution had provided that there would be no separate vote for vice-president; whoever finished second to the presidential choice would serve in that position. Alexander Hamilton had used his influence to have John Adams of Massachusetts put forward as the choice of the Federalist supporters of the new Constitution, but Adams had received the vote of only 34 electors. State and local interests flourished to the extent that over 20 other men received votes.1


1 Marcus Cunliffe, 'The elections of 1789 and 1792,' in S&I, pp.3-19; Richard McCormick, The Presidential Game: The Origins of American Presidential Politics (New York, 1982), pp.16-40.


In the discussions surrounding the writing and ratification of the Constitution, there had been fear th.at a stronger centralized government would mean the arbitrary use of power, and a loss of both state and individual rights. Many had argued that creating a centralized government over a great area would mean that the nation would follow the path of Rome and move from republic to empire. They said that extensive, diverse areas, with a variety of different interests, could only be held together by a force that was incompatible with republican freedom. Montesquieu's statement that 'It is natural for a republic to have only a small territory; otherwise it cannot long subsist,' carried great weight for many in the revolutionary generation.2


2 Baron de Montesquieu (Charles de Secondat), The Spirit of the Laws, trans. Thomas Nugent, rev. edn, 2 vols (New York, 1899), 1, p.120. See also Gordon Wood, The Creation of the American Republic, 1776-1787 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1969), pp.499-505; J. G. A. Pocock, The Machiavellian Moment: Florentine Political Thought and the Atlantic Republic Tradition (Princeton, 1975), pp.506-52.


The Federalists who had supported the Constitution had pointed out that Montesquieu had also said that a confederated republic could help solve the problem of size, and James Madison had argued that the creation of a representative rather than a direct democracy had made possible what had never been achieved before. A direct democracy, Madison argued, was confined to a small area because all of its citizens had to assemble to transact the business of government. The new American republic could extend over a vast area because the people had delegated governmental powers to their representatives.3 This argument was particularly necessary because the United States had already devised plans to advance government into the trans-Allegheny West. The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 had provided for a future three to five states between the Ohio and the Mississippi Rivers, and it had been agreed that these states would be admitted to the Union on full equality with the original thirteen.


3 Wilbourn E. Benton (ed.), 1787: Drafting the US Constitution, 2 vols (College Station, Texas, 1986), 2, p.1225 (James Wilson, 1 June 1787); The Federalist, ed. by Jacob E. Cooke (Middletown, Conn, 1961), pp.52-3 (Federalist 9, Alexander Hamilton). For Madison see ibid., pp.61-5 (Federalist 10), pp.83-6 (Federalist 14).


The fear that the combination of size and power at the center would transform the republic into an empire arose again in the state debates over ratification. Those who dissented from the approval to the Constitution given in the Pennsylvania ratifying convention argued that 'nothing short of the supremacy of despotic sway could connect and govern these United States under one government'. A Boston newspaper thundered in November 1787 that this new Constitution was 'nothing less than a hasty stride to Universal Empire in this Western World, flattering, very flattering, to young ambitious minds, but fatal to the liberties of the people'.4 Fears ofloss of state power were very great, and when the new government began its operations North Carolina and Rhode Island had still not agreed to enter the Union. North Carolina entered in November 1789, Rhode Island in May 1790.


4 Merrill Jensen (ed.), The Documentary History of the Ratification of the Constitution, 2, Ratification of the Constitution by the States, Pennsylvania (Madison, Wis, 1976), p.626; American Herald (Boston), quoted in Samuel B. Harding, The Contest Over the Ratification of the Federal Constitution in the State of Massachusetts (1896; rpr, New York, 1970), p.26.


The regional jealousies that had often near-paralysed the Confederation Congress had also emerged strongly in the debates on ratification. Throughout the 1780s the Northeast had shown concern cover the rapid advance of southern settlement into Kentucky and Tennessee; it feared a diversion of American interests away from Atlantic commerce. The author of the Massachusetts Letters of Agrippa argued that commerce, not power, was the true bond of union, and that people were better governed by local laws and institutions. 'The idle and dissolute inhabitants of the south,' he wrote, 'require a different regimen from the sober and active people of the north.'5 Northeastern fears of southern influence in the new government were increased by southern spokesmen like David Ramsay of South Carolina, who argued in a published address on the new Constitution that those in his state who feared the new document should remember that southern influence was constantly increasing because of their western lands. The Southern states, he wrote, had extensive areas ofland in process of settlement, while northeastern land was small in area and so poor in quality that residents were constantly leaving. 'In fifty years,' he prophesied, 'it is probable that the southern states will have a great ascendency over the Eastern.'6 Those who governed under the new Constitution had to satisfy many who still thought locally rather than nationally.


5 'Letters of Agrippa', in Paul Leicester Ford (ed.), Essays on the Constitution of the United States (Brooklyn, NY, 1892), p.91.



6 'An Address to the People of South Carolina', in Paul Leicester Ford (ed.), Pamphlets on the Constitution of the United States (1888; rpr. New York, 1968), p.375.


The territory of the United States in 1789 was indeed great by European standards. It stretched from the Atlantic in the east to the Mississippi in the west, from the Great Lakes in the north to a disputed boundary north of the Gulf of Mexico in the south. The region west of the Mississippi, and the land along the Gulf belonged to Spain. To the north was British Canada. There was an intense American interest in the region beyond the Alleghenies. The inability of the old Confederation government to protect those settlers who had advanced beyond the mountains had helped to destroy it, and in the spring of 1789, when the new government was beginning its operations in New York, settlers were laying the foundations of new states in Kentucky and Tennessee, and trying to move beyond the Ohio River into what was to become the state of Ohio. The Indian tribes of the Mississippi Valley were making every effort to protect their lands from the intrusion of the Europeans.

The embattled areas west of the Alleghenies by no means represented the limits of America's ambitions. When Jedidiah Morse issued his American Geography in 1789 he wrote that 'we cannot but anticipate the period, as not far distant, when the AMERICAN EMPIRE will comprehend millions of souls, west of the Mississippi.'7 The Americans of the revolutionary generation had ardently defended localism while dreaming of continental empire. Even the disappointments and confusions of the post-1783 years had not crushed a belief in American destiny on the North American continent.


7 Jedidiah Morse, The American Geography (1789; rpr, New York, 1970), p.469.


In the post-revolutionary years these dreams of continental republican empire had been confronted with the reality of an impotent central government that could not achieve even limited objectives across the Alleghenies. The central government had wanted to ensure the safety of settlers moving into the Mississippi Valley, and to ease its financial problems by selling the public lands that had been ceded to it by the states. Lands had been sold, but settlers had been under constant attack. In 1789 Indian resistance west of the mountains remained unbroken.

Problems of settlement in the Mississippi Valley were compounded because the United States had failed to establish its territorial sovereignty over the boundaries given to it at the end of the Revolution. In the North, the national boundary was supposed to run through the Great Lakes, but the British had retained posts within American territory at a number of key spots including Niagara, Detroit, and Mackinac. The Great Lakes were a British preserve and, from their posts within American territory, the British influenced the Indians of the region, supplying them and encouraging them to resist the advancing American pioneers. Prevented by lack of money from raising more than pitifully few troops, the old Confederation government had failed totally in asserting its authority in the Northwest.

In the Southwest, a similar situation existed, but one which was even more destructive to American interests. At the end of the Revolution separate British treaties with the Americans and the Spanish had caused boundary confusion. The United States claimed that their boundary in the south was the 31st parallel, but the Spanish on the Gulf sent ships up the Mississippi far to the north of that line, had troops on what the Americans considered their territory and, like the British in the north, encouraged the Indians within American territory to resist the American advance. The Spanish territories of East and West Florida stretched along the Gulf beyond the modern limits of Florida to the Mississippi River. The Spanish control over the lower Mississippi and the port of New Orleans created a critical problem for the United States. The new American settlers in the trans-Allegheny West could not send their produce to market eastwards over the mountains; the difficult terrain and lack of roads made the cost prohibitive. Their way to market was by water. Pioneers settled on the tributaries of the Mississippi, and sent their goods down that river through New Orleans to the sea. This trade had been irregular since 1783, because the Spanish had refused to sign a commercial treaty with the United States. American dreams of a republican empire in the Mississippi Valley depended on markets, and the markets could only be reached by way of the Gulf of Mexico.

When Jedidiah Morse wrote of his expectation that millions of Americans would cross the Mississippi River, he was anticipating the removal of Spanish power on the North American continent. 'The God of nature,' he wrote, 'never intended that some of the best part of the earth should be inhabited by the subjects of a monarch, 4,000 miles from them.'8 Many now hoped that the new government with greatly enhanced powers would ensure that a Mississippi Valley dominated by the British and the Spanish would be a futile European dream.


8 Ibid.


The Confederation government's inability to ensure commercial advantages for its citizens in the Southwest was only a symptom of a larger problem. As the Confederation had no power over commerce, it had been unable to control the individual commercial aims of the states and unable to command the respect of the European powers. The Confederation government had been unable to negotiate commercial treaties with either Great Britain or Spain. American overseas commerce was flourishing, but American ambitions far exceeded what had been achieved.

In 1790 the first national census listed a total American population of 3,929,214. The American Indians, who were numerous over much of the western region of the nation, were not included in this tally, but the 700,000 African American slaves were. There were also some 60,000 free blacks. Africans and their descendants thus composed about one-sixth of the total population. Estimates based on family names indicate that nearly 90 per cent of the free white population was from the British Isles, mostly from England but with substantial numbers from Scotland and Ireland. The next largest group was of German origin. Immigration was not to have any striking effect on this mix in the next 30 years. Until 1819 no accurate records were kept, but estimates place the number of European immigrants in the years from 1783 to 1815 at no more than 250,000. The most important single immigrant group in these years - exceeding any single European nationality - were Africans. Over 200,000 new slaves arrived in the United States between 1790 and 1810. The official ending of the foreign slave trade in January 1808 slowed this African increase to a trickle.9


9 A Century oJPopulation Growth: From the First Census of the United States to the Twelfth, 1790-1900 (Washington, DC, 1909), pp.47, 116-24; 'Report of the Committee on Linguistic and National Stocks in the Population of the United States,' in American Hzstorical Association, Annual Report, 1931, vol. 1 (Washington, DC, 1932), pp.l03-408; Roger Daniels, Coming to America: A History of Immigration and Ethnicity in American Life (New York, 1990), p.117; Curtis B. Nettels, The Emergence of a National Economy, 1775-1815 (New York, 1962), p.l31; Roger Anstey, 'The volume of the North American slave carrying trade from Africa, 1761-1810,' in Societé Française D'Histoire D'Outre Mer 62 (1975), pp.47-66.


The impact of immigration was minor, but the natural population increase was dramatic - over 5,300,000 in 1800, more than 7,230,000 in 1810, and an estimated 8,500,000 in 1815. For much of the eighteenth century, the pattern was for an American wife to become pregnant within a year of her marriage, and to bear a child every two or three years until she was dead or beyond her years of fertility. Colonial American birth rates were much higher than those of Western Europe. American women married young, and brides were in high demand.

The birth rate gradually declined in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, but in the years following the Revolution brides were frequently pregnant before they were married; in rural New England almost one-third. There were frequent deaths of babies and young children. In 1790 those white men and women who survived until they were 20 had a life expectancy of 45; that of African Americans was as much as ten years lower. Medical care offered few solutions. Hampered by a lack of knowledge of the specific causes of disease, physicians frequently adopted general theories of the causation in the hope that one course of treatment would be successful. In these years many physicians put their confidence in 'heroic medicine,' in which extremely heavy doses of purges and emetics were combined with blood-letting in the hope of achieving rapid cures. Without anesthetics, and with no knowledge of the need for antiseptic procedures, even the most minor surgery was fraught with great dangers. But for all the deaths, and even with a slow decline in the birth rate, the population soared in the decades after the Revolution.10


10 Jack Larkin, The Reshaping of Everyday Lift, 1790-1840 (New York, 1988), pp.63, 67-8, 193-4, 199; Mary Beth Norton, Liberty's Daughters: The Revolutionary Experience of American Women, 1750-1800 (Boston, 1980), pp.71-91; Maris A. Vinovskis, Fertility in Massachusetts from the Revolution to the Civil War (New York, 1981), pp.3-23; Joyce Appleby (ed.), Recollections of the Early Republic: Selected Autobiographies (Boston, Mass, 1997), p.xviii.


In 1790 the vast majority of the American population still lived on the Atlantic coast. Western Pennsylvania was gaining settlers, but Pittsburgh was still a frontier outpost, a jumping-off point for those making the dangerous journey down the Ohio to reach new American settlements. Kentucky and Tennessee had first received settlers from the East before the Revolution, but in 1790 these settlers were still engaged in conflict with the Indians of the region. North of the Ohio River, Indians still dominated. A few American pioneers were desperately clinging to the north bank of the river, and there were isolated old French-Canadian communities at Mackinac, Detroit, Green Bay, and Prairie du Chien. These settlements had far more contactthrough the Great Lakes to British Canada than they did with the Americans who nominally ruled them.

For the most part the American Indians had disappeared from the eastern seaboard. Disease and warfare had killed most of them, and the remnant had moved west to mingle with other tribes. The Indians of the eastern half of the Mississippi Valley, who occupied much of the land from the Great Lakes and the Canadian border in the north to the Spanish possessions on the Gulf, were still hopeful that they could retain their lands. In the years since the Revolution they had made determined efforts to stop the advance of settlers, and aided by the British and the Spanish had been able to offer effective resistance. For the new government, which was determined to settle the lands beyond the Alleghenies, an effective policy for the West was essential. For the Indians, the new government threatened their lands and their way of life.

The original 13 states varied widely in population. The most populous, Virginia, which included the region that was later to become West Virginia, had nearly 750,000 inhabitants (over 292,000 of these were slaves). This far exceeded the next most populous state, Pennsylvania, which had less than 440,000. The South Atlantic states (Maryland, Virginia, North and South Carolina, and Georgia), boosted by their large slave populations, outnumbered the other two main regions - New England (New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and Connecticut), and the Middle states (New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Delaware). The South Atlantic states had a population of nearly 1,800,000, while New England and the Middle states each had a population of a little over 1,000,000. Kentucky and Tennessee increased the political weight of the southern slave states.

In 1790 slavery still existed in much of the North as well as the South, but the great majority of slaves lived in the southern states. Slaves comprised over 40 per cent of the population in South Carolina and almost 40 per cent in Virginia. In the Constitutional Convention in 1787 the influence of those from the lower South who wanted to continue to import slaves had been used to ensure a constitutional provision that the federal government would not interfere with the importation of slaves for 20 years. As the revolutionary attack on slavery weakened, the flurry of slave manumissions that had fol lowed the Revolution was lessening. Those African Americans who were free were encountering severe difficulties in trying to enjoy the liberties that had been won in the American Revolution.

Pioneering was not confined to the trans-Allegheny West. Northern New England was still a frontier region. Vermont was soon to enter the Union, but there was little settlement in Maine except along the coast. In the Middle states, northern and western New York and western Pennsylvania were yielding to the axe as pioneers sought regions that were safer than those down the Ohio. In the South, what was to become West Virginia was a raw, frontier country. Parts of western North Carolina were still in the hands of the Cherokee, and Georgia was largely in the hands of the Creek Indians.

In those areas in which the 1790 census was carried out (this excluded extensive areas north of the Ohio River) the population density was only about 10 to the square mile. Rhode Island, the most densely populated state, had 63.4 to the square mile, and Georgia, the least densely populated, had a density in the few counties that had been created and enumerated of only 4.6.

The American population was overwhelmingly rural. In 1790 little more than 3 per cent of the population lived in places of 8,000 or more; only five cities had a population of more than 8,000. The largest city, Philadelphia, including its suburbs, had some 42,000 residents, and the next largest, New York, just over 33,000. Neither Boston nor Charleston had reached 20,000, and Baltimore had only 13,500.

In the next 25 years there was to be very little movement into the cities. New York, which in the 1790s passed Philadelphia as the most populous city, had just over 60,000 residents in 1800. By 1810 it was approaching 100,000. By far the most dramatic growth was in expansion westward. Kentucky had surpassed 400,000 by 1810, and by 1820 the combined population of Kentucky and Tennessee was almost 1,000,000. The extensive region between the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, with a non-Indian population of only about 4,000 in 1790, had over 250,000 by 1810. The state of Ohio reached 581,000 by 1820. Dynamic population growth and movement was a striking feature of the early republic.11


11 Century of Population Growth, pp.11-15, 47, 57, 135; Larkin, Reshaping, p.6, NYCA, p.xix.


Opportunities for many Americans arose dramatically in the three decades after the Revolution, but independence had not created an egalitarian society. Free white males had a variety of political and personal rights denied to those in Europe, but already there were considerable differences in wealth and these were to increase with the economic transformations of the next decades. Women labored under severe restrictions. Free blacks had many fewer rights than free whites, slaves were excluded from the very idea of the republic, and Indians were regarded either as 'savage' enemies to be removed or destroyed, or as hindrances to republican progress who had to be transformed to survive.

In 1798 the federal government assessed a general tax based on the value of American houses. Leo Soltow has argued from his sampling of this data that there were considerable inequalities of wealth in the United States - the top 10 per cent of adult males had houses that amounted to almost half of the total wealth in housing. Only one in ten lived in a house worth $700, and the great majority of houses were valued at between $99 and $500. The poorest dwellings, particularly in frontier regions, were valued at $10 or less, and this was also the type of dwelling lived in by the numerous slaves. Yet, the inequalities were far less than those in Europe, and the extent of individual land ownership much greater. A majority of adult white males could expect to own land in their lifetime.12


12 Lee Soltow, Distribution of wealth and Income In the United States In 1798 (Pittsburgh, Pa, 1989), pp.3-8, 35-6,48,233-7,244-6,252; Lee Soltow, 'Egalitarian America and its inegalitarian housing in the federal period', Social Science History 9 (1985), pp.199-213; Larkin, Reshaping, pp.l05-14.


The continuing and expanding gulfs in wealth that separated Americans were often reflected in their beliefs. Many of the leaders who were shaping the new American government had brought the rational ideas of the Enlightenment into their views of society and religion. They looked less to heavenly reward and more to the fashioning of a perfected society on the North American continent. But many of their ordinary fellow citizens, and many who were not allowed citizenship, found solace in religious enthusiasm. The popular participation in government that had arisen in the revolutionary era was matched by new and popular enthusiasm for evangelical religion. Nathan Hatch has demonstrated that the democratization of American religion was a striking feature of the decades following the Revolution, and a way in which masses of Americans challenged old authorities and old beliefs.

Although this new religious enthusiasm affected older denominations, its most obvious success was in the growth of the Methodists and Baptists among poorer Americans, both black and white. The Methodist Episcopal Church had some 14,000 members in 1784; it had 250,000 by 1820. In the 30 years after the Revolution the number of Baptist churches increased from 500 to over 2,500. In the South the new religions swept through the African Americans as well as the whites. At first, in religious and revolutionary egalitarianism, the different races even mingled in congregations. By the 1790s, however, white attitudes were forcing the African Americans to leave and form their own churches.

The new churches avoided strict doctrines, a highly educated clergy, and patterns of deference, and replaced them with fiery enthusiasm, promises of salvation, and new charismatic ministers. In this second Great Awakening, revivals swept through the back country. By 1800 camp meetings were attracting great crowds to hear a variety of preachers thunder of heaven and hell in a highly charged emotional atmosphere. Orthodox beliefs were looked upon as hindrances to true religious commitment, and traditionally educated, establishment ministers were deserted in favor of the new charismatic preachers.13


13 Nathan O. Hatch, The Democratization of American Christianity (New Haven, Conn, 1989), pp.3-14, 49-55, 220; Albert J. Raboteau, 'The slave church in the era of the American Revolution,' in Ira Berlin and Ronald Hoffman (eds), Slavery and Freedom in the Age of the American Revolution (Charlottesville, Va, 1983), pp.19 3-213.


While women participated vigorously in the religious enthusiasm, the new egalitarianism did not mean that they could aspire to leadership positions. In religion, as in other human endeavors, deference to men was still paramount. Women were given no specific mention in the Constitution, and those who drafted it expected women to confine themselves to the domestic sphere. A whole generation of historians has written on the status of women in this tumultuous post-revolutionary society. There has been a particular expansion of knowledge about middle- and upper-class women in New England, and about the nature of women's work, both rural and urban.14


14 Norton, Liberty's Daughters; Linda Kerber, Women of the Republic: Intellect and Ideology in Revolutionary America (Chapel Hill, NC, 1980); Joan Hoff, Law, Gender, and Injustice: A Legal History of US Women (New York, 1991); Nancy Cott, The Bonds of Womanhood: 'Women's Sphere' in New England, 1780-1835 (New Haven, Conn, 1977); Jeanne Boydston, 'The woman who wasn't there: woman's market labor and the transition to capitalism in the United States,' JER 16 (1996), pp.183-206.


For the articulate women of the Northeast, this was a period when exclusion from the public sphere was to some extent compensated for by the development of their roles as republican mothers; it was stressed that mothers had the responsibility of raising males for a nation of virtuous republicanism. Separate male and female spheres became more clearly defined. There was never any question of women participating in the public arena. A quirk in the way in which the revolutionary New Jersey Constitution was drafted, and the exigencies of politics, temporarily gave adult single women the vote in that state, but this was an odd exception that ended in 1807.15


15 Judith Apter Klinghoffer and Lois Elkins, '"The Petticoat Electors": women's suffrage in New Jersey, 1776-1807,' JER 12 (1992), pp.159-93.


Yet, in these years, women became much more active in developing their own ties and enhancing the idea of their essential domestic role in a republican society. This, in turn, gave a great impetus to education for women. If women were to raise men fitted to participate in the new republican society, it could be argued that they needed more education than had previously been available to them. Educational opportunities were enhanced in these years. It seems likely that women's literacy had been half that of men in the years immediately following the Revolution. This gap closed significantly in the years between 1790 and 1830, although the South lagged behind the North. Education for women also changed in content. The traditional emphasis on dress and physical deportment was lessened in an age when frivolity and fashion was frowned on, and republican virtue and service were stressed as ideals for a responsible citizenry. In New England it was expected that well-informed, virtuous women would help inculcate the spirit of service that would protect the republican nation. In these years elementary public education began to be opened to women, and female private academies expanded both in numbers and in their curriculum, which began to include history, geography, and composition. In the 1790s in New York charity schools even began to provide education for girls from families of artisans and unskilled laborers. In the South there was comparatively little development of the new education for women in the years before 1815.16


16 Kerber, Women of the Republic, pp.235-46; Norton, Liberty's Daughters, pp.256-99.


In the years of the American Revolution, with its disruption of the normal patterns of life, women had been thrown into unaccustomed roles. With their husbands away, women had assumed responsibilities that would have been impossible in more normal times. This in turn helped raise the status of their domestic roles. Increasing educational opportunities, and a new sense of their worth, however restricted, meant that women soon were able to assume a quasi-public role in voluntary organizations. By the beginning of the nineteenth century, women in northeastern cities were meeting in organizations formed to relieve social problems: a New York society formed in 1797 eventually devoted its efforts to poor widows with small children; another, formed in 1814, was to help respectable, aged, indigent females; the Boston Female Asylum (1800) was to aid female orphans. Women from 'good' families, in a limited manner, began to assume roles outside of their homes.17


17 Norton, Liberty's Daughters, pp.155-94, 224-5, 228-38; Anne M. Boylan, 'Women and politics in the era before Seneca Falls,' JER 10 (1990), pp.363-82.


Much of the first research on women concentrated on the better-off and articulate of the Northeast, but there has also been a considerable interest in women's work beyond its simply domestic function; on the part played by women in the household and wider economy, whether in spinning and weaving in a rural setting, helping in the tasks of an artisan's household, or in helping to run a southern plantation. Women's domestic work was largely unpaid - managing a household, child-rearing, preparing a variety of household products and clothing - but, beyond this, women often contributed to the household income, particularly by spinning and weaving. Most of the cloth produced in the United States in the early nineteenth century was still woven at home by women, and when the first textile factories appeared in these years women were an essential part of the labor force. As the older household economies began to yield to the new forces of commercialism and a market economy, class divisions became more important for American women. As more men became entrepreneurs, using investment and management skills to earn their living, more women had to find a role other than that of helping supplement the household income, while in a growing class of wage-earners women's earnings often became essential.18


18 Linda Gordon, 'US women's history,' in Eric Foner (ed.), The New American History (Philadelphia, 1990), pp.193-5; Carol Lasser, 'Gender, ideology, and class in the early republic,' JER 10 (1990), pp.33 1-7; Boydston, 'The woman who wasn't there,' pp.183-206; NYCA, p.59.


The vital role of women in the economy of many families, and the new stress on women as republican mothers, did not in these years bring any marked improvement in their legal status. Indeed, as the political and civic rights of most white males had been enhanced by the Revolution, it could well be argued that relatively the status of women had declined. It was not simply that women had no political rights, by marriage they lost most of their other rights as well - they could not own property, could not sue or be sued. Any money a wife· earned belonged to her husband, and she had no legal rights over her children. Divorces were very difficult to obtain, although separation and divorce became a little more common after the Revolution. For the most part Sir William Blackstone's English legal dictum that the husband and wife were one person in law still prevailed. In some respects the legal position of women deteriorated during the early republic. Dower rights, by which a woman was assured about one-third of her deceased husband's estate, were weakened, and it was to be the middle of the nineteenth century before married women's property acts began to be common in American states.19


19 Hoff, Law, Gender, and Injustice, pp.49-50, 89-90, 103-4, 106-11, 116, 120, 188; Kerber, Women of the Republic, pp.9-1O, 119-55.


While lacking many of the rights enjoyed by males, free white women could at least share in the remarkable prosperity of the new nation. Unlike most of the colonial areas that achieved their independence in the twentieth century, the American colonies came to independence already prosperous, and poised for momentous growth. If internal unity and foreign safety could be achieved, the economic possibilities were limitless. As President Washington took office the national government was bankrupt, but it was bankrupt because the Confederation government had lacked the means to tap America's wealth, not because the country was impoverished.

Historians have differed sharply on the time of the arrival of a liberal, commercial, capitalistic America. Some have stressed the ways in which community-oriented, civic values of classic republicanism persisted well into the early nineteenth century, while others have traced a liberal, individualistic, capitalistic society back into colonial America. It is clear, however, that whatever had existed before, a new, driving spirit of commercial enterprise flourished in the United States in the first decades of the new republic.20 It was not simply anti-Americanism that caused Englishman Leigh Hunt to write in 1808 about 'the noisy and vulgar money-changers of America.' Americans and foreigners alike were aware of and commented upon the pervasive spirit of enterprise that permeated the new American republic.21


20 See Paul A. Gilje, 'The rise of capitalism in the early republic,' JER 16 (1996), pp.159-81, and Michael Merrill, 'Putting "Capitalism" in its place: a review of recent literature,' WMQ 3rd Ser., 52 (1995), pp.315-26.



21 Examiner (London), 13 Nov. 1808.


The opportunities for making money rose dramatically after 1789. Large investors expanded their investments in shipping, construction, banking, and a variety of other activities. Entrepreneurs sprang up in the larger seaport towns, and extended their activities to numerous smaller locations. Even Americans with more modest means could share in the flourishing commercialism. Howard Rock has written that for American artisans the American Revolution meant not only the chance to live in a republican government but also the opportunity to pursue entrepreneurial ambitions.22 Local craftsmen saw the opportunity to expand beyond their local market, and began the process of moving from household and shop production to larger-scale activities in which wage labor began to replace the traditional forms of work by masters and journeymen. In cities such as New York and Philadelphia these ambitions were to create tensions in the first decades of the nineteenth century. In 1789 many supported the new government because they thought that this would facilitate economic development. American leaders agreed that the prospects for economic growth were limitless, but they were to divide bitterly on how this growth could best be achieved.


22 NYCA, p.l11.


At the base of America's prosperity in 1789 was its agriculture, and in the South prosperity leaned heavily on foreign exports. The slave-based economy had prospered in colonial times on the growth and export of tobacco. Tobacco became less profitable in the years after the Revolution, although it was still the most important American export. In the older areas of the Chesapeake planters were beginning to shift their production to grain and general farming, and expanding into a variety of European markets. In the lower South, rice continued to be important, and new direct markets in southern Europe appeared, but cotton was of no importance at the time the new Constitution went into effect. The 1790s, however, was to see a dramatic change, and by 1820 cotton was to supersede tobacco as the great southern export. These shifts in southern production were to have major effects on slavery and on the slaves. The lower South wanted slaves, and the upper South had a surplus it could sell. Slave lives were to be totally disrupted, and their working conditions often deteriorated as cotton growing expanded.23


23 Allan Kulikoff, Tobacco and Slaves: The Development of Southern Cultures in the Chesapeake, 1680-1800 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1986), pp.118-61; Joyce E. Chaplin, An Anxious Pursuit: Agricultural Innovation and Modernity in the Lower South, 1730-1815 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1993), pp.227-329; John S. Otto, The Southern Frontiers, 1607-1860: The Agricultural Evolution of the Colonial and Antebellum South (Westport, Conn, 1989), pp.82-127.


The new nation had inherited from its colonial past one of the great merchant marines in the world. No sooner was the United States independent than her merchant shipping was ready to challenge the British in the carry ing of goods. From Savannah, Charleston, and Baltimore in the South, to Philadelphia, New York, and the ports of New England, ships sailed to every ocean of the world.

American commerce could achieve new heights if European powers could be persuaded to allow the Americans to trade within their imperial systems. Both the British and Spanish empires were closed to direct American trade, and the commercial treaty signed in 1778 with France had not produced the expansion of French trade that had been expected. Direct trade to France was nothing like as lucrative as that to Great Britain, and after the Revolution France had opened only a few of her West Indian ports to American shipping. The British refusal to sign a commercial treaty was particularly galling to many Americans because before the Revolution American trade had flourished within the British system. Americans could send their products to Great Britain in American ships, but were now officially excluded from the British colonies. This had brought disruption to the farmers of the Middle states and the North. The lucrative British West Indies market for the grain of Pennsylvania and New York, and for the dried fish and provisions of New England, was officially closed to the Americans, although there was considerable smuggling.24 As the United States was the most important purchaser of British manufactured goods, America could seemingly hope for commercial concessions from the British. How to use a new and more powerful government to achieve these concessions was to be a source of considerable political disagreement.


24 Lowell Ragatz, The Fall of the Planter class in the British Caribbean, 1763-1833 (New York, 1928), pp.173-83.


The situation changed dramatiçally after 1793 when war broke out between England and France. For most of the years from 1789 to 1815 Europe was at war, and demands for American ships and American goods soared. But though it was now possible to engage in extensive West Indian trade without formal restrictions, wartime blockades brought dangers to all American shipping. From 1807, when the United States turned to economic coercion as a means of retaliation against European powers, American overseas trade was put under severe restrictions by the American government.

Problems of commercial regulation and war abroad were matched at home by difficulties of internal communications and transportation. The new efforts to expand internal markets were severely restricted by the inability to ship goods cheaply and efficiently. Primitive roads were often impassable in spring and autumn, and bulk produce could only be moved by water. In an age before America had built canals, and before steam navigation, this placed severe limitations on what could be moved profitably for any distance, and on the possible directions of traffic. On the Atlantic coast, east-west trade was constrained by the fall line; the point at which the rivers running from the mountains to the sea dropped through rapids and became unnavigable. For those in the up-country of the South, the sale of their products beyond a local market meant laboriously moving the items by wagon around the fall line, shipping them downriver to the coast, and transhipping them on coastal or ocean-going vessels to the North or to Europe.

Even greater problems blocked economic links between the Atlantic coast and the rapidly expanding settlements in the Mississippi Valley. It was prohibitively expensive to haul produce across the Alleghenies by wagon. The farmers of the Mississippi Valley could drive livestock eastward over the mountains, but their grain and other products had to be shipped south by water to New Orleans. It was not possible, however, to use that route to import goods because it was unfeasible before the steamboat to bring goods north against the flow of the river. It was difficult to imagine that state resources and planning could solve the basic problems of internal communication, yet in 1789 most Americans believed that this was a state not a federal responsibility.

The snail-like pace of communications made it extremely difficult for those wanting to expand their markets to obtain information on prices or business conditions with any speed. The mail service was abysmal. At the beginning of the War of 1812 Fort Mackinac, in the distant northern lakes country, was to fall to the British because news of the American declaration of war reached the Canadians before it reached the edges of the American frontier. In 1789 contracts for carrying the mail were given to individual stagecoach lines. Some areas had no official service, and in practically all areas mail was erratic.25


25 Nettels, Emergence, pp.308-10.


Banking was in its infancy. In 1789, the United States had only three banks - in Philadelphia, Boston, and New York. They had been recently created, and they had limited capital. Since the Revolution there had been only minor ways in which the government could shape or influence financial policies. Currency was in a chaotic state. The United States had no mint. In 1785 the Confederation had officially adopted a decimal system, but the grossly inadequate gold and silver coins in circulation were Spanish, British, French, and Portuguese. Values differed from region to region, and from state to state. One of the first major achievements of the new government under the Constitution was the creation of the First Bank of the United States. This inaugurated a period of dramatic growth in banks and banking.26


26 Bray Hammond, Banks and Politics in America: From the Revolution to the Civil War (Princeton, NJ, 1957), pp.40-67; Margaret G. Myers, A Financial History of the United States (New York, 1970), pp.38-40.


The great question in 1789 was whether the new Constitution would prove workable. Economic growth, safety, and the territorial integrity of the nation depended on an efficient federal government. There was no danger of the United States again falling under foreign rule, but there was a danger of a fragmented nation failing to retain the allegiance of distant areas beyond the Alleghenies, and of England and Spain keeping strategic areas under their own control. American safety, the ability of the country to reach its economic potential, and territorial expansion on the American continent depended upon the success of the new government.





2 The Shaping of Government
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At Philadelphia in the summer of 1787 the delegates to the Constitutional Convention had created the framework of a new government. In the spring and summer of 1789 that theoretical structure came to life. The initial success of this experiment in republicanism depended to a great extent on President Washington. It was Washington who provided the unity to retain the allegiance of those who feared federal power. As the hero of the Revolution, he could command support that was available to no other politician. Though a revolutionary, his political instincts were conservative.

In the two terms he was to serve as president, Washington provided the dignity and respect for a balanced government that was desperately needed at this moment of the consolidation of the Revolution. For Americans, Washington had become the symbol of independence. Many distrusted the new constitution with its provision for a strong executive branch, but they could accept it with Washington as president. While other leaders were still thought of as representatives of their regions or states, Washington was a truly national figure. He was not the supreme Virginian, he was the supreme American.

Washington himself acted in a manner that befitted the elevated status granted to him by his contemporaries. Although he had spent much of his life as a soldier, he was no military adventurer, ready to parlay a legendary reputation into ostentatious personal power. While others thought of him as the great national hero, he thought of himself as a Virginia planter called upon to serve his nation in time of crisis. At the end of the Revolution he had returned to his plantation. When called upon to serve as president he attempted to stay above the fray, leaning on his main advisors for the shaping of policy while giving them the national authority they needed for their policies to be effective.

The tone that Washington set was that of dignified simplicity. In its first weeks the Senate debated the possibility of granting him some exalted title. The Senate's decision, made with some disagreement, coincided with that of the President himself. There would be no exalted title, no splendid show. Steeped in classical history, and beset by fears of another republic assuming the trappings and excesses of empire, America's leaders hoped for the grave demeanour and public virtue of a citizen leader of the Roman republic. They were not disappointed.1


1 Stanley Elkins and Eric McKitrick, The Age of Federalism (New York, 1993), pp.34-50. For the importance of Washington as the symbol of the new nation, see David Waldstreicher, In the Midst of Perpetual Fetes: The Making of American Nationalism, 1776-1820 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1997), pp.1l7-26.


The two matters that Congress knew it had to take up in this first session in the spring and summer of 1789 were the concern that no bill of rights had been included in the Constitution and the creation of executive departments. From the time the Constitution had been written, the lack of a bill of rights had been one of the major criticisms leveled at the document. This had been a major theme of the discussions at the state ratifying conventions, and it was assumed that action on this question would help still the fears of those who had opposed the new national government. The debate on a bill of rights was taken up in June but the question was not resolved until September. The main problem was not opposition to the idea, but sorting through the variety of state amendments to decide which should be included and in what form.

The assertions of individual rights that became the first ten amendments to the Constitution reflected the degree to which leaders of the revolutionary generation were steeped in the ideas of the Enlightenment, their sense of what was needed to protect classical republicanism, and their resentment at the arbitrary actions of Great Britain in the years preceding the Revolution. Freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom of assembly were at the heart of what those who had shaped a revolution thought of as their achievements. Their reading told them that standing armies and powerful navies were a threat to a republic, and they hoped that the right to bear arms would ensure that a militia, not regular troops, would form the military arm of the republic. A long list of individual rights culminated in another attempt to reassure the states that their powers were not to be consumed by the new national government; what was to become the tenth amendment stated that those powers that were not specifically given to the federal government by the Constitution were reserved to the states or the people.2


2 Robert A. Rutland, The Birth of the Bill of Rights, 1776-1791 (Chapel Hill, NC, 1955), pp.190-217; David P. Currie, The Constitution In Congress, 1789-1801 (Chicago, 1997), pp.110-15, 190-217.


The bill of rights was to ensure that the individual rights won in the Revolution would not be lost by the creation of a new, distant federal government, but to make that government effective it was essential that Congress should act quickly to create executive department. With the federal government bankrupt, Indian war in the West, and hostile powers abroad, the last vestiges of the old system had to be removed as soon as possible. In the course of the summer Congress created Departments of State, Treasury, and War. There was not complete agreement on the details of these actions. Concerned at the possibility of individual corruption, some wanted a treasury board rather than a Secretary of the Treasury, but as this had been the system in the years of chaotic Confederation finance their arguments were rejected.

A more difficult question concerned the constitutional provision that appointments should be made with the 'advice and consent' of the Senate. Did this mean that Washington would also have to obtain the permission of the Senate to remove these officials? James Madison, who had been at the heart of the shaping of the Constitution in Philadelphia, took the lead in giving the president the power of removal. In the Senate this decision needed the casting vote of the vice-president.3


3 Leonard D. White, The Federalists: A Study In Administrative History (New York, 1948), pp.20-5.


The question of advice and consent was also unclear in another respect. In August 1789 Washington went in person to the Senate to seek the advice and approval of the senators regarding a treaty with the southern Indians. The senators found it difficult to speak with candor in the presence of Washington, the meeting did not go as easily as he had hoped, and he was not to return. In the following years the leaders of the new departments would gradually assume the function of a cabinet, an institution not mentioned in the Constitution. At first Washington sought individual written advice, but gradually the pattern of cabinet meetings developed.4


4 William Maclay, Sketches of Debate In the First Senate of the United States in 1789-90-91, ed. by George W. Harris (Harrisburg, Pa, 1880), pp.120-6.


Article 111 of the Constitution had simply stated that 'The judicial power of the United States, shall be vested in one supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish,' and had provided direction regarding the tenure of the justices and the courts' jurisdiction. The details regarding the number of courts and justices, and their territorial areas, had been left to the new government. The Judiciary Act, passed in September, established a Supreme Court with a Chief Justice and five Associated Justices, 13 district courts, with one judge each, and three circuit courts, whose membership would be the district judges in that circuit together with two justices from the Supreme Court. The Act also contained detailed provisions regarding the powers of the various courts. John Jay of New York became the first Chief Justice.5


5 Erwin S. Surrency, History of the Federal Courts (New York, 1987), pp.14-17; Currie, Constitution, pp.47-54.


The debates on the executive departments, the bill of rights, and the judiciary department took much of the summer, but few Congresses ever again achieved so much. There had been arguments, but those who had opposed the Constitution had not attempted to sabotage the new government. Disagreements about how the new government should exercise its powers were emerging, but there was a general effort to rally behind Washington to make the new government work. Mindful of regional jealousies, Washington in October and November went on a tour into New England. His importance to national unity and the success of the government was emphasized by the joy with which he was greeted.6


6 Douglas S. Freeman, George Washington: A Biography 7 vols (New York, 1948-57), 6, pp.240-5.


Before he left on his tour, Washington made his appointments to the executive departments. He wanted men of the highest caliber, and he was fortunate enough to have them available. Alexander Hamilton had become close to Washington as his wartime aide-de-camp. A self-made man, Hamilton had risen with remarkable speed. The illegitimate son of a West Indies merchant, he had come to New York in his teens, attended King's College (later Columbia), and joined the revolutionary army. He had enhanced his already splendid prospects when he married into the influential Schuyler family of New York. In the 1780s he had made his voice heard in support of a stronger government, and had shown a particular interest in ways of achieving financial stability. Hamilton was interested in a powerful, successful, prosperous America, but distrustful of popular government. He admired the way in which England had risen to world commercial supremacy, and thought that the United States could learn from her old enemy.

For Secretary of State, Washington turned to his fellow Virginian Thomas Jefferson, who at the time of his appointment was American minister in France. He did not assume his duties in America until March 1790. A largescale slave owner who passionately believed in individual human freedom, Jefferson brought to the position of Secretary of State an ingrained distrust of Great Britain, and a hatred of the way in which she used her maritime power. Like Hamilton, he wanted a prosperous and powerful America, but he very much wanted to achieve it as far from English connections and influence as possible. In an age in which so much of American trade and finance was channeled through Great Britain this was to prove extremely difficult.

For his other appointments Washington could hardly expect men of the stature of Hamilton and Jefferson, but he had confidence in his choices.
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		Plate 16 Andrew Jackson at the battle of New Orleans, January 1815, painted by Charles McBarron
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