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PREFACE.

¥HIS volume has been prepared for the pur-
4K pose of giving the general reader a concise
‘ and accurate account of the most important
political developments with which the South
has been concerned since the beginning of its
history. No space has been devoted in its pages to
topics of a local nature whose influences have been
restricted within the limits of any particular colony
or state. On the other hand, many topics of a gen-
eral nature have been eliminated because they are
lacking in political significance. The value of each
contribution has been tested by its strict conformity
to these limitations.

The work has been planned with a purpose of
treating the political relations of the South from
three general points of view. The first of these
deals with the inter-relations among the Southern
colonies and states. Although these relations have
not been uniformly harmonious, it will be noted that
with the development of common interests there
came a corresponding growth of sympathies which
finally resulted in the formation of a compact polit-
ical unit. But the unification of political sentiment
in the South was due more to the operation of ex-
ternal forces that menaced Southern institutions
than to any internal development. It is, therefore,
necessary to treat the intersectional relations and
their effects upon the South. The most tragic phase
of American history is that which relates to the
estrangement between the sections in spite of the
efforts of their greatest patriots and statesmen.
Careful attention is directed in this volume to the

)
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acute points of sectional irritation and to the steps
in the growth of conflicting interests and policies
which ultimately culminated in the rupture of the
Union. A third phase of the political history of the
South deals with its wider relations. This volume
attempts to treat in a comprehensive way the rela-
tions of the Southern colonies as a whole with the
mother country, noting particularly the important
part which they contributed toward the revolt
against British authority and the establishment of
American independence. Much space is also devoted
to the relationship between the Southern states and
- the government of the United States. Attention is
especially directed to their services in the formation
of the Confederation and of the ‘‘more perfeet
union,’’ and in supporting and upholding the dignity
of the Federal Union at home and abroad; also to
their attempt to organize and maintain an independ-
ent government with a constitution that conformed
to their interpretation of the fundamental law of the
United States, and to the readjustment of their rela-
tions to the National Government after the War of
Secession.

The editor of this volume makes grateful acknowl-
edgment of the important services of the scholarly
contributors, too numerous to mention separately,
whose hearty codperation and valuable assistance
have greatly aided in the execution of his plans.

F.L.R.



PART 1L

THE SOUTH IN COLONIAL
POLITICS, 1607-1775.

CuarTER 1.

THE SOUTHERN INTER-COLONIAL
RELATIONS.

The South Represents the Beginnings of England’s Colonial
Empire.

HE political history of the South involves
an immense study, and for a number of
years this field has been attracting the at-
tention of historians. To appreciate thor-
oughly its significance in American poli-
ties a glance at colonial conditions in the South be-
comes necessary.

At the close of the Fifteenth century Spanish ex-
plorers were just entering the western hemisphere.
The region explored by them was the South, that is,
South America and the southern portion of North
America. The Sixteenth century saw the Spaniards,
under the direction of Ponce de Leon, occupying
Florida, under Cortez entering Mexico, and under
De Soto traversing the region between Florida and
the Mississippi River, crossing the great river and
proceeding as far west as northwestern Arkansas,
The middle of the Sixteenth century saw Jean Ri-
bault planting a French colony in the present state
of South Carolina, to be destroyed in a few years by

1
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the Spaniards of Florida. Spanish aggression,
therefore, seemed destined to make the new hemi-
sphere a great Spanish colonial empire.

The first point to be considered in colonial politics
was the movement on the part of England to erect
a barrier in America to the further building up of
the colonial possessions of Spain. The English had
a vague claim to the Atlantic coast based upon the
explorations of the Cabots, hence the occupancy of
Florida by the Spaniards followed by their expulsion
of the French from South Carolina caused apprehen-
sion in England, though the English were not yet
ready to begin their colonial system. Internal af-
fairs, chiefly religious dissensions, in the days of
Henry VIIL, Edward VI., Mary, and the early
years of the reign of Elizabeth, prevented the Eng-
lish from developing colonies during the Sixteenth
century. The middle of the reign of Elizabeth, how-
ever, saw peace at home and England deeply inter-
ested in continental affairs. This at once brought
her into relations with Spain, which was hostile be-
cause Philip of Spain was greatly disappointed that
he had not become King of England. As the hus-
band of Mary, he had hoped to secure the English
throne. But when Mary died without an heir and
Elizabeth rejected his suits, Philip was impressed by
the fact that he was the nearest male descendant,
being a Catholic, of Edward III. The death of
Mary, Queen of Scots, left him the nearest Catholic
descendant of Edward III. He regarded Elizabeth
as an illegitimate daughter of Henry VIII., and con-
sequently, claimed the throne of England. To be
sure these claims were made chiefly because there
was friction between the two realms, a condition of
discord caused by English merchantmen trying to
get possession of the large trade which had pre-
viously gone to Spain. Hawkins and Drake were
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gentlemen pirates, and wherever they went on the
high seas they seized the Spanish galleons returning
from the new world laden with booty seized from the
Indians or secured from the mines of Cuba and
South America. Their action incensed the Span-
iards and made greater the differences between the
two nations.

Sir Humphrey Gilbert and Sir Walter Raleigh,
courtiers though they were, were real statesmen, and
saw that England’s hope of outstripping Spain was
the planting of colonies in the new world. Antag-
onism to Spain, however, was not the only cause to
produce a desire for colonization, but the spirit of
adventure, increased by the English hope of acquir-
ing a large commerce, was an important factor in the
new movement. Gilbert planted a colony in New-
foundland, but on account of failure to understand
conditions was forced to abandon it. Shortly after
his death, Sir Walter Raleigh, his half-brother, re-
ceived a grant to a large territory in America. His
charter was much like the one granted to Gilbert.
Before attempting to plant a eolony, Raleigh wisely
sent two captains, Amadas and Barlow, to select a
site for a colony. They explored the region around
Albemarle Sound and returned to England with
glowing reports. Thereupon, Raleigh made two ef-
forts to plant a colony on the coast of North Carolina
at Roanoke Island. The first colony was taken home
by Sir Francis Drake, while the second colony per-
1shed because the English were not in a position to
send supplies at the time needed, being engaged with
the dreaded Spanish Armada. When finally assist-
ance was sent, no traces of the settlers could be
found. Thus perished in 1590 Raleigh’s attempts
to colonize the new world.

Raleigh’s efforts, however, served to stimulate
the commercial activity of England. Within a few
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years the East India Company received its charter
from Queen Elizabeth, and began its wonderful and
successful career. This led some merchants, aided
by a few pious persons who believed that the eoloni-
zation of America would establish havens for the
poor and result in the conversion of the ‘‘infide]l’’ In-
dians to Christianity, to secure in 1606 from King
James a charter to colonize Virginia. At that time
the English claimed all along the Atlantic coast from
34 to 45 degrees of latitude running west from sea to
sea. Under the charter from King James, this ter-
ritory was assigned to two companies, from 34 to 41
to the London Company and from 38 to 45 to the
Plymouth Company, with the understanding that in
the three overlapping degrees whichever company
made a settlement within that region first the other
company would not have the right to enter within
one hundred miles. It was further determined that
when a settlement had been made the jurisdiction of
the company should be fifty miles north and south of
that point and one hundred miles from the sea.
Under this charter, the London Company planted
a permanent settlement at Jamestown in 1607. In
1609 a new charter was secured, making the London
Company a body politic. The territory granted to
the Virginia Company under this latter charter,
roughly speaking, extended from the 34th degree of
latitude to the 40th degree of latitude, and west and
northwest from ocean to ocean. In other words, it
extended along the Atlantic Ocean from the mouth
of the Cape Fear River to a point about fifty miles
north of the present Atlantic City on the New Jersey
coast. If a line were extended west from the south-
ern point and northwest from the northern point,
Virginia would have had a vast territory from.
which no less than thirteen states have been made
this side of the Mississippi, not counting any possi-
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bility of claim of territory west of the Mississippi.
Thus began England’s colonial empire.

Maryland the First Step in the Dismemberment of
Virginia.

So long as the London Company existed, no effort
was made to take from Virginia any of the territory
granted under its charter, but after it became a royal
province in 1624, dismemberment began. In 1629
there came to Virginia a Catholic Lord, George Cal-
vert, Baron Baltimore, to prospect the lands lying
along the Chesapeake Bay, for he was planning a
settlement in this region. The king had promised
him a grant of land south of the James, but William
Claiborne, secretary of the colony of Virginia, was
sent to England to protest against its confirmation.
His mission was successful, but in 1632 a grant was
made the second Lord Baltimore for a certain tract
of land north of the Potomac River which was de-
seribed as hactenus inculte and inhabited by savages.

Colonial Relations of Maryland and Virginia.

Within the bounds of this grant was Kent Island,
already inhabited, having been settled in 1629 under
a license from the Virgina government by William
Claiborne. For some years Claiborne had been
trading with the Indians along the head waters of the
Chesapeake, and, in 1631, having formed a partner-
ship in London, he had obtained a special license
from the king confirming his trading privileges.
This license, however, was granted under the seal of
Scotland and not under the seal of England. Under
these grants and licenses, the colony of Virginia, or
rather Claiborne, claimed Kent Island. Virginia en-
tered a protest against the charter granted to Lord
Baltimore in 1632, but was answered by the Star
Chamber to leave Lord Baltimore to his charter and
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the other parties to the course of law. This was a
decision against Virginia, not against Claiborne, be-
cause his island could not be classified as hactenus
inculta. Claiborne, however, had made no plea, hop-
ing that Virginia’s fight would settle the matter. As
soon, however, as the Star Chamber’s decision was
rendered, he and his partners petitioned to the king
and council for protection of their interests. This
was in November, 1633. When the settlers reached
Maryland in 1634, the colonists received instructions
‘not to interfere with Claiborne and to give him en-
couragement in his enterprise, but by no means did
Lord Baltimore give up his claim to Kent Island.
The king, fearing trouble in the new world, wrote to
the governor of Virginia asking that Lord Balti-
more’s settlers be graciously received and given the
privilege of buying cattle and other commodities in
Virginia. In a month after Lord Baltimore’s first
colony was planted in Maryland, William Claiborne
asked the Virginia council what he should do with
respect to Lord Baltimore’s patent. The councillors
answered that they did not see why such a question
should be asked, as Kent Island was undoubtedly
a part of Virginia. Thereupon, Claiborne refused to
consider himself a member of the Maryland colony
or to give up his right to trade in the waters of the
Chesapeake.

The Marylanders claimed that Claiborne incited
the Indians to hostility against them. Thereupon,
commissioners representing the two colonies met and
completely vindicated Claiborne. Lord Baltimore,
however, ordered his brother, Leonard Calvert, the
governor, to seize the person of Claiborne and to
take possession, if possible, of the plantation on
Kent Island. The dispute over Kent Island was
then taken to the king, Claiborne’s London partners
informing the king that Lord Baltimore was about
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to seize Kent Island, whereupon the king wrote to
the governor and council of Virginia stating that
Baltimore had no rights to lands already inhabited
and could not interfere with the license and trade
that Claiborne enjoyed. Under this assurance, Clai-
borne continued to trade in the waters of the Chesa-
peake, but a collision soon took place between a ves-
sel belonging to Claiborne and two from St. Mary’s.
Governor Harvey, of Virginia, sustained the Mary-
landers, and this with other causes resulted in his re-
moval from the governorship by the council and
people of Virginia and in his being sent to England.
On reaching England, Harvey said that Virginia un-
doubtedly had in mind the subjection of Maryland,
but the new government established in Virginia un-
der Captain West made no effort against Maryland.
It is interesting to note, however, that Lord Balti-
more, realizing that the king would not uphold the
appointment of West as governor of Virginia by the
Virginia council, actually made an effort to get him-
self appointed governor of Virginia, saying that he
would increase His Majesty’s revenue from Virginia
£8,000 yearly.

In 1637 Kent Island was surrendered through the
treachery of Claiborne’s agent to Leonard Calvert.
Two of the principal men on the Island were arrested
and taken prisoners to St. Mary’s and warrants
were issued for the arrest of others, while much of
the property belonging to Claiborne was pillaged
and carried away. Thomas Smith, one of the men
arrested, was tried for piracy and hanged. The
Maryland Assembly passed a bill of attainder
against William Claiborne and declared him guilty
of piracy and murder, and all of Claiborne’s prop-
erty on Kent Island and Palmer Island was attached
and appropriated to the use of the Lord Proprietor.
In the meantime, the whole case was being reviewed
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in London by the Lords Commissioners of Planta-
tions, and on April 4, 1638, a decision was rendered
declaring the ‘‘right and title to the Isle of Kent and
other places in question to be absolutely belonging
to Lord Baltimore.”” An important point in reach-
ing this decision was that anything granted under
the seal of England took precedence over anything
else, and, therefore, that Claiborne’s license from
Virginia or his license from the Crown under the
seal of Scotland could not be pleaded against a grant
under the seal of England. Moreover, Claiborne re-
ceived no redress for his property that was de-
stroyed.

In 1644, in the midst of the Civil War in England,
Claiborne seized Kent Island, and almost simultane-
ously the Parliamentary party in Maryland drove
Leonard Calvert from the colony. When the com-
monwealth was established in England under Crom-
well, commissioners, one of whom was Claiborne,
were appointed to subjugate Maryland and Virginia.
In 1652 Virginia yielded to the commonwealth,
whereupon the commissioners proceeded to Mary-
land and secured its submission, and ignored the
rights of the Proprietor. No reference whatever
was made to Kent Island. Claiborne returned to
Virginia, and did not interfere with the affairs of
Kent Island. The Virginians doubtless planned to
secure Kent Island for Claiborne; for when Lord
Baltimore petitioned to the Council of State in Eng-
land to restore his rights, the Virginians sent a del-
egation urging that Maryland should not be re-
turned to Lord Baltimore. Among the reasons
given was that the Maryland charter was an in-
fringement of the rights of the colony of Virginia;
and that it comprehended only unsettled land,
whereas Kent Island had been settled under the
Virginian government before the name of Maryland
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had been heard of. But in spite of the opposition
of Virginia, Lord Baltimore’s proprietary rights
were recognized in 1657, and Virginia’s hope of se-
curing any control over Maryland or even over Kent
Island by its restoral to William Claiborne was at
an end.

During the colonial days, Maryland and Virginia
had some difficulties over their boundary lines.
Commissioners were appointed to locate Watkins
Point as early as 1659, and in 1670 the southern
boundary was run by Calvert of Maryland and
Scarborough of Virginia. Disputes in the later
colonial period arose as to the western boundary and
were never settled till, in 1852, the Maryland As-
sembly conceded Virginia’s claim.

Virginians and Marylanders were brought into
close relation in dealing with the Susquehannock In-
dians. With these the Marylanders had come into
friendly relations in 1634 and a treaty was made
with them by Leonard Calvert. This treaty was
broken and again renewed, so that generally speak-
ing the relations were friendly. In 1675, however,
the Five Nations had nearly annihilated the Susque-
hannocks, who went southward and gave great
trouble to the settlers on both sides of the Potomac.
Some Marylanders under Major Thomas Truman,
assisted by Col. John Washington with some Virgin-
ians, went against the Susquehannocks and attacked
them on the Maryland side in an old blockhouse. A
conference was held with the Susquehannocks, who
denied that they were the guilty parties, but the en-
voys were clearly proven to have lied and Major
Truman caused them to be put to death. The
Major was impeached by the Maryland Assembly
and for his breach of faith removed from his seat
in the council. Truman’s action infuriated the In-
dians and they joined with other Indians in Vir-
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ginia, making raids, in one of which an overseer of
Nathaniel Bacon in Virginia was killed, and out of it
grew Bacon’s Rebellion.

In 1743 Maryland and Virginia had disputes with
the Five Nations, and a conference was held that
year at Lancaster, Pa., presided over by Governor
Thomas, of Pennsylvania. The Marylanders
claimed that all the lands which they held they had
bought from the Susquehannocks. The Virginians
claimed that the Five Nations had no claims what-
ever against them, but the matter was settled by
Maryland paying £100 in gold and Virginia paying
£200 in goods and £200 or £300 in gold in satisfac-
tion of all claims of the Five Nations. Thus were
Virginia and Maryland brought into close relation
by the Indian matters. In this connection it is in-
teresting to note that Spotswood and others on ac-
count of the difficulties with Indians in all parts of
America freely discussed colonial union for settling
Indian matters.

The Carolinas the Second Step in the Dismemberment of
Virginia.

A second dismantling of Virginia took place when
in 1663 Charles II. granted Carolina to eight pro-
prietors. This grant included all lands lying be-
tween 36 and 31 degrees of latitude (two years later
fixed at 36° 30’ and 29°), running from sea to sea. If,
therefore, took from Virginia the strip lying between
36° 30’ and 34° of latitude. Sir Robert Heath
had received in 1629 a grant to practically the
same land which was called Carolina, though he
made no attempt to settle it. However, the northern
part had been settled before 1663 by immigrants
from Virginia. About 1653 a small band of immi-
grants from Virginia settled in the region along
Albemarle Sound and River, and others were en-
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couraged by the laws of Virginia to go there. When
the proprietary grant of 1663 was made, Governor
Berkeley of Virginia was one of the proprietors.
Some New Englanders about 1660 settled on Cape
Fear River, but they were soon absorbed by the Al-
bemarle settlement. In 1670 a settlement was made
on the Ashley River from which South Carolina de-
veloped.

Colonial Relations of Virginia and the Carolinas.

The first governor of the Northern, or Albemarle
colony, was William Drummond, of Virginia, ap-
pointed by Governor Berkeley. There was much
effort made against the will of the Virginians to get
settlers from Virginia, and we hear of serious com-
plaint because North Carolina would not allow debts
to be collected against those persons who had emi-
grated there. The liberties allowed in North Caro-
lina are well illustrated by Byrd’s account that in
fixing the dividing line between Virginia and North
Carolina the frontiersmen were glad to be thrown
on the North Carolina side because they belonged
chiefly to the debtor or runaway indented servant
class. Noteworthy is the fact that one of the acts
of the legislative assembly established in the Albe-
marle colony was to exempt all new settlers from
taxes for one year, and to allow only permanent set-
tlers in the colony to trade with the Indians. These
laws were, of course, very obnoxious to Virginians,
who spoke of the Albemarle colony as a ‘‘rogue’s
harbor.’’ An important act of the NorthCarolina leg-
islature also was that no settler should for the space
of five years be sued for any debts contracted out of
the colony. North Carolina also imposed a tax on
Virginia traders in that colony, while Virginia
taxed tobacco imported from North Carolina on the
grounds that it was an inferior article and that if it
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were admitted it would break up Virginia’s inspec-
tion system. The English Lords of Trade declared
Virginia’s act invalid.

Virginia’s interference in the affairs of North
Carolina is shown by Governor Berkeley’s causing
one Miller to be arrested in North Carolina for
making a seditious speech and to be carried to Vir-
ginia and tried. He was acquitted, however; went
to England and was returned to North Carolina as
secretary and king’s commissioner of customs. Vir-
ginia again showed an inclination to meddle when
Chicheley prepared to furnish troops to Governor
Eastchurch to eject Culpepper, who had deposed
Miller. Fortunately Virginia troops were never ac-
tually carried to North Carolina, for Eastchurch
died in the meantime. In 1704 one Thomas Cary
was acting governor of Albemarle and tried to en-
force the test oaths in Carolina, but the Quakers re-
fused to take them. After some years of turmoil he
was removed and Edward Hyde was made governor.
Cary made strenuous efforts to secure the election of
his friends to the Assembly, and, failing in this, he
claimed that the election was illegal and set up a
rival government. Thereupon, Hyde appealed to
Virginia for help. A force was sent by Spotswood
which drove Cary into the wilderness, and soon after
he was captured in Virginia and sent to England,
where he was tried for treason, but acquitted.

In 1711 the Indians in the Carolinas rose and mur-
dered a great number of the whites. On the appeal
of the North Carolinians forces from South Carolina
were promptly sent, but the Virginia troops only
went to the North Carolina border. However,
Spotswood secured the release of some of the North
Carolinians from the hands of the Indians, and he
would have sent troops into the colony had not the
Virginia Assembly refused to vote the necessary
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funds. His efforts, however, prevented the upris-
ing of the Indians in the northern and western part
of the colony. After several years of war, the Tus-
caroras migrated to New York and peace was re-
stored. The affair could have been handled more
satisfactorily had there been an agreement among
the colonies for defense against Indian uprisings.

Ever since the planting of the Albemarle colony,
disputes had existed between Virginia and North
Carolina as to the actual line of division and it was
almost impossible to regulate affairs on the frontier,
The situation became so bad as to the enforcement of
the laws that in 1709 commissioners were appointed
by both North Carolina and Virginia to run the
boundary line. Nothing was done by these commis-
sioners, as the representatives of North Carolina
were unwilling to abide by the survey of the inac-
curate instruments of the Virginia surveyors. 1In
the territory in dispute taxes could not be collected
by either colony and the king’s quit rents were un-
paid, so in 1728 George II. ordered that the dividing
line should be run. North Carolina and Virginia
thereupon appointed commissioners and the line was
run as far as the mountains. One of the Virginia
commissioners was William Byrd, whose History of
the Dividing Line is a most interesting account of
his observations in North Carolina, but is undoubt-
edly overdrawn.

The relations between Virginia and South Carolina
were meagre. When the first colony was planted
near Charleston, it had instructions to procure cattle
for Virginia. Governor Johnson’s report of 1708
shows that South Carolina received some of its
European commodities by trade with Virginia. In
1715 the Yamassee Indians of South Carolina rose
against the English and the colony solicited Vir-
ginia’s assistance. Arthur Middleton was dis-
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patched to Virginia and secured from Governor
Spotswood 150 troops, but on terms not pleasing to
South Carolina. It was agreed that South Carolina
should pay the transportation of the troops both
ways, pay an old debt which she owed Virginia, and
pay each soldier £4 per month while in service in
South Carolina. The Carolinians were unable to
meet these obligations and sent the Virginia troops
home, but Spotswood complained to the Lords of
Trade of this liability of South Carolina.

Colonial Relations of North Carolina and South Carolina.

The relations between North and South Carolina
were far from being friendly, though until 1719 they
were united under one proprietary. The northern
colony wished its own distinct government, while the
southern desired the same privilege. An effort was
made to keep both of the colonies together under
the fundamental constitutions of John Locke. This
document was too feudal in its plan and was a dismal
failure. At times the two colonies were under the
same governor and again separated, but in nearly
all cases there were separate deputy governors, and
each colony had a separate legislative assembly. To
South Carolina in the early days of the colony came
settlers from the Bahamas and the Barbadoes, and
later came French Huguenots and Scotch Presby-
terians.

To the aid of North Carolina against the Indians,
South Carolina sent, in 1711, a force of whites and
friendly Indians numbering about 500 under Colonel
Barnwell, and voted £4,000 to pay the expenses. The
Tuscaroras were defeated by these troops and the
North Carolina Assembly passed a special vote of
thanks. Again in 1713, a force of 840 was sent under
Colonel Moore to aid the North Carolinians.
Through Colonel Moore’s efforts (in one battle he
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killed several hundred Indians and made 800 pris-
oners) the Tuscaroras were forced to migrate to
New York.

On the opening of the Yamassee War, North Caro-
lina in return sent to South Carolina a force of 140,
and aided the South Carolinians in driving the Yam-
assees into Florida and the mountains to the west.
The South Carolina Assembly passed a special vote
of thanks for the assistance furnished by North Caro-
lina.

After North Carolina and South Carolina became
each a royal province, the question of the boundary
between the two had to be settled. The Board of
Trade gave instructions that the boundary line
should begin thirty miles to the southwest of the
mouth of the Cape Fear River, and keeping the same
distance from the river should run in a northwestern
direction. Governor Burrington, of North Carolina,
objected to this arrangement and got some additional
instructions from England of which the South Caro-
linians were not informed, by which the Waccamaw
River became the northern boundary of South Caro-
lina. It was a long time before the South Carolin-
ians would give up their claim, and residents in the
disputed territory refused to pay the quit rents.

Relation of South Carolina to Florida.

The charter granted to the Carolina proprietors
included some of the territory claimed by the Span-
iards in Florida. In 1671, almost before the English
had settled down in southern Carolina, a Spanish
vessel from Florida was dispatched against the set-
tlement, but finding the English more strongly in-
trenched than was anticipated, it returned to Flor-
ida. In 1686 the Spaniards suddenly invaded South
Carolina, sacked the home of the governor and de-
stroyed the town of Port Royal. Thereupon, the col-
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onists appealed to the Lords Proprietors, but not
waiting for any answer, they determined to invade
Florida at once. Everything was ready for the in.
vasion when James Colleton arrived as governor,
and threatened to hang any of the colonists who per-
sisted in the effort to invade Florida. The plan was
therefore reluctantly abandoned. The Proprietors
ruled that the colonists could repel an invasion, but
not undertake any retaliatory measures. This
caused great dissatisfaction with the government of
the Proprietors: In 1706 the Spaniards and French
combined invaded South Carolina, but Sir Nathaniel
Johnson was ready to receive them. They sailed
into Charleston Harbor, but on landing were quickly.
driven back to their ships, and, in a few days, sailed
away. An attempt was made to land in Sewee Bay,
but about 230 of the invaders were captured and
taken to Charleston. At the end of the Yamassee
‘War, the Spaniards in Florida harbored the Indians
and encouraged them in their raids. In fact, the
planting of Beaufort in territory claimed as a part
of Florida brought on the Yamasse War. The
question of the boundary between Florida and the
Carolinas was taken up by the Spanish ambassadon
at the English Court, and as a result commissioners
were appointed from Florida and South Carolina to
settle the matter. The Carolinas claimed that felons
and runaways were harbored in Florida. Nothing
was accomplished, but shortly after (1726) the Caro-
lina fort on the Altamaha was destroyed, and the
Spaniards were supposed to have done it. The Pro-
prietors, however, took no notice of the affair, which
greatly enraged the South Carolinians, especially
since the Indians continued their depredations, urged
on by the Spaniards. A force was raised, sent
against the Indians in Florida and actually marched
to the gates of St. Augustine. Shortly after this,
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South Carolina became a royal province, and the
southern part of it was granted to Oglethorpe and
his associates.

" Georgia and Its Colonial Relations.

The last of the Southern colonies to be established
was (feorgia, chartered in 1732. This encroached on
South Carolina’s territory, that part lying between
the Savannah and Altamaha rivers and running due
west from the head waters of each. In spite of this
dismemberment of South Carolina, no sooner had the
settlers arrived in the new world than they were re-
ceived cordially by the South Carolinians, who en-
tertained them hospitably at Charleston and Port
Royal. However, thirty years later, South Carolina
attempted to oceupy that part of its old territory
south of the Altamaha River, whereupon Georgia
complained, and George III. granted to Georgia all
lands south of the Altamaha River claimed by the
English.

The Georgia settlement, in addition to being a
haven for debtors, was to be a barrier against the
Spanish power of Florida. Oglethorpe found that
he would have great trouble with the Indians and
with the Spaniards, and he thereupon went upon a
visit to South Carolina and informed the Assembly
of the dread of a Spanish invasion. Soon Georgia
was invaded, but the plans of the Spaniards were
frustrated.

The Carolinians did not aid Oglethorpe at this
time, for difficulties arose between Georgia and South
Carolina as to the trade of certain South Carolinians
in Georgia territory. Oglethorpe had forbidden
anyone to trade in Georgia without his license. The
South Carolina traders, pursuing their policy, how-
ever, Oglethorpe caused some of their small vessels

to be stopped at Savannah and had seized some casks
Yol. 4—2,
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of rum which they were carrying to the Indians.
Some of the traders were put into prison. The mat-
ter was brought to the attention of the Assembly of
South Carolina, and a committee went to Georgia
and received some restitution for the goods de-
stroyed. Still Oglethorpe would not abandon his
right to control trade within the borders of Georgia.
On the other hand, the settlers of the Carolinas re-
fused to give up the trade and this caused much frie-
tion. The matter was submitted to the Board of
Trade, for South Carolina had gone so far as to en-
courage the traders and to indemnify them for all the
losses suffered at the hands of the Georgia govern-
ment. The matter was really not settled, for the
final judgment given by the Privy Council, to whom
the matter was referred by the Board of Trade, was
that the river should be kept open to traders, but
that the Trustees of Georgia were to be commended
for excluding rum from the colony. When finally
(eorgia allowed rum to be imported and sold in the
colony, the trouble was not so great. Great discon-
tent prevailed at Savannah because of Oglethorpe’s
management, and among the causes was the fact that
slavery was prohibited in Georgia. The outcome of it
was that a number of settlers withdrew from the col-
ony and went to South Carolina to live. After a few
years during which some efforts were made by the
South Carolinians to introduce slavery, the law pro-
hibiting the purchasing of negro slaves was repealed
(1749) and Georgia became a slave colony. The great
preacher, Whitfield, had advocated slavery and prob-
ably had as much to do with its introduction into the
colony as any other one man. Beginning with 1750,
the date of the introduction of slavery, a great num-
ber of South Carolinians migrated to Georgia and
the population of that colony grew rapidly from then
until the Revolution.



COLONTAL POLITICS. 19

Georgia took the place of South Carolina in opposi-
tion to Florida. In 1739 England and Spain were at
war. General Oglethorpe prepared to invade Flor-
ida. He appealed to South Carolina for aid, and
that colony, though not at this time very friendly to
(Georgia on account of Oglethorpe’s freatment of the
traders, rendered assistance, due probably to the fact
that the British government had appointed Ogle-
thorpe commander-in-chief of the forces of South
Carolina as well as Georgia to be raised for the war.
Oglethorpe secured one regiment in England and
1,000 Indians (against the wishes of South Carolina).
South Carolina voted a regiment of 600, and £12,000
to pay the expenses. St. Aungustine was besieged,
but Oglethorpe delayed in the attack so long that all
the South Carolinians determined to go home. But
being persuaded, they remained, though Oglethorpe
seemed lost to know how to act. His Fabian policy
was ruinous, and the Spaniards became so strong,
and his own forces so disorganized, that he was com-
pelled to give up the invasion.

In 1742 the Spaniards invaded Georgia, but were
driven out of the colony with great loss, though it
looked at one time as if the failure of the Georgia
Trustees to give eordial support and the reluctance
of South Carolina to aid, would be the destruction of
Georgia. Mismanagement on the part of the Trus-
tees with reference to Florida and the prohibiting by
them of slavery finally caused Georgia to pass into
the hands of the king, and in 1752 it became a royal
province just as were the other Southern colonies
except Maryland.

Conclusion.
The inter-colonial relations of the Southern col-
onies clearly indicate that the British government in
its management of its American colonies was not
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aware of the conditions prevailing in the new world.
The vacillation of England in settling questions that
arose between the colonies and her unwillingness to
support the Southern colonies in their aggressive
movements against the Spaniards produced a feeling
of unrest in the colonies not at all favorable to the
English government. This feeling was intensified
by other conditions which will be treated in the next
chapter.
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CuaptER I1.

THE SOUTH IN ENGLISH POLITICS, 1607-1763.

Politics of the London Company.

NTER-COLONTAL relations are interest-
ing, but of deeper interest and of greater im-
portance to the country at large were the
relations between the Southern colonies and
the mother country in the colonial period. As stated
in Chapter 1., the Virginia settlement was made by
a commercial company for commercial purposes, but
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the London Company was more, for it became an or-
ganization in which there were parties just as pro-
nounced as in the English House of Commons. King
James’ efforts to rule by royal prerogative were not
as freely discussed in Parliament as in the meetings
of the London Company. The party of opposition
to the king finally controlled the London Company
and the rule of Southampton and Edwin Sandys was
a part of the movement to reform the English gov-
ernment. It was Sandys himself who had drawn
the charter of 1609 which greatly reduced the power
of the king in the government of Virginia. The first
General Assembly of Virginia was too liberal for the
king, who feared a blow at his absolutism. Count
Gondomar, the Spanish ambassador to England, in-
formed King James that the politicians in the Lon-
don Company were planning greater things than the
raising of tobacco in Virginia and that the meetings
of the Company would prove a seminary for a sedi-
tious Parliament.

Desiring to control the London Company, James
first tried to remove Sir Edwin Sandys from power.
He succeeded in this in name only, for the Earl of
Southampton, who was made treasurer in Sandys’s
stead, was a staunch liberal and strong friend of Sir
Edwin. When the company fried in 1621 to secure
from Parliament a new charter, James at once took
steps to prevent it. This with many other reasons
caused him to prorogue Parliament. During the re-
cess, Southampton, Sandys and Selden were ar-
rested—in violation of the privileges of Parliament.
In the meantime, the Virginia court of the London
Company delivered to Francis Wyatt the first consti-
tution of Virginia fully establishing representative
government in that colony. The following year,
James tried to force the company to elect one of sev-
eral London merchants nominated by him as treas-
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urer of the Company, but to his chagrin, the Earl of
Southampton was selected, receiving 117 votes while
the king’s candidates received only twenty votes in
all. The liberal party, headed by Sandys and South-
ampton, contended that James was ready to sur-
render many of the American interests into the
hands of the Spaniards and that they were therefore
compelled to ignore his wishes.

When news reached England of the Indian mas-
sacre in Virginia (1622), the liberals lost ground and
the king took steps toward annulling the charter of
the Virginia Company. A special commissioner was
appointed to visit Virginia and to report on the
state of affairs. The report was unfavorable, and
the Royal Commission in England, regardless of the
London Company and the General Assembly of Vir-
ginia, made a report in favor of the annulling of the
charter and the resuming of the government by the
king himself. By Quo Warranto proceedings in the
court of the King’s Bench before Chief Justice Ley,
the charter was annulled on June 26, 1624. Thus the
king got rid of one of the bulwarks of English lib-
erty.

£ Liberalism in Virginia.

Virginia would probably have lost its representa-
tive government but for the timely death of James.
Charles 1. was friendly to Sir Edwin Sandys and
Nicholas Ferrar and asked them for their opinion
concerning the best form of government for Vir-
ginia. While Charles refused their request to re-
store the old charter of the company, he allowed Sir
Francis Wyatt, who had remained governor during
all this period, to continue to call the General As-
sembly in Virginia. After many petitions, memo-
rials, letters, and even messengers from the colony of
Virginia, the king decided that the House of Bur-
gesses should remain as established by the London
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Company. Thus was one of the great influences for
democracy allowed to exist.

In 1637 Virginia’s independent spirit was shown
when, on account of Governor Harvey’s friendly at-
titude to Lord Baltimore and other causes displaying
his lack of sympathy with the colonists, the Virgin-
ians deposed him as governor and sent him home to
England, electing Captain West, a member of the
council, to rule in his stead. Charles, of course, felt
that this was too high-handed and ordered the Vir-
ginians to receive Harvey back. Captain West and
others were sent prisoners to England to answer
some charges before the Star Chamber. This action
of Virginia in deposing Harvey was indicative of the
spirit of the liberal party of England, soon to be seen
in the rebellion against Charles. Moreover,the trans-
porting of certain men to England to be prosecuted
is one of those early cases against which the colonies
strenuously objected. The claim of this right was
one of the indirect caunses of the American Revolu-
tion. It is interesting to recall also that it was rec-
ommended at this time that the General Assembly of
Virginia should be abolished, but the influence of
Sandys and the Ferrars prevented Charles from
going quite so far. In fact, Charles soon afterwards
relented to the extent of removing Harvey, appoint-
ing as governor Sir Francis Wyatt, who had previ-
ously been so satisfactory to the Virginians. One of
his first acts on arriving in the colony was the calling
of an assembly.

At one time it seemed that the Virginians were
anxious for the old charter to be restored. A peti-
tion was presented to Parliament asking for the res-
toration of the old charter; but on the appointment
of Sir William Berkeley as governor to supersede
Wyatt, a declaration was sent to England asking
that Parliament should not renew the Virginia
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charter. On the opening of the Civil War in Eng-
land, Parliament established a commission for the
governing of the plantations in America. As a mat-
ter of fact, however, on account of the war, the af-
fairs of the Virginia colony were not interfered with
until the commonwealth was established in England,
the government of Virginia remaining in the hands
of Sir William Berkeley. Bennett, Claiborne and
three others came to Virginia in 1652, as commis-
sioners of Parliament, and entered into an agree-
ment with the Virginia Assembly. This agreement
was practically a treaty between the mother country
and its colony, granting to Virginia all her former
liberties, privileges and ancient limits. Virginia
was also allowed free trade and exemption from tax-
ation save by her own Assembly. Berkeley quietly
retired from the governorship and the Virginia As-
sembly was allowed to elect its own governors, Rich-
ard Bennett being the first chosen. With the resto-
ration of Charles II., Virginia again passed into the
hands of the king as a royal province, and Sir Wil-
liam Berkeley was made governor. Now began a
course of government far from liberal, and looking to
the restriction of the rights of the Virginians.

England’s Governmental Policy Causes Rebellions
in the South.

With the restoration of Charles II. there came in
England a reactionary policy which was reflected in
the American colonies. Some of the New England
colonies suffered by it, while the others profited.
Out of this movement resulted the effort to unite all
of New England into a royal province under Sir Ed-
mund Andros as governor. This was defeated by
the English revolution of 1688.

In the meantime, there had been a number of re-
bellions and disturbances in the Southern colonies
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due to England’s colonial policy. The Navigation
Acts (of which we shall speak in detail later) caused
much dissatisfaction, while the governors by their
oppression and efforts to restrict the liberties of the
people made the government almost unbearable. In
Virginia, Sir William Berkeley, on the restoration
of Charles, began to rule with an iron hand. Instead
of calling an Assembly yearly, he kept one Assembly
in power for sixteen years (1660 to 1676) because it -
was friendly to him; so the people had no opportu-
nity to express their will at the polls. Moreover, in
contemplation of a probable summons for a new elec-
tion of burgesses, the right of suffrage under Berke-
ley’s influence was restricted in 1670 to ‘‘freeholders
and housekeepers who only are answerable to the
publique for the levies.”” Against the restrictions
on trade and this autocratic government only some
_definite popular cause was needed to produce a re-
bellion. This came when the Indians along the Po-
tomac and the head of tidewater began their raids in
1675. Nathaniel Bacon, Jr., a young English gentle-
man of culture, demanded a commission to go
against the Indians. Berkeley declined to grant the
commission, but later called for the election of a new
Assembly, to which Bacon was elected a member.
But before this Bacon had marched against the In-
dians without a commission, so when he reached
Jamestown as a member of the Assembly he was ar-
rested. A compromise was effected whereby Bacon
was released, but there was much bickering between
the governor and the Assembly as to Indian affairs.
‘While the governor was interested in the fur trade
with the Indians, this fact doubtless was not the
cause of his refusing a commission against the In-
dians, but rather the fear that the Virginians once
in arms might depose him as they had Governor
Harvey. Bacon fled from Jamestown, and, return-
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ing with an armed force, secured a commission.
Hardly had Bacon started for the forests with about
a thousand men, before Berkeley proclaimed him a
rebel and traitor and collected an army of 1,200 men
to seize him. Having overcome the Indians, Bacon
captured Jamestown and burned the place. Shortly
after this, Bacon died in Gloucester county, and the
rebellion was at an end. The spirit of Virginia in
opposition to an oppressive royal governor was
checked by the failure of Bacon’s rebellion, but not
destroyed.

Lord Culpepper tried to govern the Virginia As-
sembly entirely in the interest of the king and Eng-
lish merchants. The navigation laws in requiring
all tobacco to be shipped to England worked a hard-
ship. By the fall of 1680 there was a surplus of to-
bacco large enough to supply the London market for
two years. The Assembly proposed a cessation of
the planting of tobacco for 1681, but since it wounld
interfere with the king’s revenue, Culpepper vetoed
it. The price of tobacco fell, so in the spring of
1682, a meeting of the Assembly was called on the
petition of several counties. The Assembly ad-
journed without taking any action, whereupon the
people organized into bands, and passing from one
plantation to another, destroyed the growing crops.
In Gloucester county alone, the crops on more than
200 plantations were destroyed, aggregating some
10,000 hogsheads of tobacco. Governor Culpepper
had to call out the militia to supress the insurrection,
and three of the leaders were hanged.

‘While Virginia was having its internal dissen-
sions, Maryland was also suffering from bad gov-
ernment. There had always been opposition to Lord
Baltimore’s authority, and in 1660, when the resto-
ration took place in England, Governor Fendall, en-
couraged by the Assembly, tried to establish a free
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palatinate. This action was probably due to the Pro-
prietor’s request (not granted till 1671) that he
should be granted two shillings export duty on every
hogshead of tobacco shipped to England, and ten
shillings on every hogshead shipped elsewhere.
There were constant disputes in Maryland between
the governors who represented the Proprietor and
the Burgesses representing the people, and these
disputes were usually settled by the Proprietor con-
trary to the interest of the people.

All the sheriffs were appointed by the governor,
and consequently the people had very little voice in
their government. In 1670, just as in Virginia, suf-
frage was restricted to property holders. The same
conditions, therefore, practically prevailed in Mary-
land in 1676 as in Virginia. In this year, two gentle-
men, Davis and Pate, circulated a paper setting
forth many grievances, and raised a force to over-
throw the government. The report of Bacon’s death
and the end of his rebellion in Virginia caused the
Maryland uprising to collapse, and Davis and Pate
were put to death. This did not end the troubles in
Maryland. The people felt aggrieved because the
Proprietor’s desire was to get rich out of Maryland,
and the king’s officials even complained that the Pro-
prietor’s government interfered with the collection
of the custom-duties under the Navigation Acts.
Moreover, the Protestant party was bitter towards
the Catholics, and a remarkable Protestant pamphlet
entitled ‘‘Complaint from Heaven,’’ etec., was circu-
lated, urging relief from the Proprietor’s govern-
ment. The ‘“bloodless revolution’’ of England gave
the opportunity, and James Coode seized the govern-
ment with 700 men in arms, and proclaimed William
and Mary. A petition was sent to the king urging
him to take the government into his own hands. He
approved the action of the overthrow of the proprie-

e St o e
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tary, issued a scire facias against the Maryland
charter and sent over a royal governor. Thus was
the Maryland proprietary overthrown. But it was
again restored in 1715, the then Lord Baltimore
being a Protestant. Maryland had thriven, however,
as a royal province, its population being more than
doubled in that period.

In North Carolina where tobacco was not raised
to any great extent, the Navigation Acts worked
great havoc even in the early days, for the coastwise
trade was seriously embarrassed, and it was difficult
for the North Carolinians to exchange their cattle
and lumber for molasses, sugar and rum from the
West Indies.

By 1676, the Carolinas were ready to revolt. In
1677, a Yankee schooner brought a cargo of molasses
into Albemarle. John Culpepper, surveyor-gen-
eral of Carolina, resisted the enforcement of the
Navigation laws, and when the acting-Governor Mil-
ler tried to collect duties for a cargo of tobacco taken
by the same schooner the year before, and tried to
make some arrests of certain North Carolina smug-
glers then aboard, among them George Durant, Cul-
pepper seized the governor and council and locked
them up. His party then took possession of the pub-
lic records, appointed Culpepper governor and seized
3,000 pounds of custom revenues. For two years
Culpepper ruled North Carolina, but fearing trouble
from Virginia, he went to England to persuade the
Lords Proprietors to grant him control of the gov-
ernment which he had already usurped. He prob-
ably would have succeeded but for the fact that he
had taken 3,000 pounds of the king’s revenue. This
was only one of the many uprisings of North Caro-
lina constantly in rebellion against the Proprietors.

In South Carolina from 1683 to 1690 there was
practically a period of no government, due to the
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constant change of governors on the part of the Pro-
prietors. The Fundamental Constitution of Locke
was the main cause of trouble. The question of a
state church, the granting of lands, the requirement
that quit rents should be paid in coin, and the de-
mand that all of the people’s representatives should
subscribe to the constitution increased their troubles.
The appointment of a custom officer for South Caro-
lina caused a strong protest from the colony. Fi-
nally, in 1689, Governor Colleton was instructed not
to call any more parliaments, and as the acts ran for
twenty-three months, by 1690 there was not a statute
law in force in South Carolina. Governor Colleton
in this state of anarchy declared martial law. At
this time there arrived at Charleston one of the Pro-
prietors, Seth Sothel, just banished from North Car-
olina, who led the people in the overthrow of Col-
leton’s government. He was backed by 500 of the
best settlers, and called a parliament. Sothel was
removed by the Proprietors, and Philip Ludwell ap-
pointed as governor. Under the new government,
order was restored only by the Proprietors finally
abandoning Locke’s Fundamental Constitution and
extending the rights of suffrage.

Other rebellions and riots might be noted in the
Southern colonies, but these will suffice to show that
the Southern colonies during the Seventeenth cen-
tury were ready to assert their rights and were
ready to fight for them. Here were the germs to
develop into a revolution for freedom and liberty of
conscience and government.

The Navigation Laws an Obnoxious Feature of England’s
Colonial Policy.

More than to any other cause the English colonial
system had its origin in economic conditions. Natu-
rally England would wish to control the trade of the
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colonies which grew from such causes. Tobacco, the
first commodity to be shipped from the colonies, was
taxed by the tonnage and poundage grant to King
James in 1604 at the rate of two pence a pound, but
James raised it to six shillings and eight pence to
sheck its importation. The Virginia Company, how-
ever, by its charter was exempt from duty for seven
years, and after that time exempt for import duties
in excess of the usual customary subsidy of 5 per
cent., which at this time amounted to six pence a
pound. This meant a loss of revenue for King
James. As a matter of fact, twelve pence was col-
lected after 1619 on Virginia tobacco, and on peti-
tion of the Virginia Company this overcharge was
forbidden by the Privy Council. A bargain was
finally made with the king whereby no more tobacco
was to be grown in England, but the Virginia Com-
pany had to pay an import duty of one shilling.
James granted to two men the sole right of importing
all tobacco into England. This system of granting
monopolies was one of the worst features of Eng-
land’s colonial policy. In 1625 Charles I. excluded
from England all tobacco except from the English
colonies, but later Charles proposed, to the chagrin
of the Virginians, that no colonial tobacco could be
imported without special license, and wrote the Vir-
ginians to raise other commodities. Tobacco soon
fell in price. Charles finally took the whole tobacco
trade into his own hands; then the situation grew
worse in Virginia and Maryland, and they urged a
reduction of duties which was partially granted.

The desire to regulate the exports from the col-
onies was a cause of great annoyance to the colonies,
and when the London Company tried to ship from
Virginia to foreign countries, Holland especially, the
Privy Council in 1621 forbade it.

This policy was followed by the exclusion of all
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foreign countries from carrying goods into the col-
onies; but Dutch ships constantly brought products
and took away others in exchange. The restriction
on colonial trade in the reigns of James and Charles
I. was adopted by Cromwell, an act being passed in
1650 to exclude all foreign ships from the colonies.
This was followed in 1651 by an act forbidding the’
importation of products from America or any Brit-
ish colonies save in British vessels. It was against
this act of 1651 that Virginia protected itself in mak-
ing its treaty with the commissioners of the common-
wealth in 1652. Another Navigation Act was passed
in 1660 and reaffirmed in 1661, restricting trade be-
tween England and her colonies to English-built ves-
sels. In 1663 another Navigation Act was passed,
the object of which was to force all trade not only to
be carried in English vessels, but to be carried to
English ports, thus benefiting English merchants.
It is true that the Act of 1660 had required certain
things to be carried into England before they could
be shipped to other points, but many things not
enumerated were allowed to be shipped to many
parts of the world without first going to
England. Still Virginia and Maryland vio-
lated these Acts with reference to the restriction on
the tobacco trade, but a third Navigation Act,
passed in 1672, prevented the illegal trade in tobacco
between any of the American colonies and the con-
tinent of Europe. At the same time, provisions were
made that the ships should be bonded not only for the
tobacco, but for other specified goods, such as cot-
ton-wool, sugar, ete. In the event that vessels sailed
from any American port to some other port than
England, a special duty should be placed upon the
articles. On tobacco, for example, one penny a
pound; on sugar, five shillings per hundredweight,
ete.
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The disorganization produced in the colonies by
the Revolution of 1688 resulted in many violations of
the navigation laws by the American colonies, and a
new act was, therefore, passed in 1696, providing for
the enforcement of the registry of all English-built
vessels. Thus the Seventeenth century came to an
end with a very determined effort on the part of Eng-
land to force the trade of English colonies through
channels beneficial to English merchants. These laws
fell more heavily upon the Southern colonies than
they did upon the Northern colonies, for the North-
ern colonies owned a number of ships which could be
registered as English-built vessels, while the South-
ern colonies owned few ships. The outcome was that
the South was forced to trade altogether with IEng-
land. Even before 1688, there were a number of
cases of offense, so much so that Maryland in 1680
was warned by the English Council of Foreign Plan-
tations that further violation of the Navigation Acts
would lead to the forfeiture of its charter. The re-
striction caused tobacco to decrease in value, and the
Virginia Assembly in touch with Maryland proposed
to restrict the growth of tobacco in order to increase
its price, but no real agreement was ever consum-
mated. Offensive to England was the fact that
many New England vessels carried on a coastwise
trade in opposition to the requirement that goods
should be carried to England from its port of ship-
ment. This was especially noticeable in North Caro-
lina where, in spite of the instructions of the proprie-
taries, the trade regulations were openly disre-
garded,

The first collector of the king’s revenue under
these navigation laws was sent to Charleston in 1685.
The Carolinas disregarded this collector, Mr. Mus-
champ, and traded as they pleased. The Lord Pro-
prietors were greatly disturbed over this, fearing
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that James II. would for this reason repeal their
charter. The continued violation of the Navigation
Acts in all parts of America caused Edward Ran-
dolph, collector of the king’s customs in America, to
recommend a repeal of all of the charters of the
proprietary governments, suggesting that South
Carolina should be made a royal province; that
North Carolina should be annexed to Virginia, and
Delaware to Maryland. It was his agitation of the
subject that really caused the passage of the Naviga-
tion Act of 1696, an interesting feature of which was
a requirement that no Proprietor should appoint a
governor in his province not approved by the king.
More than likely Randolph saw that resistance to
the Navigation Acts would eventually end in inde-
pendence, and it was on his recommendation that the
Lords of Trade of England directed the establish-
ment of a Court of Admiralty for each of the Ameri-
can colonies and the appointment of three attorneys-
general to look after the enforcement of the laws. -
The Navigation Acts bore heavily upon the sugar
trade, and were so often violated that a number of
laws, usually known as the Molasses Acts, were
passed to regulate the trade in molasses, sugar and
rum. Since 1717 the French West Indies were be-
ginning to displace the sugar of the British West In-
dies, so in 1733, it was enacted that a tax should be
placed upon all rum imported into Great Britain not
secured in English colonies of nine pence per gallon
and upon all sugars of five shillings per hundred-
weight, while none of the English West Indies should
ship sugar save to Great Britain. This act tended to
prevent New England’s coastwise trade in exchange
for sugar, rum and molasses. Without further dis-
cussion of the Navigation Acts, it is sufficient to say
that from 1651 to 1764 Parliament passed twenty-
five acts regulating traffic between England and her
Val. 43, 3
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colonies. All of these acts were in favor of English
merchants and increased the cost of articles in the
colonies. They prevented New England’s vessels
from trading freely, making it difficult for South
Carolina and North Carolina to secure the products
they desired, and forced Maryland and Virginia to
ship their tobacco entirely to the London markets
and to receive in exchange English goods at dear
prices.

Colonies Looked Askance at Parliamentary Action.

The Navigation Acts made the colonists afraid of
the laws of Parliament. Even the post-office act of
1710 was obnoxious, though post deliveries were ar-
ranged extending from Boston to Philadelphia, and
by Spotswdod on to Williamsburg. In writing to the
Board of Trade in 1718, Spotswood said:

“Some time last fall the postmaster-general of England having
thought himself obliged to endeavor the settling a course through Vir-
ginia and Maryland, gave out commissions for that purpose, and a post
was accordingly established once a fortnight from Williamsburg to
Philadelphia. No sooner was this noised about than a great clamor was
raised against it. The people were made to believe that the Parliament
could not levy any tax (for so they called the rates of postage) here with-
out the consent of the General Assembly.”

The Virginians were indeed careful about their
rights to tax themselves and to fix their own rates.

English Attitude Towards Slavery.

The question of the regulation of slavery by Eng-
land was not altogether satisfactory to the South.
In 1750 slavery existed legally in all the English
colonies. About 1750 the total population of the
South was about 630,000, of whom about 248,000 were
slaves. The per cent. of slaves was not great in New
England, not over 5 per cent. of the population, while
none of the Southern colonies had less than 20 per
cent. By the Treaty of Utrecht in 1713, England re-
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served to herself the exclusive right of the slave
trade to America. Virginia, Maryland and the Caro-
linas passed laws trying to restrict the importation
of slaves, but these laws were not acceptable to the
Board of Trade of England. These protests of the
Southern colonies were in keeping with their pro-
tests against the Navigation Acts and were but an-
other phase of the efforts of the American colonies to
govern themselves by their own representatives
without interference from England. The Rev. Hugh
Jones in his Present State of Virginia deplored the
number of negroes and the fact that it interfered
with white immigration. South Carolina offered a
bounty for the importation of indented white serv-
ants to counteract the influx of black slaves. In
1719 the Assembly in South Carolina imposed a duty
of forty pounds per head on all imported negroes.
Had this measure been put into effect, many of the
evils of the slave trade would have been prevented,
but the measure was vetoed by the Proprietors of the
colonies. Slave insurrections were feared in North
Carolina as early as 1718, and one actually broke out
in South Carolina in 1739 in which a number of
whites were massacred and many houses burned.
The number of negroes killed and executed for this
offense was forty-four all told. Twenty-one whites
were put to death by the negroes in the midst of their
insurrection. In 1741 South Carolina passed an-
other act to prohibit the importation of slaves by
laying a duty of sixty pounds on every slave im-
ported. The Lords of Trade declared these laws
void, for they interfered with English trade.

The Question of Currency.
A serious problem was the question of money,
for specie was hard to get. By the Currency Act of
1707, English coins were made the standard through-
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out the colonies. Dutch and Spanish coins, however,
were in general use and their value as regulated by
the Currency Act was regarded as unjust. The real
currency of Virginia and Maryland, therefore, be-
came tobacco, and there was a long struggle over the
question of whether paper money should be is-
sued by the colonies. The general attitude of the
Board of Trade was to veto all bills inaugurating a
paper money currency. Virginia had no general is-
sue of paper money as it probably had more specie
than any other of the colonies, though an issue was
floated at the beginning of the French and Indian
War. North Carolina, however, issued paper money
even before she became a royal province, but South
Carolina seems to have had no need for such cur-
rency. Maryland was forced to a paper money issue
in 1732. Parliament passed a law in 1741 prohibit-
ing any society, partnership or company in America
from issuing promissory notes or bills. It practi-
cally prohibited paper money in all the colonies by
declaring that it should be issued only subject to °
orders and instructions from the Crown. England
failed to give her colonies a satisfactory system of
currency, and there was consequently strong opposi-
tion to the Board of Trade on account of its financial
policy.

Careless Rule of the English Board of Trade.

As a matter of fact, the struggle within the col-
onies relating to administration of affairs was after
all the most important. It is to be remembered that
every Southern colony became a royal province save
Maryland, that the administration was supposed,
therefore, to be directly under the Crown, though it
was really administered by the Board of Trade rep-
resenting the Crown. First of all, no royal province
could pass an act that would be binding until the
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same had been approved by the king or his repre-
sentatives; that is, the Board of Trade had the right
to veto an act of the legislature of any colony. This
was done, for example, in vetoing Virginia’s law fix-
ing the salary of the clergy in money and gave rise
to the famous Parsons’ Case. The Board of Trade
was not a real colonial department, and frequently
contained many members who took no special inter-
est in the colonies. By it many governors were ap-
pointed without instructions or without definite
knowledge of the situation, their only desire being to
get rich. Consequently there was constant dispute
between the governors and the assemblies as to fees
and salaries. Maryland had this same dispute with
her governors who were appointed by the Proprie-
tors. North Carolina fought bitterly with the
royal governors. Moreover, when the royal govern-
ors came to the provinces with instructions, it fre-
quently happened that the Board of Trade, not ap-
preciating the situation, had given instructions
which were very obnoxious to the colonies. The
Southerners, living as they did in isolated communi-
ties, were inclined to be democratic; that is, the tend-
ency was to allow all white men an equal voice in
electing members to the General Assembly. How-
ever, we find under the influence of the Crown that
suffrage was restricted in all the Southern colonies.
In some instances the governors never came to the
colonies, but ruled through deputies who plundered
the colonies intrusted to their care.

Union Suggested to Meet the Needs of the Colonies.

During the Eighteenth century, the spirit of union
began to grow, having first shown itself in the latter
part of the Seventeenth century. In 1684, a confer-
ence was held in Albany to consider the union of all
the colonies for resisting the Indian outbreaks on the
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frontiers and the French encroachments on New
York territory. By this conference nothing was ac-
complished and Virginia was the only Southern col-
ony represented. James II. conceived the plan of
uniting all of New England under one governor.
Edmund Andros, to whom was delegated this diffi-
cult task, was thrown into prison on the outbreak of
the Revolution of 1688. William Penn proposed in
1698 that all the colonies be united under a commis-
sioner appointed by the king to be commander-in-
chief of the forces of the united colonies, and a con.
gress of two delegates from each colony. This plan
was rejected by the Board of Trade.

‘We have seen how Virginia and South Carolina
joined with North Carolina in defeating the Tusca-
roras and how Virginia and North Carolina aided
South Carolina against the Yamassees in 1716. A
greater trouble arose, however, in the Southern col-
onies than that with the Indians. It was the question
of the pirates that infested the coasts of Virginia
and the Carolinas. For then the Carolina coast, with
its many inlets, was an excellent harbor. Moreover, in
some instances, the pirates had the sympathy of the
people, for some of them had been honest sea-cap-
tains driven by the Navigation Acts to become smug-
glers first and pirates later. In 1699 seven pirates
were hanged at Charleston. Driven from the
Charleston region, the pirates then swarmed to the
Albemarle Sound, where Robert Thatch, better
known as ‘‘Black Beard,’’ had his den. He levied a
tribute on Charleston, having been successful in cap-
turing some of its prominent citizens. Among the
other prominent pirates were Bonnett and Captain
Kidd. Bonnett was taken prisoner by some South
Carolina ships and executed, Kidd having been pre-
viously arrested in Boston and sent to London and
hanged. Governor Spotswood sent a force against
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“‘Black Beard’’ and captured his crew in Ocracoke
Inlet, the chief himself having been killed in the
fight. All of his crew was hanged. The concerted
action of South Carolina and Virginia thus practi-
cally freed the coast of pirates about the year 1730.

‘While the South was contending with pirates and
the Tuscarora and Yamassee Indians, the Northern
colonies were engaged in a struggle with the Indians
in New England and New York and with the French
of Canada. King William’s, Queen Anne’s and
King George’s wars had no special meaning to the
Southern people, though Virginia did furnish 100
soldiers to aid New Englanders and New Yorkers in
an attack on Canada in 1744.

It was at the opening of King William’s War that
Penn proposed his scheme of union. Shortly after-
wards, Edward Livingston proposed that three
provinces should be made in America: (1) New
England, (2) the Middle colonies, and (3) the
Southern colonies, with a governor-general over each
of these. But the suggestion was not even consid-
ered by the Board of Trade.

The Colonies Involved in the British Scheme of a World-
Wide Empire.

The growth of France in the new world attracted
the attention of the colonies, and French aggression
made concerted action necessary. In 1608 the French
had occupied Canada; in 1688 they had settled in
Louisiana. Then began an effort to unite the mouth
of the Mississippi with the mouth of the St. Law-
rence, French explorers, fraders and missionaries
going into the Mississippi Valley. In the meantime,
New York, Pennsylvania and Virginia were pushing
westward.

The French built Fort Duquesne on the head wa-
ters of the Ohio in territory claimed by Virginia.
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The Virginians sent George Washington as a mes-
senger to the F'rench requesting them to withdraw
from that region. The importance of this region to
Virginia had been emphasized by the establishment
of the Ohio Company in 1750 holding a charter from
the British government to settle in that country and
to develop the trade with the Indian tribes in the
Ohio Valley. BothVirginia and Pennsylvania claimed
the territory which the French were occupying at the
head waters of the Ohio. When the French refused
to withdraw, Governor Dinwiddie of Virginia sent a
force of Virginians, reinforced by one company from
South Carolina, to drive the French from Fort Du-
quesne. The Virginia Assembly had appropriated
£10,000 and North Carolina a small subsidy. The
expedition was defeated, but Washington, who com-
manded, was able to make special terms and led his
men away with the honors of war.

Maryland, Pennsylvania and New York were now
aroused. A conference was called which met at Al-
bany in 1754, in which the only Southern colony rep-
resented was Maryland.

Franklin proposed a scheme of union, suggesting
that there should be a governor-general appointed by
the Crown for all the provinces, and a colonial coun-
cil of forty-eight members elected by the various as-
semblies, each colony to be represented in proportion
to population. This scheme was referred to the
Board of Trade and not accepted, the British gov-
ernment suggesting in its stead that there should be
a board of commissioners for all the colonies, the
commissioners to be nominated by the assemblies.
These commissioners were to consider only measures
of defense and to levy on each colony for sufficient
sum to pay the expense of the joint defense.

In the meantime, Dinwiddie was urging Maryland,
Pennsylvania and New York to unite with Virginia
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in driving the French from the western country.
The North Carolinians also aided, but South Caro-
lina refused any assistance, while Pennsylvania only
took the matter under consideration. Finally Eng-
land declared war against France, and at once sent
General Braddock to America to drive the French
out. Braddock’s first step was to hold a council at
Alexandria, which was attended by six colonial gov-
ernors, among them being Dinwiddie of Virginia and
Sharpe of Maryland, who recommended that Parlia-
ment should raise a tax on the American colonies for
carrying on the war. Braddock advanced to Fort
Duquesne and was defeated, and it was only by the
coolness of Washington and his Virginia troops that
his army was saved at all. William Pitt then took
charge of affairs in England as Prime Minister, and
the war was pushed rapidly to a close. Pitt saw, as
no other had, that England’s future depended upon
a great colonial empire, and that France’s colonies
in America as well as in India had to be conquered.

The influence of the Southern colonies in acquiring
the territory east of the Mississippi is not to be ig-
nored. Braddock’s force numbered 1,850, of which
450 were Virginians. The British forces were in-
sufficient, and the provincials brought the war to a
safe conclusion. Braddock’s failure, unless re-
trieved, meant that the Ohio and Mississippi valleys
would remain in the hands of the French, but to this
Dinwiddie would not listen. He called for aid from
all the colonies. Maryland raised a small body of
troops. Pennsylvania first gave succor in supplies,
but finally put some troops into the field. North
Carolina also responded. Under General Forbes
Fort Duquesne was finally taken and the F'rench ex-
pelled from the Ohio Valley. Forbes had a force of
6,000 of whom 4,800 were provincials—Pennsylva-
nians, Marylanders, Virginians and North Carolin-
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ians. These provincials won the victory and opened
the gateway to the West.  Shortly after this, the
British took Quebee, and in 1763, by the Treaty of
Paris, England acquired from France all Canada
and the territory east of the Mississippi River,
Spain ceding Florida.

To Governor Dinwiddie more than to any other
man was due the result, for before any of the colonies
or England had made any effort to keep the French
out of the Ohio Valley, he was working with
that end in view. He urged union for the sake of
English America. His efforts were eventually to
bud into a union of the English colonies for the pres-
ervation of British constitutional rights.
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CaapTER III.

OPPOSITION OF THE SOUTH TO THE NEW
COLONIAL POLICY OF ENGLAND,
1763-1767.

AN

{_&:a}‘r\ HE sudden expansion of English territory
7 ' which followed the French and Indian War
&) marks the beginning of a new era in Ameri-

can history. Long before that time the
ministry had shown a disposition to exploit colonial
industries for the benefit of English merchants and
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manufacturers and to supervise more rigidly the
government of the colonies, but the dangers and dis-
tractions that confronted the mother country from
time to time had interfered with the execution of
old policies, as well as the development of new ones.
With the triumphal close of the final struggle for
English supremacy in North America, there no
longer remained in the mind of the ministry any
reason to delay action. On the other hand, there
were additional incentives for the inauguration of
new policies of colonial control. The cost of the
war had increased the public debt of the mother
country from £70,000,000 to £140,000,000, and had
greatly increased the burden of taxation. The
maintenance of a standing army, deemed necessary
for the protection of the colonies against future at-
tacks from the Indians, French and Spaniards,
would increase the colonial expenses fivefold—from
£70,000 to £350,000 a year.

The colonists viewed the situation from quite a dif-
ferent standpoint. They contended that by liberal
contributions of men and money they had already
borne their full share of the burdens of a war, which
had been fought primarily for the interest of the
mother country and that the new accessions of terri-
tory had amply repaid her for the expenses incurred.
They argued further that, inasmuch as the home gov-
ernment had not seen fit to station an army in Amer-
ica before the overthrow of French rule in Canada
and of Spanish rule in Florida, such a precaution
was no longer needed, since the danger of attack
from these sources had been removed. It was even
suspected that the object of the ministry was ‘‘to
strengthen the royal executive against the Assem-
blies, and to enforce the obnoxious regulations of the
revenue laws.”’
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Features of the New Policy.

The new system of colonial government was in-
augurated by Charles Townshend, who became first
Lord of Trade, Feb. 23, 1763. But it was left to
Lord Grenville, who became head of the ministry in
April, 1763, to attempt the elaboration and execution
of these designs. He promptly entered upon three
new lines of policy which were the direct causes of
the Revolution. These were the rigid enforcement of
the Acts of Trade, the permanent establishment of a
standing army in America, and the raising of a rev-
enue by parliamentary taxation.

The Commissioners of Customs, many of whom
resided in England, were ordered to their posts, sev-
eral new officers were appointed and more stringent
rules made to govern them in the discharge of their
duties. The Sugar Act (May 5, 1764) imposed du-
ties upon certain colonial exports and imports and
renewed the offensive Molasses Act of 1733, but re-
duced the duty on molasses and sugar by one-half.
A Stamp Act was brought before Parliament in
February, 1765, and promptly passed almost without
debate by a vote of 205 to 49 in the House of Com-
mons and without dissent in the House of Lords. In
April following the Quartering Act was passed to
provide for the comfort of the troops to be stationed
in America.

The ministry had disclaimed any intention of tax-
ing the colonies for the benefit of the mother coun-
try, it being supposed that the revenue to be obtained
from the colonies would meet about one-third of the
actual expenses of the colonial army ; yet the inangu-
ration of the new policy of taxation by Parliament
occasioned great alarm in America. The colonial
agents, having had a year to agree upon a less ob-
jectionable method than the stamp tax for raising
the desired revenue, had been unable to propose a
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more acceptable form of taxation. Although they
protested against the measure, they thought that it
would not be resisted in the colonies.

Southern Protests Before the Passage of the Stamp Act.

The Southern colonists, in common with those of
other sections, promptly showed their disapproval
of the proposed measure. As early as May 31, 1764,
Richard Henry Lee, of Virginia, wrote privately to
a friend: ‘‘This step of the mother country, though
intended to oppress and keep us low in order to se-
cure our dependence, may be subversive of this end.”’

The Assembly of North Carolina said (October 31,
1764) : ‘“It is with the utmost concern we observe
our commerce circumscribed in its most beneficial
branches, diverted from its natural channel and
burthened with new taxes and impositions laid on us
without our privity and consent and against what
we esteem our inherent right and exclusive privilege
of imposing our own taxes.”’

The Assembly of South Carolina, having been pro-
rogued before it could make a formal declaration,
appointed a committee with power to act. This com-
mittee complained of the Aects of Trade; declared
that the proposed Stamp Act would be incompatible
“‘with that inherent right of every British subject,
not to be taxed but by his own consent or that of his
representatives’’; and expressed a hope that Par-
liament would ‘‘not deprive us of our birthright, and
thereby reduce us to the condition of vassals and
tributaries.”’

Although the Assembly of Maryland was pre-
vented by the governor from meeting before the
passage of the Stamp Act, the newspapers of the
colony left no doubt as to the attitude of the public
thereon.

A committee of the Council and Burgesses in Vir-
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ginia (Nov. 14, 1764) prepared an address to the
king, a memorial to the Lords and a remonstrance
to the House of Commons in which they gave a dig-
nified expression of their opposition to the new
policy. They claimed, among other things, that the
colonists were entitled to ‘‘every right and privi-
lege’’ enjoyed by their ancestors in the mother coun-
try, and that taxation without consent was violative
of a ‘‘fundamental principle of the English constitu-
tion.”’
The Virginia Resolutions.

The first and most celebrated effort at organized
resistance after the passage of the Stamp Act came
from Virginia (May 29, 1765). When the planters
of that colony heard of the passage of the act they
promptly resolved that it should recoil on the mother
country; ‘‘articles of luxury of English manufacture
were banished; and threadbare coats were most in
fashion.”” Under the leadership of Patrick Henry,
the House of Burgesses adopted, after a stormy de-
bate, a series of resolutions which have been charac-
terized as the ‘‘alarum bell to the disaffected.’”” This
historic document declared that the colonists were
entitled to ‘‘the privileges and immunities’’ of Eng-
lishmen; that Virginians had never forfeited the
right to govern themselves by their own assemblies
““in the articles of taxes and internal police’’; that
every attempt to vest such power in any other per-
son or persons was ‘‘illegal, unconstitutional and un-
just’’; that the inhabitants of the colony were ‘‘not
bound to yield obedience to any law or ordinance
whatever, designed to impose any taxation whatso-
ever upon them, other than the laws or ordinances
of the General Assembly’’; and that any person
who shall in any way deny this right ¢‘shall be
deemed an enemy to his Majesty’s colony.”’ It was
in this debate that Henry made the memorable utter-
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ance, ‘‘Tarquin and Casar had each his Brutus;
Charles I., his Cromwell; and George the Third——"’
Here he was interrupted by the speaker with a cry
of treason, which was echoed by other members of
the House, but Henry, ‘‘rising to a loftier attitude’’
and casting a look of defiance at the chair, said with
increased force: ‘‘George the Third may profit by
their example. If that be treason, make the most
of it.”’ The resolutions were voted on separately
and all of them adopted by varying majorities.

At the close of the day’s session Henry, feeling
that he had accomplished his purpose, returned to
his home. On the following day the House repealed
the last two resolutions and the preamble, but a copy
of the original document, with the exception of the
third resolution, omitted by mistake, was then on the
way to the Middle and New England colonies, where
it was published in the newspapers and widely circu-
lated. By heartening the timid and encouraging the
bold, these resolutions unquestionably hastened the
impending crisis.

An article in the Boston Gazette (July 8, 1765)
stated that, ‘‘The people of Virginia have spoken
very sensibly, and the frozen politicians of a more
northern government say they have spoken treason.’’
Oxenbridge Thacher, of Boston, then on his death-
bed, exclaimed, ‘‘Oh! those Virginians are men ; they
are noble spirits.”” General Gage, then in command
of the British army at New York, wrote home that
Virginia had given ‘‘the signal for the continent.”’

Measures of Resistance.

The inhabitants of Virginia were not alone in their
determination to buy no goods manufactured in
England. The patriots of North and South Carolina
‘‘set up looms for weaving their own clothes’’; the
Marylanders joined them in a determination to have
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‘‘homespun markets of linens and woolens’’; and it
was everywhere ‘‘accounted a virtue’’ for the first
ladies in the country ‘‘to wear garments of their own
spinning.’’

A mob at Annapolis pulled down the house to be
occupied by the stamp commissioner of Maryland.
The lawyers of the colony expressed an opinion that
their courts would declare the act invalid, and the
people ‘‘resolved to burn the stamp paper on its ar-
rival.”” North Carolinians at Wilmington (Oct. 19,
1765) burned Lord Bute in effigy because he had
“‘several times expressed himself much in favor of
the stamp duty,”’ and they, in common with other
colonists, North and South, drank toasts to ‘‘Liberty,
property and No Stamp Duty, and confusion to Lord
Bute and all his adherents.”” On the same day in
Charleston, South Carolina, an effigy, representing
a distributor of stamps, was suspended from a gal-
lows and then burned amid the shouts of the multi-
tude, and a coffin on which was inseribed ‘¢ American
Liberty’’ was publicly buried while ‘‘the bells of St.
Michael’s rang muffled all day.”’

Stamp Act Congress.

Eight days after the passage of the Virginia Reso-
lutions the General Court of Massachusetts (June
6, 1765) adopted a resolution calling for a congress
of all the colonies to be held in New York in the fol-
lowing October. It seemed that the call would be al-
lowed to go unheeded, since the legislatures of two
colonies had met and adjourned without taking
action. Then came the meeting of the Assembly of
South Carolina, which boldly and unqualifiedly ‘‘pro-
nounced for union.’’ It passed a series of forceful
resolutions in denunciation of the Stamp Act and ap-
pointed Thomas Lynch, Christopher Gadsden and
John Rutledge to represent the colony in the pro-
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posed congress. In referring to this action of South
Carolina, Christopher Gadsden said: ‘‘Our state,
particularly attentive to the interest and feelings of
America, was the first, though at the extreme end
* * * {0 listen to the call of our Northern breth-
ren in their distresses. Massachusetts sounded the
trumpet, but to Carolina is it owing that it was at-
tended to. Had it not been for South Carolina, no
congress would then have happened.’”” In his His-
tory of the United States (editions of 1852 and 1857,
Vol. V., pp. 294-295), under the title, ‘‘South Caro-
lina Forms the Union,’”” Bancroft says: ‘‘As the
united American people spread through the vast ex-
panse over which their jurisdiction now extends, be
it remembered that the blessing of union is due to the
warm-heartedness of South Carolina. ‘She was all
alive, and felt at every pore.””’ MecCrady calls at-
tention to the strange omission of this passage in the
later editions of Bancroft’s work.

In due time the Assembly of Maryland chose rep-
resentatives and endorsed the sentiments of the Vir-
ginia Resolutions.

As the governors of Virginia, Georgia and North
Carolina refused to call meetings of their assemblies,
these colonies could not elect delegates to the Stamp
Act congress. They were, however, in full accord
with the purposes of the meeting. Georgia and North
Carolina gave expression to their approval, the
former colony sending a special messenger to New
York with a letter (dated Sept. 6, 1765) from sixteen
out of the twenty-five representatives, in which they
said: ‘“No people, as individuals, can more warmly
espouse the common cause than do the people of this
province.”” Richard Henry Lee said that ‘‘Virginia
was ready to convince the world that her people were
firm and unanimous in the cause of liberty.”’

The South Carolina delegates were the first to ar-

Vol. 4—4,
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rive at the place of meeting. Their influence on the
proceedings of the congress is indicated by the fact
that they were given the chief places on two out of
the three great committees. One of the prinecipal
debates in the congress arose over the question as to
‘‘the safest ground’’ upon which to rest the liberty of
America. (adsden was the principal speaker in op-
posing the policy of resting the issue upon chartered
rights. On this subject he said: ‘“We should stand
upon the broad common ground of those natural
rights that we all feel and know as men and as de-
scendants of Englishmen. I wish the charters may
not ensnare us at last, by drawing different colonies
to act differently in this great cause. * * * There
ought to be no New England man, no New Yorker
known on the continent, but all of us Americans.”’

Fortunately his view prevailed, and ‘‘in the pro-
ceedings of the congress the argument for American
liberty from royal grants was avoided,’’ the claim
being based on ‘‘rights that preceded charters and
would survive their ruin.”’

Repeal of the Stamp Act.

The harmonious action of the Stamp Aect congress
greatly encouraged the colonies in their policy of
resistance. The Assembly of South Carolina ratified
its proceedings with only one dissenting vote (Nov.
26, 1765). Gadsden wrote a few months later, *‘I
am persuaded, with God’s blessing we shall not fall
or disgrace our sister colonies.”” The citizens of
several counties of North-Carolina ‘‘mutually and
solemnly plighted their faith and honor * * * to
assist each other to the best of their power in pre-
venting entirely the operation of the Stamp Aect.”
In Virginia a similar pledge was taken with a fur-
ther provision that, if one of their associates should
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be arrested, they would restore him to liberty ‘‘at
the utmost risk of their lives and fortunes.”’

Banecroft says: ‘‘Virginia had kindled the flame;
Virginia had now the honor, by the hand of one of
her soms, to close the discussion. * * * It was
Richard Bland, of the Ancient Dominion, who,
through the press, claimed freedom from all parlia-
mentary legislation; and pointed to independence
as the remedy for a refusal of redress.’’

The formidable opposition of the colonies and the
enforced resignation of all distributors of stamps
convinced the ministry of the impossibility of en-
forcing the Stamp Act. With the fall of the Gren-
ville ministry this act was repealed by a majority of
more than two to one. This caused great rejoicing
throughout the colonies and it seemed that they were
on the eve of a complete reconciliation with the
mother country.
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CuaprER IV.

THE SOUTH IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF
ORGANIZED RESISTANCE, 1767-1775.

HE period of rejoicing over the repeal of the
Stamp Act was of short duration. Some of
the more thoughtful leaders felt that the
Declaratory Act gave evidence that the ob-

jectionable policies might be resumed at any time.
A Virginia writer said (May 20, 1766) : ‘‘The Amer-
icans are hasty in expressing their gratitude, if the
repeal of the Stamp Act is not at least a tacit com-
pact that Great Britain will never again tax us’’;
and he advised the colonial assemblies to ‘‘enter
upon their: journals as strong declarations of their
own rights as words could express.’’

Townshend’s Policy.

Charles Townshend, who became the ruling spirit
in the new ministry, brought forward two acts in
harmony with his policy. The first of these (June
15, 1763) suspended the New York Assembly until
that provinee should comply with the Quartering Act
of 1765; the second (June 29, 1763) imposed a new
import duty, by which he expected to raise a revenue
without arousing the old colonial opposition to in-
ternal taxation. The preamble of the latter act
showed that it was a step toward the achievement of
his avowed purpose of paying the salaries of colonial
governors and judges in order to make them inde-
pendent of the assemblies, and of helping to defray
the expenses of a colonial army to be used to en-
force parliamentary authority.
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Renewal of Colonial Opposition.

In response to a circular letter from the Massa-
chusetts Assembly (Feb. 4, 1768) asking for help to
procure the repeal of the Townshend acts, the Vir-
ginia Assembly applauded ‘‘their attention to Amer-
ican liberty’’ and unanimously adopted resolutions
(April 7, 1768) ‘‘reaffirming the exclusive right of
the American assemblies to tax the American colo-
nies.”” A committee also reported and both houses
adopted (April 16, 1768) a Petition, a Memorial and
a Remonstrance, which, as Bancroft says, ‘‘were
penned in a still bolder style than those from Massa-
chusetts.”” Their speaker, Peyton Randolph, wrote
to the speakers of the other assemblies to inform
them of these proceedings and to present the neces-
sity for a united and firm opposition to every meas-
ure which might affect American rights and liberties.

The South Carolina Assembly had just adjourned
when the Massachusetts and Virginia letters reached
that colony, but their speaker made a prompt and
hearty response, and the patriots of Charleston
again held meetings under the old ‘‘Liberty Tree,”’
which had been sanctified during the agitation over
the Stamp Act. When the assembly met it unani-
mously commended (Nov. 19, 1768) the bold and
patriotic stand of Massachusetts and Virginia, and
petitioned the king for relief. They had scarcely
finished these important tasks, behind locked doors,
when they were indignantly dissolved ‘‘by beat of
drum.”’

Alexander Willy gave assurance (June 16, 1768)
in behalf of eighteen ‘‘Sons of Liberty’’ in the
Georgia Assembly, of which he was speaker, that at
their next meeting they would ‘‘manifest their re-
gard for constitutional liberty.”” This was done
Dec. 24, 1768, by the adoption of a resolution, ap-
vroving the acts of Massachusetts and Virginia and
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promising their hearty codperation. This action
was taken at the cost of a prompt dissolution.

In reply to an exhortation from Governor Sharpe
to treat the Massachusetts circular ‘‘with the con-
tempt it deserved,’”’ the Assembly of Maryland re-
plied that they were ‘‘not to be intimidated by a few
sounding expressions from doing what they thought
was right.”” Besides endorsing and defending the
policy of Massachusetts, they petitioned the king ‘‘in
language at once manly and respectful.’”” They
were promptly prorogued by the governor, ‘‘who
was afraid to dissolve them lest the new Assembly
be worse than the old.”’

The North Carolina Assembly (Nov. 10, 1768)
gave assurances of their readiness to cotperate with
the other colonists ‘‘in every constitutional meas-
ure for the redress of grievances.”’

Virginia Resolves of 1769.

With a view to dividing the colonies and thereby
paralyzing their efforts, the ministry adopted an
astute scheme for ‘‘reconciling America.’”’ Although
Virginia and Massachusetts were equally active in
their opposition to the Townshend acts, ‘‘blandish-
ment was devised’’ for the former, while ‘‘the bay-
onet was pointed’’ at the latter.

For the first time in many years Virginia was per-
mitted to welcome as a resident of the colony a
governor, who was appointed with the understand-
ing that he would live there. The new governor,
Lord Botetourt, was a man of courteous and pleas-
ing address. Bancroft says: ‘‘He was to call a new
legislature, to closet its members, as well as those of
the council, and to humor them in almost anything
except the explicit denial of the authority of Parlia-
ment. It would have been ill for American inde-
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pendence if a man like him had been sent to Massa-
chusetts.”’

On the other hand military and naval forces were
sent to Boston, the charter of Massachusetts was to
be altered and investigations were undertaken with
a view to transporting offenders to England for
trial under an obsolete statute of Henry VIII.
Camden said, ‘“With Massachusetts it will not be
very difficult to deal if that is the only disobedient
province.”’

Botetourt agreed with his council that the writs of
assistance were illegal; he opened his first Assembly
with a most complimentary address and feasted all
the burgesses at his own table. He won their good-
will, but he could not induce them to forsake the
common cause. At the risk of incurring his dis-
pleasure, they adopted (May 16, 1769) a series of
resolutions reaffirming the sole right of the colonial
legislature to impose taxes and asserting ‘‘their un-
doubted privilege’’ of petitioning the sovereign, and
of cooperating with other colonies. The governor
dissolved the House, but the speaker sent the resolu-
tions to other assemblies with a brief circular letter
suggesting that the subject should engage prompt
attention and concerted action.

Bancroft well says: ‘‘These resolves were calm in
manner, concise, simple and effective ; and so perfect
in substance and form that time finds no omission to
regret, no improvement to suggest.”” It should
never be forgotten that by this act the Old Dominion,
without the slightest cause for alarm for her own
safety, came promptly to the relief of her oppressed
sister and took the first adequate step to meet the
aggressive measures directed against American
liberty.

The colonists were unstinted in their ‘‘expres.
sions of admiration and gratitude.”” A North Caro-
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linian wrote: ‘‘Don’t you think the Virginians be-
have like men?’’ A Philadelphian said, ‘‘Noble
conduct. I hope every Assembly on the continent
will concur.”” A response came from New York:
‘“The Virginia resolves breathe that noble spirit of
freedom and inflexible firmness for which Virginia
has been justly celebrated ever since the beginning
of our troubles with Great Britain.”’ In a series of
papers prepared in Boston and printed in New York,
occurs the following paragraph: ‘‘The late resolves
of the Virginia Assembly are regarded with venera-
tion. They do great honor to themselves and give
spirit to the other colonies. We see in these the
same sense of justice, value for the constitutional
rights of America, the same vigor and boldness, that
breathed through the first resolves of that truly hon-
orable house, and greatly contributed to form the
free and generous spirit in which the colonies are
now one. There is a peculiar generosity in the re-
solve, relating to the revival of the severe and ob-
solete statute of Henry VIIL, by the late extraordi-
nary resolutions of Parliament—as this was pointed
not directly against themselves, but another colony.
Massachusetts ought long to remember this obliga-
tion.”’ ' )

Frothingham forcefully adds: ‘“Well might there
have been this gratitude; for Virginia invited all the
colonies to make common cause with Massachusetts
when king and parliament had laid a heavy hand
upon her, and the presence of an army and fleet at-
tested that complete submission was decreed as her
lots}

Delaware, North Carolina, Rhode Island and New
York adopted the Virginia Resolves without change,
and the rest of the assemblies adopted them ‘in
spirit as well as sentiment,’’ usually at the cost of
prompt dissolutions by the colonial governors. By
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Nov. 13, 1769, the Massachusetts Gazette was able to
say: ‘‘The whole continent from New England to
Georgia seems firmly fixed; like a strong, well-con-
structed arch, the more weight there is laid upon it
the firmer it stands; and thus with Americans, the
more we are loaded the more we are united.”’

Non-Importation.

The Virginia Burgesses, having been dissolved by
Governor Botetourt, could no longer act in an official
capacity. But they promptly met ‘‘as patriots and
friends,”” with their speaker as moderator, reaf-
firmed their resolves and unanimously adopted and
signed a non-importation agreement, drawn up by
George Mason and introduced by George Washing-
ton. This ‘‘well-digested, stringent and practical
schemé¢’’ was approved by colony after colony until
it was said that ‘‘the chain of union throughout the
continent for the measure of non-importation and
economy’’ had been completed. South Carolina
adopted the effective method of ‘‘publishing the
names of the few enemies of America who kept aloof
from the Association.”’

Although the non-importation plan originated in
New York, the action of the Virginians gave to the
movement an impetus which soon made it continental
in scope and hence effective in operation.

Nullification of Billeting Act.

British troops left in Charleston after the Chero-
kee War complained of ‘‘the scarcity of fuel and
other barrack necessities.”” The governor applied
to the Assembly for relief (June 26 and July 1,
1769). In reply the House asked whether these
troops were to be used, as formerly, for frontier
service. The matter was finally referred to a spe-
cial committee which at first ‘‘quietly ignored’’ the
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application, but later recommended that no provision
be made for supplying the troops, since, among other
objections, they were not intended for frontier duty.

The Assembly not only adopted the report (Ang.
16, 1769), but passed resolutions declaring that upon
the repeal of ‘‘the acts so loudly and unanimously
complained of by their fellow-subjects of America’’
and their restoration to the ‘‘ancient free and honor-
able station’’ formerly held, they would comply
with such royal requisitions ‘‘as should appear to
them just and reasonable.”” The troops were em-
barked for St. Augustine on Sept. 6, 1769.

Significant Local Incidents.

The determination of the ministry to control the
internal government of the colonies was asserted in
a series of instructions to the royal governors based
in each case upon local conditions. Although these
attacks on colonial rights did not call for inter-
colonial action, they were potent factors in alienating
the Southern colonies from the mother country.

Repeated executive interference with the choice of
a speaker aroused the indignation of the Assembly
of Georgia, who condemned this ‘‘high breach of
privilege’’ as tending ‘‘to subvert the most valuable
rights and liberties of the people.”’

The appointment of English office-holders on the
Council of SouthCarolina so degraded it that citizens
of standing would not accept places in that body,
and the denial of its legislative power became so
vigorous as to threaten the overthrow of the consti-
tution of the province. The instructions to the gov-
ernor not to assent to money bills for other than
provincial purposes elicited (Aug. 29, 1770) the
““boldest declaration of rights’’ that the colony ‘“‘had
yet put forth.”” The filling of judicial positions by
‘‘sycophants’’ from the mother country, the removal
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of the Assembly to an unusual place of meeting, and
other grievances no less serious kept the colony in
a constant state of agitation.

The governor of Maryland assumed the power to
revive by proclamation ‘‘a law regulating fees of
officers which had expired by limitation,’’ thereby
asserting the right of levying taxes on the colony.

The instruction forbidding governors to assent to
any law interfering with the slave trade elicited the
““lJast prayer that Virginia ever made to mortal
man’’ (1772). She asked for the withdrawal of this
instruction on the ground that unless the pernicious
traffic were stopped it would ‘‘endanger the very
existence of His Majesty’s American dominions.’’

In North Carolina the insolence and oppression of
petty officials and attorneys extending over a num-
ber of years culminated in the battle of Alamance
(1771), which afforded the whole country ‘‘a grand
object lesson of armed resistance to oppression.’’
By developing the military organization of North
Carolina the War of the Regulators made possible
‘“‘the brilliant little victory at Moore’s Creek’’ a few
years later.

Committees of Correspondence.

As early as Nov. 2, 1772, the Boston patriots un-
under the leadership of Samuel Adams provided for
local committees of correspondence in the different
towns of Massachusetts. The work of these noble
bodies was in every way worthy of the cause in
which they were enlisted, but it needed to be supple-
mented by that of similar organizations representing
larger constituencies and operating over a wider
area.

Virginia again rendered a distinct service to the
cause of liberty by the unanimous adoption (March
12, 1773) of resolutions providing for the appoint-
ment of what Jefferson calls ‘‘Committees of Na-
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tional Correspondence,”’ and recommending that a
similar action be taken by the assemblies of the other
colonies. ‘‘In this manner,’”’ says Banecroft, ¢ Vir-
ginia laid the foundation of our union. Massachu-
setts organized a province; Virginia promoted a
confederacy.”’

Five assemblies promptly responded with resolu-
tions which were ‘‘generally a transcript of those of
Virginia,”” Rhode Island being the first. Other col-
onies, with the exception of Pennsylvania, followed
their examples later and thus perfected an organiza-
tion which made united resistance possible. A writer
in the New Hampshire Gazette (June 18, 1773) re-
ferred to this plan as one which ‘‘Heaven itself
seemed to have dictated to the noble Virginians’’;
and he urged its adoption as follows: ‘O, Ameri-
cans! embrace this plan of union as your life. It
will work out your political salvation.’’

It is said that ‘“‘the Virginia resolves ‘struck a
greater panic into the ministers’ than anything that
had occurred since the Stamp Aect.”” Soon after-
wards they abandoned the plan of transporting
Americans to England for trial and ceased to issue
irritating instructions to the royal governors.

Tea in the South,

The Townshend act was finally repealed (April 12,
1770) with the exception of the tax on tea, ‘‘retained
as a mark of the supremacy of Parliament.”” This
partial repeal was regarded as ‘‘insidious and un-
satisfactory,’”’ and the leading patriots urged a con-
tinuance of the non-importation agreement. The
duty on tea was later (April 27, 1773) reduced so
that the commodity would cost less in America than
in England, and cargoes were immediately sent to
the principal colonial ports.

The Peggy Stewart reached Annapolis (Oct. 15,
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1774) with a cargo in which were seventeen pack-
ages of tea. In order to land the rest of the cargo
the owner of the vessel-——one of the signers of the
non-importation agreement—‘‘rashly paid the duty
on the tea,”” which had been consigned to other
parties. Although he and the owners of the tea
“‘humbly and contritely’’ acknowledged their guilt
before a meeting of the citizens and offered to burn
the tea publicly, the ship was burned ‘‘in broad day-
light, with no concealment or disguise, by men who
~avowed what they did and stood ready to face the
consequences.’’

The ship Londonr with 257 chests of tea arrived in
Charleston, Dec. 2, 1773. The consignees having
agreed not to accept it and, the duty being unpaid,
the tea was seized by the collector and stored under
the exchange, where it remained until it was finally
sold by the colonial authorities for the benefit of the
Revolutionary cause. The South Carolinians also
threw seven chests of tea into Cooper River (Nov.
3, 1774) ‘“‘amid the acclamations of the people who
crowded the wharves,”” and ‘‘a similar occurrence
took place at Georgetown’’ in the same state.

On Sept. 10, 1774, North Carolina delegates, in a
representative assembly held without royal author-
ity, declared that they would not ‘‘suffer East India
tea to be used in their families, and would consider
all persons who did so to be enemies of their
country.’’

Southern Attitude Toward the Five Coercive Acts.

In further pursuance of the ministerial policy for
the subjugation of Massachusetts, and in punishment
of the city of Boston for its ‘‘Tea Party,’’ Parlia-
ment passed: The Boston Port Act, closing the har-
bor of that city to commerce; the Massachusetts
Government Act, altering the charter and govern-
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ment of the colony; the Administration of Justice
Act; an act quartering troops in Boston; and the
Quebec Act.

By the adoption of resolutions (May 24, 1774)
setting apart June 1—the day the Port Bill was to
be enforced—as a time of ‘‘fasting, humiliation and
prayer,’’ the Virginia Assembly was the first to take
definite action against the new measures of oppres-
sion. Other assemblies again followed the safe
leadership of the Old Dominion.

Local meetings of freeholders were held through-
out the South to devise measures of relief. At a
meeting in Fairfax county, Va., presided over by
‘Washington, resolutions were adopted declaring that
the people of Boston were ‘‘suffering in the common
cause of all British America.”” Subscriptions were
opened throughout the South for the poor people of
that city and Washington gave $250 to this worthy
object. Facts gathered by MeCrady indicate that
‘‘the donations from South Carolina exceeded, both
in money and supplies, any other colony, not except-
ing Massachusetts itself.”’” Large contributions were
also sent from other Southern colonies.*

A convention ‘‘of the whole province of Mary-
land’’ declared that these acts of Parliament would
‘‘lay a foundation for the utter destruction of British
America.”” A similar meeting in South Carolina
said: ‘It is the duty of the inhabitants of all the
colonies to support the inhabitants of Boston’’; an-
other, in Virginia, said that the colonial ‘‘assemblies
had the sole right of directing their internal polity.”’
A North Carolina patriot wrote: ‘‘We view the at-
tack upon Massachusetts * * * to be intended
to pave the way to a general subversion of the con-
stitutional rights of North America.”” A Virginian

*The correspondence of the * Donation Committee’” of Boston shows how gen-
erally the Southern colonies came to the relief of Boston. (See Frothingham’s
Rise of the Republic, pp. 387~390.)
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wrote: ‘‘Let us remember that with the sword our
fathers obtained their constitutional rights, and by
the sword it is our duty to defend them.’” And
Washington, the noblest Roman of them all, said in
the Virginia convention (August, 1774), “I will
raise one thousand men, subsist them at my own
expense, and march myself at their head for the
relief of Boston.”’

Calls for a General Congress.

The Burgesses of Virginia, meeting in a private
capacity (May 27, 1774), immediately after their dis-
solution by Lord Botetourt, issued a call for another
general congress, which had hitherto been suggested
only by individuals and towns. Two days later they
took another step in advance of all other colonists by
providing definitely for the choice of delegates to
the proposed congress. In the same meeting they
not only ‘“‘declared that an attack on any one colony
should be considered as an attack on the whole,’’ but
‘‘resolved to stand by Massachusetts.”” This was
regarded in England as ‘“an overt act of treason.”’

Other colonies approved the call and selected dele-
gates to attend the proposed congress. The patriots
of Massachusetts perfected the plan by appointing a
time and place for the meeting.

First Continental Congress.

This historic assembly held its meetings in Car-
penter’s Hall, Philadelphia, beginning Sept. 5, 1774.
It consisted of fifty-five delegates, representing
twelve colonies, and was presided over by Peyton
Randolph, of Virginia. Although Georgia did not
send representatives, she promised to concur in the
actions of her ‘‘sister colonies.”’

A striking unanimity of purpose is shown by the
commission issued to the delegates by the different
colonies (see Frothingham’s Rise of the Republic,



64 POLITICAL HISTORY.

pp. 362-364, footnote). In general, the objects aimed
at were a redress of grievances and the restoration of
harmony between the colonies and the mother coun-
try. Detailed statements of the services rendered
by the Southern delegates cannot be given in this
connection. Their names will be found on all the
important committees, by which most of the work
was done. The great acts of this congress—the As-
sociation and the Declaration of Rights and Griev-
ances—show a spirit that is not provincial but
continental. Southern sentiment found expression
on the floor of this assembly in the inspired words of
Patrick Henry: ¢‘‘The distinctions between Vir-
ginians, Pennsylvanians, New Yorkers and New
Englanders are no more. I am not a Virginian, but
an American.”’

Before the final adjournment (Oct. 26, 1774), a
call was issued for another congress to meet in
Phlladelphla (May 10, 1775), “‘unless the redress of
grievances * * desired be obtained before
that time,’’ and all the colonies were requested to
choose delegates ‘‘as soon as possible to attend such
congress.”’
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PART II.

THE SOUTH IN THE FORMA-
TION OF THE UNION.

CuarrER 1.

THE SOUTH IN THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR.

HE Second Continental Congress assem-
bled in Philadelphia May 10, 1775, three
weeks after the battle of Lexington, and
continued its work until May 1, 1781.
Delegates were there from all the colo-
nies, Georgia being at first partially and later fully
represented. Peyton Randolph was unanimously re-
elected president, but was recalled shortly afterward
to preside over his own Assembly in Virginia. The
vacancy in the Virginia delegation was filled by the
appointment of Thomas Jefferson, whose bold lead-
ership at home and whose talent as a writer had
already attracted much attention.

In its earlier days this Congress was merely an
agency for ‘‘common consultation’’ and ‘joint ex-
postulation,’” but with the progress of events it as-
sumed direction of domestic and foreign policies
for the prosecution of war and the establishment of
peace.

Premonitions of a Conflict.

In April, 1774, a citizen of North Carolina wrote
that the colonies were ‘‘striding fast to independ-
ence,’’ and in March, 1775, Governor Martin notified

65
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the English authorities of the organization of a
regiment and the training of troops in that colony.
The citizens of Mecklenburg county adopted a Deec-
laration of Independence May, 1775, and a few days
later Governor Martin fled to a British man-of-war.
The provincial congress ordered that the colony ‘‘be
immediately put in a state of defense,”’ and shortly
thereafter sent troops to help the patriots of Vir-
ginia and South Carolina.

The provincial congress of South Carolina recom-
mended (January, 1775) military drills ‘‘at least
once a fortnight,”” exhorted the patriots to be ‘“at-
tentive in learning the use of arms,’’ and appointed
a secret committee (April, 1775) which promptly
seized the public munitions of war. It also commis-
sioned (July 24, 1775) a sloop, which captured (Au-
gust 18) a British vessel with 11,900 pounds of
powder, part of which was sent to Washington’s
army at Boston. A patriot force took charge of
Fort Johnson, and Governor Campbell boarded a
British war vessel, taking with him the great seal of
the province, Sept. 15, 1775. Five months later he
sailed away mortally wounded in a final attempt
to reéstablish his government.

The Georgia patriots seized a powder magazine
May 11, 1775, and sent part of its contents to South
Carolina; spiked British cannon at Savannah, on
June 2, to prevent a celebration of the king’s birth-
day; commissioned a schooner for naval warfare
and, with the aid of South Carolinians, captured
(July 10, 1775) a British ship with about 16,000
pounds of powder, 5,000 pounds of which were sent
to Philadelphia. They purged their militia of its
‘‘loyal element,”’ August, 1775, and arrested their
governor, January, 1776, who later escaped to a
British warship.

The Maryland convention gave notice that they
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meant to give more than ‘‘moral support’’ to the
acts of Congress, and recommended a ‘‘general or-
ganization and arming of the militia.”” Although
Governor Eden was permitted to remain at An-
napolis a few months, with only a shadow of his
former authority, the convention took charge of the
government, July, 1775, and the Committee of
Safety eleven months later conducted him to a
British ship and bade him adieu.

As early as November, 1774, Virginia was said to
be raising a company of troops in every county. A
month later Lord Dunmore wrote to England that
this activity was ‘‘for the avowed purpose of pro-
tecting their committees, and to be employed against
the government, if occasion require.”’ The Virginia
Convention, March, 1775, encouraged the manufac-
ture of gunpowder, and adopted a motion to embody,
arm and discipline the militia. In support of the
latter motion, Patrick Henry said: ‘‘If we wish to
be free we must fight. * * * There is no retreat
but in submission and slavery. The war is inevi-
table, and let it come! The next gale that sweeps
from the North will bring to our ears the clash of
resounding arms! I know not what course others
may take, but as for me, give me liberty or give me
death!”” Minute-men signed a pledge (April, 1775)
to defend ‘‘Virginia or any sister colony,’’ and Pat-
rick Henry led a force against the governor, May,
1775. The burgesses adopted Jefferson’s resolu-
tions, June, 1775, rejecting Lord North’s plan of con-
ciliation, and Lord Dunmore took refuge on a Brit.
ish ship and began an active warfare against the col-
ony he had been appointed to rule.

Preparations for War.

The first great duty of the Second Continental
Congress was to raise, equip and maintain an army.
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In the debate on the army bill, June 15, 1775, John
Adams said: ‘‘I had but one gentleman in my mind
for that important command, and that was a gentle-
man from Virginia who was among us, and very
well known to all of us—a gentleman whose skill and
experience as an officer, whose independent fortune,
great talent and excellent universal character would
command the approbation of all America, and unite
the cordial exertions of all the colonies better than
any other person in the Union.”’ Washington, to
whom Adams referred, was unanimously chosen
commander-in-chief of the army, the grave responsi-
bility being conferred with the simple injunction to
see ‘‘that the liberties of the country receive no
detriment.’”” With characteristic modesty Washing-
ton left the room when his name was first mentioned
by Adams, but being present when the vote was
finally taken, two days later, he arose and said: ‘I
beg it may be remembered by every gentleman in
this room that I this day declare with utmost sin-
cerity I do not think myself equal to the command I
am honored with.”” He promptly announced that he
would ‘“‘accept no pay for his services but would keep
an account of his personal expenses, which Congress
might reimburse, if it wished, at the close of the
war.”’” He reached Boston, July 2, 1775, and on the
following day assumed command of the American
army.
Hostilities in the South.

‘While Washington was fighting to rescue Boston
the militia of Virginia were winning laurels at home.
After Dunmore’s flight to a British ship, he pro-
claimed martial law, offered freedom to slaves who
would join his army and proceeded to lay waste the
shores of the Chesapeake. A British defeat near
Norfolk caused him to bombard and burn that city
on Jan. 1, 1776, in order to keep it from falling into
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the hands of the patriots. He continued to ravage
the coast until his defeat, July 9, 1776, by a force of
Virginians, when he sent the slaves who had joined
him to the West Indies and embarked for New York.

The North Carolina militia met and defeated at
Moore’s Creek (Feb. 27, 1776) 1,600 Scotch High-
landers who were on their way to the coast to join
expected forces from Boston and Ireland with a
view of completely subduing the state. This little
victory aroused the North Carolina patriots, whose
spirited resistance prevented the landing of Clin-
ton’s troops from Boston. After waiting in vain for
reinforcements from Ireland, Clinton joined Parker
and Cornwallis in an expedition against Charleston.

The South Carolinians with the aid of small forces
from Pennsylvania, North Carolina and Virginia,
completely repulsed the attack on Charleston, June
28, 1776, and saved the South from invasion for more
than two years. The honor of this first absolute
victory of the Revolution is chiefly due to General
Moultrie, President Rutledge and the Carolina
troops. The heroic deed of Sergeant Jasper will
always adorn the annals of American history.

When the British agents saw that war was in-
evitable they instigated the Indians to attack the
backwoods settlements and furnished them with
arms and ammunition for that purpose. At the time
of the attack on Charleston the Cherokees began to
massacre, ‘‘without distinetions of age or sex, all
persons who fell into their power’’ from Georgia to
Virginia. As most of the militia had been ordered
to the defense of the seacoast, the country was
desolated and hundreds of men, women and children
were murdered before they could be rescued. The
prompt and effective service of the brave men who
fought under Robertson and Sevier saved the Wa-
tanga settlements until the frontier militia from
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Georgia, the Carolinas and Virginia could assemble
under Williamson, Rutherford and Christian in suf-
ficient numbers to crush the power of the Cherokees.
The summary and effective punishment then given
the savages left the frontier of the lower South com-
paratively quiet during the rest of the war.

Declaration of Independence.

On March 23, 1775, South Carolina authorized its
delegates ‘‘to concur in any measure which might be
deemed essential to the welfare of America.”” A few
days later, April 5, the provincial congress of
Georgia instructed their delegates ‘‘to join in any
measures which they might think caleculated for the
common good—charging them ‘always to keep in
view the general utility, remembering that the great
and righteous cause in which they were engaged was
not provincial, but continental!’ ’’ After the battle
of Moore’s Creek the provincial congress of North
Carolina, on April 12, 1776, unanimously instructed
their delegates in Congress ‘‘to concur with the dele-
gates in the other colonies in declaring independ-
ency.”’ By this step North Carolina won the coveted
distinetion of being the first colony to take official
action looking toward a separation from the mother
country.

Then followed the unanimous vote of the Virginia
convention, May 14, 1776, instructing its delegates
in Congress to propose to that respectable body to
declare the United Colonies free and independent
states. On the same day the British flag on the Vir-
ginia state house was replaced by ‘‘The Union Flag
of the American States’’ amid a great popular dem-
onstration. By this bold action the Old Dominion
took the decisive step and again assumed revolu-
tionary leadership.

In accordance with instructions from home, Rich-
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ard Henry Lee, on June 7, 1776, submitted resolu-
tions declaring among other things, ‘‘that these
United Colonies are, and of right ought to be, free
and independent States.’”” We are told that these
resolutions were thought by the prudent members of
Congress to be so treasonable that they were not
entered ‘‘even on a secret journal, and nothing but
a slip of paper now preserves the original form.”’

It was eminently proper that a representative of
the colony whose positive instructions had led to the
bold step should be the author of the Declaration of
Independence. By the unavoidable absence of Lee
this high honor was conferred on Thomas Jefferson
—one of the youngest delegates in Congress—then in
his thirty-third year. A more fortunate choice could
not have been made. His work was so well done that
the few alterations which Congress made in the
original draft affected neither the general form nor
content, and the student of to-day doubts whether it
was improved by these changes. Certainly the omis-
sion of the passage in denunciation of the slave trade
is still to be regretted.

The efforts of critics to minimize the honor due
the author by declaring that this document lacks
originality is misdirected. In the execution of his
task, he was the chosen mouthpiece of the colonists,
and the excellence of the declaration lies in the fact
that it mirrored ‘‘the soul of a nation’’; for without
reference to book or pamphlet he put into compact,
trenchant, chaste and dignified language the polit-
ical maxims and sentiments of his countrymen. In
the language of Daniel Webster, ‘‘To say that he
performed his great work well would be doing him
injustice. To say that he did it excellently well, ad-
mirably well, would be inadequate and halting
praise. Let us rather say, that he so discharged the
duty assigned him that all Americans may well re-
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joice that the work of drawing the title-deed of their
liberties devolved upon him.”’

Amid innumerable demonstrations the patriots of
America announced the birth of the new nation and
promulgated that great document, which in the
words of Buckle ‘‘ought to be hung up in the nursery
of every king, and blazoned on the porch of every
royal palace.”’

Organization of State Governments in the South.

The period immediately preceding and following
the Declaration of Independence was the greatest
constitution-making epoch in the history of the
world. The Southern states, no longer colonies, in
common with most of the other states in the Union,
promptly drafted new constitutions. South Caro-
lina was the first of the thirteen to take this im-
portant step, adopting a temporary constitution in
March, 1776, and a permanent one two years later,
March, 1778. Georgia followed her example by
adopting a temporary constitution, April 15, 1776,
which also gave way to a permanent one a few
months later, Feb. 5, 1777. Virginia adopted the
first and most celebrated Bill of Rights, June 15,
1776, and a constitution a few days later, June 29.
The celebrated Maryland Declaration of Independ-
ence was adopted July 3, 1776, and this was followed
by a Declaration of Rights, November 3, and a con-
stitution, November 8. North Carolina adopted a
Bill of Rights December 7 and a constitution on the
day following. To use the words of Jefferson to
Franklin, ‘“The people seem to have laid aside the
monarchal and taken up the republican government
with as much ease as would have attended their
throwing off an old garment and putting on a new
suit of clothes.’?
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Conquest of the Northwest.

As the Revolutionary War progressed repeated
raids were made (1777) by the British and the In-
dians under their influence upon the frontier settle-
ments in Kentucky, which was then a county of Vir-
ginia. Hamilton, the English commander at Detroit,
because of the rewards paid for the scalps of fron-
tiersmen, had earned the epithet of the ‘“hair-buying
general.”” This state of affairs appealed to a young
Virginian—George Rogers Clark—who, like Wash-
ington, had been in early life a backwoods surveyor.
He went to Williamsburg in the autumn of 1777 and
laid before Governor Patrick Henry his scheme for
capturing the British posts north of the Ohio. He
received a commission as lieutenant-colonel, Jan. 2,
1778, the equivalent of $6,000 in depreciated cur-
rency, and authority to enlist Virginia volunteers
for the enterprise. His adventurous expedition, its
successful termination and its momentous conse-
quences are familiar to all students of American his-
tory. Suffice it to say that starting with about 150
frontiersmen he surprised and captured Kaskaskia,
Cahokia and Vincennes, sent the most dangerous
captives to Virginia, detached the Indians and the
French colonists from the British cause and held
this country until the end of the Revolutionary War.

This conquest, under the sole authority and with
the support of the Old Dominion, is noteworthy be-
cause it brought peace to the colonial frontier and
extended American authority over a region that was
truly imperial in extent. Illinois became a county of
Virginia in 1778 and so remained until it was given
to the general government for the common good.

Final Struggle in the South.

The open espousal of the American cause by
France, the rejection of Lord North’s final effort at
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conciliation and the failure of British arms in the
North caused the ministry to devise a new plan of
conquest. The farms of Georgia and South Caro-
lina had furnished not only a great part of the sup-
plies for the American soldiers but the commodities
which, sent abroad, had helped to uphold American
credit in Kurope. Charleston had also become a
rendezvous for American privateers, and a large
amount of merchandise had accumulated at that
point. Many Southern troops were far from home,
serving under Washington. The ministry was as-
sured that a large proportion of the inhabitants of
Georgia and South Carolina were English sym-
pathizers. The isolation of these states from the
centre of population and of recent hostilities was
thought to offer opportunity for their complete sub-
jugation before relief could reach them. These facts
caused the English authorities to undertake a thor-
ough conquest of this part of the Union with a view
to making it the base of operations for the conquest
of the rest of America.

In the latter part of 1778 four expeditions were
sent against the small body of patriots in Georgia.
Three bodies of English regulars and Tory refugees
from East Florida overran a large part of the state,
ruthlessly destroying and plundering as they went.
A disastrous retaliatory expedition was attempted
with a view of carrying the war into Florida, but the
army was forced by camp diseases to return to
Savannah. A fourth army of 3,500 British regulars
from New York under Colonel Campbell captured
Savannah Deec. 29, 1778, taking 500 prisoners and a
large amount of military stores. All of these armies
attempted to destroy the power of the patriots by
offering protection to all who would espouse the
British cause and by threatening vengeance against
those who refused. Many patriots fled to the interior
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and into South Carolina, and with the fall of Sun-
bury and Augusta the infant state of Georgia, the
youngest and weakest of the thirteen, again passed
into British hands. In a desperate effort to drive
the British from the interior of the state, 1,500
American soldiers recaptured Augusta, but suffered
a disastrous repulse at Brier Creek, March 3, 1779,
all of them being killed or captured except about 450
men who escaped by swimming the Savannah River.
On July 14, 1779, Sir James Wright returned to
Savannah to resume his duties as royal governor of
the subdued province while the British continued to
plunder and devastate the homes of the patriots.

A British forece of 3,000 men and a band of Indians
under General Provost invaded South Carolina, rav-
aging the country as they went. They were con-
fronted at Charleston by General Lincoln’s army,
which drove them back into Georgia. General Lin-
coln then cooperated with a French fleet under
D’Estaing in a disastrous attempt to drive the Brit-
ish out of Savannah. In the final assault on the city,
Oct. 9, 1779, the Americans and French lost about
800 men, among them the gallant Pulaski. The fleet
sailed away and General Lincoln returned to
Charleston. This was a heavy blow to the American
cause, since it encouraged the loyalists to redouble
their activity and caused the British to undertake a
vigorous assault on South Carolina.

From this time until the close of the Revolution,
South Carolina was to be the principal theatre of
war. In the words of McCrady she was ‘‘rent and
torn and trampled as no other state in the Union.”’
Bancroft says that, ‘‘left mainly to her own re-
sources, it was through the depths of wretchedness
that her sons were to bring her back to her place in
the republic, after suffering more and daring more
and achieving more than the men of any other
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state.”” Their vain appeals to Congress for help had
forced the South Carolinians to feel that they had
been forsaken by the general government. In the
latter part of December, 1779, Clinton sailed from
New York with 8,500 men, and after being rein-
forced, besieged Charleston with an army of about
13,000. General Lincoln, having unwisely attempted
to hold the city, was completely invested and cap-
tured with his gallant army of more than 5,000 men,
May 12, 1780. The state was then overrun by the
British and subjected to the treatment that had been
visited upon Georgia.

For several weeks after the fall of Charleston it
seemed that South Carolina had been permanently
lost to the cause of American independence. Men
began to accept the proffered terms of peace which
virtually placed them in a position of neutrality for
the remainder of the war. The Assembly had hastily
adjourned, conferring dictatorial power on Governor
Rutledge and such of the council as he could con-
veniently consult. There was no army in the state
and apparently no nucleus of any organized resist-
ance. On June 4, 1780, Cornwallis wrote to the min-
istry: ‘‘I may venture to assert that there are few
men in South Carolina who are not either our pris-
oners or in arms with us.”’ This feeling of absolute
mastery had led him the day before to change the
terms upon which prisoners had been paroled, so
that instead of allowing them to remain neutral in
the conflict they were threatened with the extreme
penalty of the law if they failed to take the oath of
allegiance to the king. This meant that the people
of South Carolina were offered the alternative be-
tween confiscation and death as rebels on the one
hand and enlistment and service in the British army
on the other.

In the meantime three expeditions had easily pene-
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trated different parts of the state to take charge of
military posts and organize the loyal militia. One
of them marched up the Savannah River as far as
Augusta, while another was sent to take charge of
the post of Ninety-Six. The third and most impor-
tant force was sent under Cornwallis across the
Santee toward Camden with special instructions to
capture Governor Rutledge and his council if pos-
sible, drive the scattered American troops from the
state, overawe the inhabitants, and carry the war
into North Carolina. Part of this army under
Tarleton encountered a body of Virginia troops,
May 29, most of whom were massacred after they
had surrendered. The sufferings of the South Caro-
linians at the hands of Tarleton had an effect that
was unforeseen by the invaders; for, instead of over-
awing the people by his treachery and brutality, he
aroused their indignation and resentment, thereby
making it impossible for them to become reconciled
to the reéstablishment of royal power in their state.
The situation brought forth a number of partisan
leaders around whose standard were gathered small
bodies of brave men who entered upon a relentless
warfare against the invaders. The most celebrated
of these were Marion of South Carolina and Sumter
of Virginia. They were ably seconded by Davie,
Pickens and Davidson. With the exception of Davie,
who equipped and furnished his corps at his own
expense under a commission from the governor of
North Carolina, these leaders acted without commis-
sions, state or Continental, and their followers de-
frayed the expense of their own equipment, serving
without pay or financial help from any source. By
swift movements along obscure paths or through
trackless forests they hovered around the invaders
while in the camp and on the march, often dashing
upon them at unguarded moments, striking heavy
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blows and then suddenly disappearing to their ob-
scure and inaccessible retreats. Unquestionably
they saved the state from complete subjugation and
in so doing probably saved the cause of American
independence.

McCrady estimates that in five months (March 18
to Aug. 16, 1780) the regularly organized armies un-
der the Continental generals, Lincoln and Gates, lost
in the eight engagements which they fought in South
Carolina 8,377 in killed, wounded and prisoners to a
total British loss in the same engagements of only
647. This makes a difference of 7,730 in favor of
the British in these operations. In the same length
of time (July 12 to Dec. 11, 1780) the partisan bands
in South Carolina under their own leaders fought
twenty-six battles, resulting in British losses of
2,486 in killed, wounded and prisoners at a loss to
themselves of 817 in the aggregate. In other words,
they inflicted losses on the British and Tories of
more than three times those sustained by them-
selves. Their principal victories were at William-
son’s Plantation, Hunt’s Bluff, Hanging Rock,
Wateree Ferry, Musgrove’s Mill and Nelson’s
Ferry. Unfortunately, many of these gallant bands
served ‘‘without even an enrollment of their names,
that their descendants might glory in their deeds.”’

Washington had sent Baron De Kalb with about
2,000 Continental troops to the relief of Charleston,
but the city was captured before this force had
passed through Virginia. De Kalb finally paused at
Hillsboro, N. C., and while awaiting reinforcements
from the militia and deliberating on his line of
march he was superseded, July 25, 1780, by General
Gates, the ‘‘hero of Saratoga,’’ whom Congress had
placed in command of the American forces in the
South. This appointment was made contrary to the
well-known wish of Washington, who desired to see
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General Greene appointed to the important and re-
sponsible position.

Gates promptly set aside De Kalb’s plan of march
and, against the advice of his principal officers,
started his ‘‘Grand Army,”’ as he called it, on the
least feasible of many roads leading to Camden, a
strategic point which was held by a strong British
force. He rashly attacked the united forces of Corn-
wallis and Rawden on August 16, after having lost
an opportunity to engage a smaller force under the
latter commander alone. Although the American
soldiers fought with desperation, they were out-
flanked and, after rallying twice, were seized with
panic and many of them threw away their arms and
fled. The Americans lost seventy officers and 2,000
men killed, wounded and prisoners, among them the
gallant De Kalb, who died in British hands after
receiving eleven wounds. The British loss was only
324 men. Without ordering a retreat or attempting
to save his army, Gates ignominiously forsook his
men and fled to Hillsboro, N. C., thus fulfilling
Charles Lee’s prophetic intimation that his North-
ern laurels might change to Southern willows. This
apparently irreparable disaster caused great re-
joicing among the loyalists who constituted the
larger part of the British force in the battle. With
the defeat of Sumter’s army at Fishing Creek a few
days later Cornwallis was encouraged to invade
North Carolina. He sent Ferguson into the western
part of South Carolina to enlist loyalist reeruits
with instructions to rejoin him at Charlotte. In the
meantime Gates at Hillsboro was trying in vain to
raise another army.

In reply to Ferguson’s threat to the frontiers-
men across the mountains to hang them and devas-
tate their country with fire and sword, they donned
their hunting shirts, shouldered their rifles and went
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to war under the command of Campbell, Shelby,
Sevier and McDowell. After joining the patriots
from the older settlements under Cleveland, the
combined forces of nearly 1,500 men surrounded
Ferguson’s army on the top of King’s Mountain
and promptly accepted his challenge to ‘‘all the
rebels outside of hell”’ to take him. These Indian
hunters fought from behind trees, steadily closing
in upon the Tories, whose ranks were thinned by
their deadly fire. Within an hour (Oect. 7, 1780)
Ferguson and over 300 of his men were dead and
the rest of them, with their arms and equipments,
were in the hands of the ‘‘rebels.”” The American
loss was twenty-eight killed and sixty-two wounded.
After delivering their prisoners and spoils to the
proper authorities, the heroes of King’s Mountain
returned quietly to their homes. This battle turned
the tide of war in the South, and Cornwallis at once
(October 14) took up his line of retreat into South
Carolina.

Tarleton having been ordered to protect the main
army, is reported to have said to his men: ¢‘Come,
my boys! Let us go back, and we will soon find the
game-cock [Sumter]; but as for this d——d old fox
[Marion], the devil himself could not catch him.”’
He found the ‘‘Game-cock’ and was defeated by
him at Blackstocks (November 20), with a British
loss of 192 killed and wounded and an American loss
of only one killed and three wounded. ‘

Clinton had started Leslie with reinforcements
from New York to the Chesapeake to join Corn-
wallis in North Carolina for an invasion of Virginia.
But the battle of King’s Mountain having forced
Cornwallis to retreat to South Carolina, Leslie was
ordered to Charleston. Although his reinforcement
of 2,300 men did not replace the losses (2,486 men)
which the partisan bands had inflicted on the Brit-



THE FORMATION OF THE UNION. 81

ish, Cornwallis was encouraged to attempt another
invasion of North Carolina.

Fortunately for the American cause Congress re-
moved Gates from command and permitted Wash-
ington to name his successor. General Greene
promptly took charge (Dec. 4, 1780) of the small
body of about 2,300 poorly equipped and undisci-
plined men whom Gates had at last collected at
Charlotte. Around him were gathered a corps of
able officers, among them Light-Horse Harry Lee,
Daniel Morgan and William Washington of Virginia,
and Howard and Williams of Maryland. A body of
about 1,000 men under Morgan won a brilliant little
victory over Tarleton at Cowpens, Jan. 16, 1781, the
aggregate American loss being only seventy-two
while that of the British was 784. The effort of Corn-
wallis to capture Greene’s army was frustrated by
Williams and Lee, who operated on the flanks of the
British army while their commander made a masterly
retreat into Virginia. Pickens and Lee were then sent
into North Carolina to help Williams in his efforts
to keep reinforcements from joining Cornwallis and
to check his conquests in that state. Greene soon
followed with his main army and met Cornwallis at
Guilford Courthouse, March 15, 1781. Although the
British claimed the victory, Charles Fox is alleged
to have said that ‘‘such another victory would de-
stroy the British army.’’ Cornwallis then hastened
to Wilmington for reinforcements from the British
fleet and Greene went to the assistance of South
Carolina. The American defeat at Hobkirk’s Hill
(April 25) by Rawdon was soon redeemed by Sum-
ter at Orangeburg (May 11), by Marion and Lee at
Fort Motte (May 11), by Sumter and Lee at Granby
(May 15), and by Rudulph at Fort Galphin (May
21), in which engagements the patriots, without the

loss of a single man, inflicted an aggregate loss of
Yol 6.
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720 men upon the British and forced Rawdon to re-
treat to the seacoast. With the capture of Ninety-
Six (June 19) by Greene the last British stronghold
in upper South Carolina passed into the hands of
the patriots. After the battle of Eutaw Springs
(September 9), the last great conflict of the war in
South Carolina, the British retreated to Charleston,
having lost, in a few months, conquests that had
cost them enormous sacrifices of men and money
extending over a period of more than three years.
A year after the capture of Cornwallis at Yorktown
Charleston was peacefully evacuated (Dec. 14,
1782).

MecCrady tells us that out of the 137 ‘‘battles, ac-
tions and engagements’’ fought in South Carolina
during the Revolution, 103 of them were fought by
the South Carolinians alone and twenty others by
the South Carolinians in codperation with the troops
from other states.

In the meantime the recapture of Aungusta on June
5, 1781, by Pickens and Lee had opened the way for
driving the British out of Georgia. In spite of Gov-
ernor Wright’s lusty call for aid no adequate British
force could be spared to roll back the rapidly rising
tide of conquest. Twiggs, Jackson and Pickens
drove back the British and subdued the Indians, who
were making a final effort in behalf of their allies.
In fulfilment of his promise to aid the Georgia pa-
triots, Greene, after the surrender at Yorktown, sent
them troops under Wayne (January, 1782), and the
combined forces soon drove the British out of the
state. Savannah was evacuated July 11, 1782.

Although Maryland suffered less at the hand of in-
vaders than did the other Southern states, this good
fortune was due only to force of circumstances. Her
zeal in the cause drew from the state large forces of
men, more than 20,000 in the aggregate, who joined
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the Revolutionary army both North and South, leav-
ing their own borders largely unprotected. Ram-
sey’s command doubtless saved Washington’s army
at Monmouth. Maryland troops rendered conspicu-
ous service at Cowpens, where their commander,
Howard, held in his hands ‘‘seven swords of officers
who had surrendered to him personally;’’ at Guil-
ford Courthouse and Hobkirk’s Hill, where they
turned the tide of battle, and at Eutaw Springs,
where Greene said their conduct ‘‘exceeded anything
he ever saw.”’

Instead of going by sea from Wilmington to the re-
lief of Rawdon at Charleston, Cornwallis decided to
invade Virginia, feeling that the South could never
be conquered as long as that state was in the hands
of the patriots. As the citizens of that state, follow-
ing the example of her most illustrious son, were
helping their strnggling neighbors in other parts of
the country, the auspices seemed most favorable for
a complete conquest of the Old Dominion. Steuben,
who was in general command of Virginia, had just
sent all the troops he ecould raise to reinforce Greene.
The traitor Arnold had landed a force of about 1,700
men at Portsmouth (December, 1780) and with 900
of them he had ascended the James River to West-
over and captured Richmond (Jan. 5, 1781). In
April of the same year another force of 2,500 men
under Phillips had ascended the James River, burned
the warehouses at Petersburg and laid waste the
country toward Richmond. When near this place
he encountered a force of 1,200 regulars sent by
Washington under command of Lafayette, and re-
treated to Petersburg, where he soon died of fever.
Cornwallis took charge of Arnold’s force in May,
1781, and set out with 7,000 men to capture Lafay-
ette. He thought he would have an easy victory
over the young French general of only twenty-three



84 POLITICAL HISTORY.

years, and wrote: ‘‘The boy cannot escape me.’’
Lafayette with his small army of about 3,000 men,
chiefly militia, ‘‘not strong enough to be beaten,’’ re-
treated, persistently refusing during the whole of
May and part of June to be drawn into battle. But
upon the arrival of reinforcements under Anthony
‘Wayne he suddenly became so aggressive that Corn-
wallis thought it prudent to retreat to Yorktown.
Lafayette settled down at Malvern Hill and informed
‘Washington of the situation. Washington and
Rochambeaun with about 16,000 men quickly left New
York and joined Lafayette (September, 1781). The
large American army cut off all chance for Corn-
wallis to escape by land while two French fleets,
manned by about 20,000 sailors, on the water front
destroyed all hope of aid from the British navy.
After a desperate resistance Cornwallis surrendered
his army of between eight and nine thousand men
with their equipment (Oect. 19, 1781).

The limitations of this narrative forbid even a
meagre treatment of the naval services of the South
in the Revolution. Georgia was the first of the
Southern colonies to commission a vessel for war
(July, 1775). South Carolina organized a small
navy of her own, fitting out eleven vessels and pledg-
ing her credit for European vessels and equipments.
Although a number of prizes were taken, the state
lost heavily in this spirited attempt to wage war on
the high seas. Maryland equipped a large number
of privateers, ‘‘by some estimated at two hundred
and fifty or more,’’ that preyed on British commerce.
North Carolina had a little state navy of four vessels
and Virginia adopted similar measures to protect
her coast. The latter state furnished the American
navy with John Paul Jones, a Scofchman, who had
settled on her soil in 1773. After various useful ser-
vices, he secured in 1776 an antiquated East India
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merchantman, which he transformed into an Ameri-
can man-of-war. Issuing from French waters, he
captured, in a strange moonlight encounter, the Brit-
ish ship Serapis, an achievement for which the king .
of France presented him a gold sword and Congress
voted him a gold medal. His other services to the
cause of liberty, too numerous to mention, were sec-
ond only to those of Virginia’s most honored citizen,
who was commander-in-chief of the American army.

By invitation of the Maryland legislature, Con-
gress met at Annapolis in November, 1783, and there
Washington resigned his commission (December 23)
and retired to private life. The military services of
this great Southerner have not fallen within the lim-
its of this sketch, yet the subject cannot be dismissed
without a brief reference to his career. One English
writer, Green, says of him: ‘“No nobler figure ever
stood in the forefront of a nation’s life.”” Another
Englishman, Thackeray, says: ‘‘Here indeed is a
character to admire and revere; a life without a
stain, a flame without a flaw.”” His self-control, his
keen sympathy, his quiet and unassuming manner,his
moral and physical courage, his unswerving integ-
rity, his accurate judgment of men and measures, his
unselfish devotion to his country, his prompt recog-
nition of the meritorious services of his colleagues,
his magnanimity toward his enemies, his hopefulness
in disaster,his patience in waiting, his skill in retreat,
his resourcefulness in attack,his calmness in victory,
his prudence and justice in the exercise of authority,
his serenity in the face of eriticism and treachery,
and his vigilance at all times are among the traits
which make him the most conspicuous character in
American history. ‘

Comparative Statistics.

It is impossible to give the exact number of sol-

diers the South contributed to the Revolution. Un-
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fortunately for historical accuracy, many Southern
forces served without muster rolls. General Knox
in his report to Congress (May 11, 1790) says that
“in some years of the greatest exertions of the
Southern states, there are no returns whatever of
the militia employed.’”” On the other hand, the war
in the Northern states assumed a more regular char-
acter and the rolls are, for the most part, complete.
By comparing the ‘‘scant memoranda, almost provi-
dentially preserved,’”” with the returns of the first
census, Dr. J. L. M. Curry has prepared the follow-
ing statistics, which are worthy of note in this con-
nection. He says:

“In 1790, the white male population over sixteen years of age, in
Pennsylvania and Virginia, was about the same, the former being
110,788, and the latter, 110,934, and yet, according to the official esti-
mate presented to the first Congress by the secretary of war, Gen.
Henry Knox of Massachusetts, Pennsylvania furnished 34,965 soldiers
and Virginia 56,721. New Hampshire had a military population 513
larger than South Carolina, and she contributed 14,906 soldiers and
South Carolina, 31,131. The latter quota is nearly equal to that of
Pennsylvania, which had triple the military population and twice
the total population, free and slave. South Carolina outnumbered
New York’s troops, 29,836, although New York had much more
than double the military population, and 40 per cent. more of
total population. Connecticut and Massachusetts did more than
any of the states, not Southern, and yet South Carolina sent to
its armies thirty-seven out of every forty-two citizens capable of bearing
arms; Massachusetts sent thirty-two; Connecticut thirty; and New
Hampshire eighteen. * * * Again, while sending its troops freely
to any part of the country, it [the South] fought in very large degree its
own battles and the losses sustained in supporting this home conflict
were far heavier than any amount of taxation ever levied. * * *
According to General Knox’s report, the North sent to the army 100
men of every 227 of military age, as shown by the census of 1790,
and the South 100 for every 209. * * * These are authentic his-
torical facts, and are not presented by way of recrimination, but to
establish equality and justice. If there were inequality of burdens, if
the South made heavy sacrifices, they were cheerful free-will offerings
on the altar of Liberty.” -
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CrartER I1.

THE SOUTH IN THE CONFEDERATION.

HE cessation of hostilities after the surren-
der of Cornwallis brought new dangers to
the infant nation. The soldiers were greatly
agitated over the delay of Congress in pro-

viding remuneration for their services. Certain of-

ficers at Newburg drew up an address to Congress
which showed by its menacing though respectful
tone that the patience of the army had been well-nigh
exhausted and that further postponement of their
pay might be perilous. The circulation of an anony-
mous letter (March 10, 1783) gave unmistakable evi-
dence of a conspiracy to resort to violence for the
redress of their grievances. This meant of course
nothing short of a sanguinary civil conflict with its
possible termination in a military despotism. The
only man in the nation who could avert the impend-
ing calamity was the beloved commander-in-chief of
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the army. He appeared in the midst of the officers
and soldiers, who were inflamed by passion and
aroused by cupidity. As, with evident emotion, he
drew from his coat pocket an address which he had
carefully written and reached for his spectacles, he
remarked: ‘‘Gentlemen, you will permit me fo put
on my spectacles, for I have not only grown gray,
but almost blind, in the service of my country.”” We
are told that this statement, with the mode and man-
ner of delivering it, ‘‘drew tears from [many] of the
officers.”’

He then read his eloquent, patriotic and effective
address in which he appealed to the higher motives
and nobler principles of his men. He not only
calmed their passions and awakened their generos-
ity, but denounced the conspirators and rebuked
their disgraceful methods. ‘‘And let me conjure
you,’’ be said in conclusion, ‘‘in the name of our com-
mon country, as you value your own sacred honor,
as you respect the rights of humanity, and as you re-
gard the military and national character of America,
to express your utmost horror and detestation of the
man who wishes, under any specious pretences, to
overturn liberties of our country, and who wickedly
attempts to open the flood gates of civil discord, and
deluge our rising empire in blood.”” When he with-
drew, the assembly, then in tears, passed resolutions
expressing their confidence in Congress, rejecting
“‘the infamous proposals of the anonymous circu-
lar,”’” and requesting their great commander to urge
Congress to give prompt attention to their claims.

‘When Washington disbanded the army, he issued
a circular letter to the states, in which he pointed out
the dangers then confronting the country. Among
other things he said: ¢‘This is the favorable mo-
ment to give such a tone to our Federal government,
as will enable it to answer the ends of its institution,
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or this may be the ill-fated moment for relaxing the
powers of the Union, annihilating the cement of the
Confederation, and exposing us to become the sport
of European politics, which may play one state
against the other, to prevent their growing impor-"
tance, and to serve their own interested purposes.’’

Articles of Confederation.

Richard Henry Lee’s resolutions (June 7, 1776)
announcing the independence of the colonies con-
tained a concluding paragraph which provided for
the preparation and transmission of a plan of con-
federation to the colonies for their consideration and
approbation. The day after the appointment of the
committee of five to draft the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, another committee of thirteen, one from
each colony, was also named ‘‘to prepare and digest
the form of a confederation to be entered into be-
tween these colonies.”” The latter committee re-
ported (July 12, 1776) a draft of thirteen Articles of
Confederation and Perpetual Union, which after a
delay of sixteen months was finally adopted and
transmitted (Nov. 15, 1777) to the state legislatures
for ratification. In spite of the urgent request of
the president of Congress that these articles receive
“‘immediate and dispassionate attention,’’ they were
not accepted by all the legislatures until the expira-
tion of nearly three and a half years after their tardy
adoption by Congress.

The states were reluctant to surrender any of their
newly acquired powers. In two constitutions, South
Carolina had declared her right to wage war and
make treaties. Virginia had ratified the French
treaty of 1778, and both of these states, as well as
others, had sent their agents abroad to purchase
arms and ships. We are told that Virginia had even
‘‘negotiated with Spain for the purpose of establish-
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ing a fort on Virginia’s western border to protect
the trading interests of the two sovereign states.”’

In adopting the articles seven states proposed
amendments, forty-six in all, and Maryland refused
to ratify until the states that claimed western lands
should surrender their claims to the general govern-
ment for the common good. All the Southern col-
onies except Maryland had such claims, and Virginia
by the expedition under George Rogers Clark had
overthrown British authority and organized the
county of Illinois in her territory, north of the Ohio.
But the persistence of the demand of Maryland final-
ly bore fruit. On Feb. 19, 1780, New York surren-
dered her western claim, more or less shadowy,which
was based on an Indian treaty. Congress then ad-
vised (September 6) that other states having west-
ern claims surrender a portion of them and resolved
later (October 10) that the lands thus acquired by
the general government should be ‘‘disposed of for
the common benefit of the United States’’ and ‘‘be
settled and formed into distinet republican states
which shall become members of the Federal Union’’
on an equality with the original states.

These acts of Maryland and New York and the re-
solves of Congress prepared the way for the great-
est voluntary sacrifice of territory recorded in the
annals of the United States. The Assembly of Vir-
ginia offered (Jan. 2, 1781) to surrender her claims
to the general government on the grounds that she
preferred ‘‘the good of the country to every object
of smaller importance.”” The Assembly of Mary-
land then entered the Confederacy (March 1, 1781)
as the thirteenth state.

Uniformity in the Solution of Local Problems.
Although the states had entered into a weak and
ineffectual union, the only kind that was possible at
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the time, they were undergoing experiences at home
which were tending toward a more vital unity.
¢‘Congress had steadily declined in power and in re-
spectability’’ as the war advanced, and, in spite of
the efforts to form an effective union, alarming
symptoms of dissolution and the establishment of
thirteen little republics were to be seen on every
hand. But the retention of certain inherited institu-
tions as well as the abolition of others by the inde-
pendent action of the states established an uniform-
ity which ‘‘tended to assimilate the states to one an-
other in their political and social condition.’’

Other states soon followed the lead of Georgia in
abolishing the English system of primogeniture and
entails. The old manorial system rapidly waned in
Maryland and New York. Religious liberty was
gradually assured by the total separation of church
and state and the passage of laws that granted free-
dom of worship to all denominations. The most
notable changes in religious legislation were in Vir-
ginia, where, through the influence of Jefferson and
Mason, as early as 1776 a bill was passed to legalize
all forms of religious worship. Nine years later
(1785) Madison carried through the Assembly a bill,
drafted by Jefferson in 1779, to disestablish the
Church of England and remove all religious tests.
By this last provision, Virginia again ‘‘came to the
front among all the American states.’”” This statute
was widely read and commented on in Europe,
“‘being translated into French and Italian.”’ In -
only one respect was there great diversity in dealing
with inherited institutions. African slavery had
been fostered and held in the colonies by the mother
country and was consequently an established institu-
tion in all of them at the outbreak of the Revolution.
Virginia in 1778 and Maryland in 1783 prohibited
the further importation of slaves and removed all
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restraints upon emancipation, and North Carolina in
1786 discouraged the trade by putting a duty of £5
on each slave thereafter imported. This movement
fell short of unanimity in the Southern states by the
non-action of Georgia and South Carolina.

Formation of a National Public Domain.

Maryland’s proposition with reference to the west-
ern lands is worthy of more than a passing notice in
this connection. It was that this region should be
divided into new states to be ultimately admitted
into the Union on an equal footing with the original
states under the superintendence of Congress. This
unprecedented proposition was the germ of our ad-
mirable territorial system under which the United
States has since prepared its new accessions of ter-
ritory for the duties and responsibilities of state-
hood. This system of dealing with unoccupied re-
gions is in every way worthy of the great Republic.

The action of Virginia on surrendering territory
to which she had a flawless title has been character-
ized as ‘‘the most important step toward union since
the appointment of Washington to the head of the
national army.’”” The great public domain, imperial
in extent, which was thus acquired was the first rich
legacy received by a bankrupt government. It not
only provided an ultimate source of revenue to the
weak nation, but presented a common governmental
problem, the solution of which called for a united
effort on the part of the thirteen colonies.

On the day that Virginia completed her cession
(March 1,1784) Jefferson reported a temporary plan
of government for the Northwest Territory which
with certain amendments was finally adopted (April
23) by Congress. The amendment which caused the
greater regret to its author was the elimination of
the clause forbidding slavery in that region after the
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year 1800. Another amendment struck from his or-
dinance an article that forbade the granting of titles
of nobility. The following features of Jefferson’s
plan were incorporated in the final ordinance of 1787 :
The ultimate division of the territory into small
states with republican governments; their admission
to the Union on an equality with the older states as
soon as they acquired the requisite population; con-
gressional representation of territories by delegates
with the right to debate but not to vote; the gradual
introduction of home rule by successive steps in ter-
ritorial development with the increase of population;
the restriction of slavery ;the territorywas to remain
forever a part of the United States; and the inhab-
itants were to pay a portion of the national debt.
Jefferson’s ordinance imposed no property qualifi-
cation for voting or holding office, while the Ordi-
nance of 1787, which was ‘‘presumably drafted under
democratic New England ideas,’’required a property
qualification of representatives in the territorial
legislature and of voters for the same.

The tardy action of the states in surrendering
their western claims south of the Ohio River pre-
vented the formation of a comprehensive territorial
scheme for the government of that region. At the
time of the Virginia cession of the Northwest Terri-
tory, Jefferson, Washington and other Virginians
wished also to surrender Kentucky, which had been
organized as a county of the Old Dominion in 1776,
but their sentiments did not prevail. Although the
Virginia Assembly as early as 1786 passed its first
act looking toward a separation from Kentucky,that
region remained a part of the Old Dominion until
1792, when it was admitted into the Union with the
consent of the parent state. In 1784 North Carolina
offered to cede her western territory, now embraced
in the state of Tennessee, with the stipulation that
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the cession must be accepted by Congress within two
years and that until its acceptance she should retain
the sovereignty over that region. The inhabitants
of the country in anticipation of the acceptance of
the cession drew up a constitution, organized the in-
dependent state of Franklin (1785) and applied for
admission to the Confederation. North Carolina
protested against this movement and, having with=
drawn her offer to surrender the territory, carried
on a mild warfare against the rebellious state until
1788, when the ambitious little republic surrendered
all claims of independence. Two years later North
Carolina made a final cession of this territory to
Congress. In 1787 South Carolina surrendered to
Congress a narrow strip of land about twelve miles
wide, which extended from her present western
boundary to the Mississippi. The last important
cession of western land made by a Southern state
was the Georgia cession of what is now the greater
part of Alabama and Mississippi (1802).

Public Land Surveys and Monetary System.

On May 7, 1784, Jefferson made a report to Con-
gress which led to the adoption of the convenient and
efficient ‘‘rectangular system’’ of public land sur-
veys, since used by the Federal government. As a
result of his partiality for the decimal system, his
report provided that all public lands should be di-
vided into squares or ‘‘hundreds,’’ each of which
should be ten miles square and should, therefore,
contain one hundred square miles. A year later
(May 3, 1785) an amendment was adopted whereby
the size of the township was reduced to six miles
square. Although there has been much discussion
over the origin of the measure, Jefferson’s connec-
tion with its adoption by Congress has justified the
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popular characterization of it as ‘‘Jefferson’s sys-
tem of public land surveys.’’

In January, 1782, Congress began to direct atten-
tion to a national system of coinage. Numerous re-
ports were made by Gouverneur Morris, but no final
action was taken until Morris’s plan was perfected
by Thomas Jefferson, who suggested that the dollar
be made the unit with a decimal scale of subdivision.
Although Jefferson’s changes were opposed by Mor-
ris, they were adopted by Congress in July, 1785,
only a few weeks after the passage of the celebrated
land survey bill referred to above.

Disintegration of the Union.

The fatal weakness of the Confederation appeared
at an early date. Before the Articles of Confedera-
tion had been adopted by all the states, Congress had
proposed (Feb. 3, 1781) an important amendment to
provide for paying the indebtedness of the United
States. As all amendments required the unanimous
consent of the states, this proposition was defeated
by the opposition of Rhode Island. A second amend-
ment, known as a ‘‘general revenue plan’’ was then
proposed (April 12, 1783), but it was defeated by the
opposition of New York.

The failure of these efforts to make the Union
more effective was not due to the opposition of the
Southern states or to the indifference of their lead-
ers. Southern statesmen were active and persistent
in their efforts to improve the situation. As early
as March 16, 1781, Madison made a report to Con-
gress which directed attention to the fact that, by
adopting the Articles of Confederation, the states
had, by implication, invested Congress with the right
to carry them into effect, and he suggested the
adoption of an additional article which would give
that body unquestioned authority to employ force
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to compel the states to discharge their Federal ob-
ligations. This report was referred to a special
committee for which Mr. Randolph made a report
(August 22, 1781), citing twenty-one particulars in
which the Articles needed to be enforced and sug-
gesting seven additional articles, all of which were
intended to increase the power of Congress.

A third amendment was finally submitted to the
states for ratification (April, 1784). It was intended
to give Congress the power to discriminate against
foreign countries that refused to make commercial
treaties with the United States. This amendment
met with even less favorable consideration than had
been accorded to the first two. In urging its accept-
ance, Washington said: ‘“We are a united people,
or we are not so. If the former, let us in all matters
of national concern act as a nation which has a
national character to support.”’

Monroe then submitted to Congress a proposition
to amend the Articles of Confederation so as to give
Congress the power to regulate commerce and to
control certain other important matters. After
some discussion (July, 1785), this suggestion was
passed over without any decisive action. A year
later (August, 1786), at the instance of Mr. Pinck-
ney, seven important amendments were reported by
ahgrand committee, but no final action was taken on
them. ,

In the meantime local disorders, beginning with
Shay’s rebellion in Massachusetts, had spread to
Virginia, where several prisons, court houses and
clerk’s offices were burned. Washington wrote to
Jefferson: ‘“The question whether it be possible and
worth while to preserve the union of the states must
be speedily decided some way or other.”’

A crisis was reached in 1786, when the states open-
ly violated the Articles of Confederation. Rhode
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Island not only recalled her delegates, but refused
to appoint others; New Jersey refused to pay her
share of the requisition of Congress unless an objec-
tionable New York tariff were removed, and all the
states paid only one-fifth of the requisitions for that
year. Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, North Carolina
and Georgia had raised troops in violation of the Ar-
ticles of Confederation. Davie, of North Carolina,
said that the ‘“‘encroachments of some states on the
rights of others, and of all on those of the Confedera-
tion, are incontestable proofs of the weakness and
imperfections of that system.’”” Charles Pinckney,
of South Carolina, declared (May, 1786) that ‘‘Con-
gress must be invested with more powers, or the Fed-
eral government must fall.”” Washington referred
to the Union as ‘‘the half-starved, limpirg Govern-
ment, that appears always moving upon crutches and
tottering at every step.” :
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Cuaprrer IIT.

THE SOUTH IN DIPLOMACY DURING THE
REVOLUTION AND UNDER THE CON-
FEDERATION.

I. During the Revolution.

@ }&\ MERICA has played a great part in the de-
e, velopment of international law, but this
»y® has been mainly in the last century. When
we ascend to the sources, to the time when
the United States was taking its place as one of
the nations of the world, we find a different state
of affairs. England had, through the Seven Years’
‘War, become the dominant naval power, although
Holland and Spain were unwilling seconds, and Den-
mark and Sweden and even Russia had their am-
bitions on the sea. France, then, as always, was
the most interesting nation on the Continent, al-
though maladministration as well as growing eco-
nomic and political questions had for the time being
limited her activities abroad. The most aggressive
country was Prussia under Frederick the Great.
It was under these circumstances that the new
country in America came into being. The revolt
of the British colonies coincided with a transition
period in Europe, a time of trade exclusiveness and
political jealousy among the powers. Modern inter-
national law dates from the work of Grotius on War
and Peace in 1525, but it was so far almost a glit-
tering generality. Furopean rulers lauded the
treatise, and paid no attention to it in practice.
There was living at this time Vattel, whose Law
of Nations was eagerly read far outside his own
little Switzerland; but the only sanction which the




THE FORMATION OF THE UNION. 9

law of nations can have, the public opinion of the
world, was not yet in existence. There was little
public opinion anywhere save in France and Eng-
land, and in the one it was confined to theoretical
discussions on politics and religion, and in the other
concentrated on the wealth of nations and the in-
dustrial revolution which steam and machinery were
bringing.

International law is carried into effect by treaties,
the countries interested acting by diplomats,
whether they be statesmen at home or ministers
abroad; and up to the time of which we speak the
latter were little more than clerks of their respective
governments. The subjects covered might range
through the whole field of national contact, whether
peace or war, neutrality or commerce, but the old
medizval exclusiveness still kept war and boundaries
in the foreground. The privileges of ambassadors
were still a greater subject of controversy than they
have been since the work of the ambassadors became
more important than the dignity of their sovereigns.

The American provinces had already been united,
but it was only through subordination to the home
government at London. The war was at first for
reforms and when the colonies declared their in-
dependence in 1776 their constitutional position
was uncertain. At first they were merely a volun-
tary league, recognizing from necessity a common
head in the Continental Congress, made up of their
delegates. The colonies in revolt extended from
Massachusetts to Georgia, with indefinite claims
over the Alleghanies, it is true, but confined prac-
tically between the Alleghany Mountains and the
Atlantic. The larger part of the country, both in
size and population, was south of Mason and Dixon’s
Line. Virginia, with over half a million people, was
the largest and richest, Massachusetts and Penn-
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sylvania next, then North Carolina, Maryland, and
Connecticut, each about half as populous as Vir-
ginia; South Carolina, New York and New Jersey
were somewhat smaller, and Georgia with 30,000 was
the smallest of all. The compactness of the eastern
colonies, however, made their influence more easily
brought to bear.

The original colonies had grown up in isolation,
the Anglo-Saxons developing different characters
in their new homes, under somewhat different pio-
neer conditions, but all confronted by Indians uni-
formly hostile. The presence of fisheries, particu-
larly off Newfoundland, made the Northeast mari-
time and commercial ; the wider extent of fertile soil,
together with a warm climate, made the South agri-
cultural, and negro slavery, a universal institution
of the day, was more profitable there than in the
East, although it flourished also in the Middle states.
At the South the original differentiation had been
between the broad Virginian of rural habits, and the
active Carolinian of Charleston. Only Virginia pro-
duced, Virginia alone of all America could produce,
characters having the poise of Washington, and,
polished by travel, the philosophic scope of Jefferson.
Carolina had been the march or border against the
Spaniard of St. Aungustine, as well as the base for
the trader who found his way around the end of
the Appalachians to eompete with the French of the
Mississippi Valley. When Georgia was founded it
followed in the steps of Carolina, and became the
buffer colony against the Spaniard and Frenchman.
The feud of Teuton and Latin, dating back to the
Roman empire and intensified by the Elizabethan
seamen, seemed to have been inherited by Georgia,
and was transmitted by her to the American Con-
federation of which she formed the southern limit.

On the north was Canada, which had not joined
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in the revolt, although one would have supposed
it restless after its conquest from France, nor did
the lately conquered Floridas, extending from the
Atlantic to the Mississippi, waver in their loyalty
to England. The Indians occupied all the Missis-
sippi Valley between, but Georgia, North Carolina
and Virginia claimed the reversion of their lands.
During the progress of the struggle, George Rogers
Clark conquered the Northwest and thus extended
Virginia’s limits. The Northern colonies also had
some western claims, but they were insignificant in
comparison. Their strength lay in commerce, ship-
ping and fisheries, as that of the Southern lay in
agriculture. There was already the beginning of
the intensive and extensive civilizations over against
each other, which were to play so great a part in
the development of the country.

As a result, the territorial questions connected
with the new nation would be principally Southern;
the commercial questions would be mainly Northern.
The diplomats who were to settle them might be
from either section, but, owing to the more rapid
growth usually accompanying commerce, they might
more naturally be expected to be from the North
and East.

There arose also other questions than territorial.
The American Revolution was at first a civil war.
In New York and Pennsylvania it was doubtful
whether those who called themselves Patriots or
those who called themselves Loyalists were the
more numerous. The conservative elements, and
thus much of the commercial interest, were luke-
warm if not hostile to the revolt, and while not so
apparent in other Southern colonies the same was
marked in South Carolina. As the insurgents
gained ground, however, these Tories suffered from
social ostracism, then were marked out by test oaths,
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and finally their activity checked by confiscation of
debts and property, and even by exile. The country
was gradually cleared except that New York City
and Charleston, while in British hands, became
Meceas for these unfortunate if not pauper refugees.
A great question was raised for future diplomacy.

Shortly after the Declaration of Independence
John Adams, of Massachusetts, had Congress pass
resolutions defining the principles on which treaties
should be negotiated, laying special stress upon com-
mercial matters and declaring against entangling
alliances.  Congress acted through a committee,
which had little to do, and at first the same was
true of the agents, like Deane and Franklin, who
were sent abroad to seek foreign recognition. The
new confederacy was glad to get whatever it could.

II. Under the Confederation.

The surrender of the British general, Burgoyne,
in 1777 led to the formation of the Confederation
under written articles at home and to more success-
ful diplomacy abroad. Already from jealousy of
England the French had been affording valuable
assistance in the way of arms and munitions, but
it was by a subterfuge which reflected little credit
on either side. Beaumarchais, more celebrated for
his plays than for his diplomacy, had induced the
French government to furnish supplies to a fictitious
firm called Hortalez & Cie., who in turn sold them
to the Americans, but after the treaty of alliance of
Feb. 6, 1778, France offered open and generous as-
sistance to America. The main author of this treaty
was Benjamin Franklin, although the impulsive
Adams came over from Holland to assist, while the
Southern Arthur Lee did more harm than good.
The able Henry Laurens, of South Carolina, destined
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for Holland, had been captured by the British, and
his talents were lost in the Tower of London.

England now found conditions entirely different,
for the new Confederation had an international posi-
tion. Spain did not become an ally, but by making
war upon England afforded indirect assistance. Her
activity, however, was to raise questions in the fu-
ture, for Galvez in 1779 conquered Florida from the
British and thus placed on the south a Spanish
neighbor instead of British provinces. The next
year the arrogance of England upon the high seas
produced the Armed Neutrality of the northern pow-
ers, Russia, Denmark and Sweden, who were joined
by Holland. England took this so amiss that she
soon declared war upon Holland, and in 1782 a
treaty resulted between the Dutch and the Amer-
icans.

The War of Independence thus passed through
two stages. In the first the colonies had fought
on as best they could in a civil struggle, while in the
second they made a part of what was a war between
France and England. In the first they were cut
off from all other countries, except so far as they
secured aid indirectly from Hortalez & Cie. across
the ocean and by the Mississippi and Ohio rivers
from the Spanish authorities at New Orleans. In
the second they were recognized as an independent
nation on conditions somewhat of equality with other
countries.

When after the fall of Lord North’s ministry it
became possible to open negotiations with England
for independence, the question of boundaries became
all important. France had supposed that she was
to dominate everything, and the treaty of alliance
provided that neither of the contracting parties
should make peace without the other. There came
about, however, a kaleidoscopic change. Franklin
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found that the French plan was to confine the United
States between the Alleghanies and the ocean, leav-
ing the northern half of the Ohio Valley to England
and the southern half to the Indians, while Spain
should have both banks of the Mississippi, as well
as the gulf coast. The British, however, preferred
to have the Americans as neighbors rather than
the Spaniards, and by a secret treaty Nov. 30, 1782,
recognized the United States as extending to the
Mississippi on the west and from the great lakes
to the line of 31° on the south. By a subterfuge this
was called a provisional treaty and was not to go
into effect until France and England made their
own peace. Spain was not consulted and as between
the United States and England there was added
the further subterfuge of a secret article in which
the American line of 31° was to be superseded by
the old line, from the mouth of the Yasous to the
river Apalachicola, i. e., 32° 28', if Great Britain’s
treaty with Spain should restore to the English the
province of West Florida.

There was another question than that of boun-
daries which was a stumbling block during the nego-
tiations. Fngland had not made judicious use of
Loyalists during the war, but she had sheltered
many and was unwilling to abandon them. Many
had finally fled to Canada and were in distress. So
she exacted in Article V. that ‘‘the Congress shall
earnestly recommend it to the legislatures of the
respective states to provide for the restitution of
all estates, rights and properties, which have been
confiscated.”’

The definitive treaty was signed at Paris on Sept.
3, 1783, after F'rance, Spain and Great Britain had
effected their treaty of peace. From the final treaty
was omitted all reference to the secret article, for
Great Britain had not secured the restitution of
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Florida, and the southern boundary was ﬁxed on the
line of 31°.

The new nation stood full fledged before the world.
Its independence was recognized, its equality with
others declared. For the future, should peace pre-
vail, the political development must relate mainly
to commercial matters and boundaries, for the isola
tion of America made war and alliances equally
improbable. Only in two directions was the outlook
clouded.

Congress had made the earnest recommendations
as to Loyalists required by treaty, but they fell on
deaf ears. The Tories received no restitution, not
even courtesy. The Congress had kept the letter
of the treaty, the Americans had failed in its spirit,
and Great Britain on her side refused to surrender
the western posts.

Great.Britain had no posts in the South to retain,
for West Florida remained Spanish; but complica-
tions loomed up in that direction also.

The early charters of Carolina carried her boun-
daries west from sea to sea, and, even when Georgia
was carved out, it left North Carolina intact and
a narrow strip of South Carolina bounded Georgia
on the north. The other limit shifted according to
peace or war with Florida, and even more than the
Confederation did Georgia insist that the line of
31° recognized by England west of the Chattahoo-
chee was the southern boundary. Strange it seems
that a state which was in fact but a narrow settle-
ment on ocean and river should insist on boundaries,
adversely held by Indian, Frenchman and Spaniard,
so vast as to be hardly what is called a sphere of
influence. But his contest with Indian and Latin
had been so keen as to make the early Georgixz
feel that the matter should be settled, and so un-
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certain in result that the present opportunity must
be embraced to settle it once for all.

Therefore Georgia not only claimed the western
territory but sent out officers and colonists and in
1785 set up the first land offices at Natchez for her
new county of Bourbon, and was almost as active
in the Tennessee Valley also. She later went further
and sold off these lands to companies by the million
of acres. She defied Spain and ignored the Con-
federation.

There were western settlements besides those on
the Mississippi, for Boone and others had conducted
immigrants through the Cumberland Gap and down
the Ohio into the territories ceded by Virginia to
the Confederation in 1787 and into those adjacent
which North Carolina claimed but did not cede.
Soon embryo states grew up, not yet known as
Kentucky and Tennessee. The Spanish governors
realized that the Mississippi River must determine
the allegiance of these people cut off by mountains
from their old ties, and sought to attach them to
Louisiana. Leading men like Wilkinson were
granted trade and other favors, and it was doubtful
whether within the nominal western boundaries of
the Confederation there would not arise common-
wealths under the protectorate of Spain. Problems
enough were afforded in the South for diplomacy.

Americans had not devoted all their attention to
securing independence and wide boundaries. The
treaty of alliance with France had been accompanied
by one of commerce; the first by the United States
and marked by a liberality notable for that age of
exclusiveness in politics, trade and colonies. Others -
soon followed with Holland and northern powers,
but the treaty with England was purely political.
The South was not especially concerned, either as
to means or object, but heartily supported these
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beginnings of an American policy of free inter-
course, which was to accompany the American policy
of free political institutions.

Even the questions of trade and boundaries, how-
ever, became less important than that of the internal
growth or rather the cohesion of the country. The
Confederation represented a feeling of fellowship
rather than law, and practically there were thirteen
sovereign states in America. The bond of union was
slight and affected the states, not the citizens.

Each imposed such duties as it saw fit on imports
from abroad or from the other states, and as a
result foreign states complained and some ports
suffered. The question of western lands created
jealousies until the Virginia cession. Virginia,
moreover, took the lead in calling a congress at An-
napolis to devise improvement in commercial affairs
and this led to a convention, which in 1787 formed
the American Constitution. Concessions were nec-
essarily made, and bitter discussions ensued, but the
instrument was finally adopted by eleven of the
states and went into effect.

The diplomatic efforts of the United States had
been more dignified and successful during the Revo-
lutionary War than during the peace which followed,
because the war had created a government which
peace was dissolving; but the time of feebleness
passed with the adoption of the Constitution.

The period of uncertainty was over. A Federal
republic had been called into being,competent to com-
mand order at home and respect abroad. The head
of its diplomacy was the President, and that Presi-
dent was the man who had presided over the con-
stitutional convention—George Washington, of Vir-
ginia. And the first questions to which he must
address himself were those of the western posts in
what had been Virginia territory, confiscation of the
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Loyalist estates, particularly in the South, and the
southwestern boundary with the Spaniards.
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CuarTER IV.

THE SOUTH IN THE FRAMING OF THE
CONSTITUTION.

S no amendment to the effete Articles of

Confederation could be devised that would

receive the unanimous sanction of the

states, the outlook seemed well-nigh hope-
less. This situation continued until a series of ap-
parently insignificant events happened in the South
which unconsciously prepared the way for the for-
mation of a more perfect Union. The story of this
development is as follows:

Controversy Between Virginia and Maryland.

Virginia did not formally relinquish her claim to
the territory granted to Lord Baltimore in 1632
until she formed her first state constitution in 1776.
The language of the cession was so general that it
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was construed into a relinquishment of all jurisdie-
tion over the Potomac River. In 1784 Madison
called Jefferson’s attention to this important matter
and to the evasions of Virginia laws which, as a con-
sequence, had been practiced by foreign vessels
loading at Alexandria. As Jefferson was then a
member of Congress, Madison urged him to lay the
matter before the Maryland delegates, suggesting
that they might agree to the appointment of a joint
commission from the two states to settle the ques-
tion of jurisdiction, since they were doubtless in a
liberal frame of mind because of Virginia’s recent
cession of Western lands. The suggestion met with
a generous response from Maryland. Kach state
appointed three commissioners, who first met at
Alexandria in Mareh, 1785, and then on the invita-
tion of Washington adjourned to Mount Vernon.
The question of jurisdiction over the water bound-
aries was fully discussed and the conflicting claims
promptly adjusted by the establishment of a con-
current jurisdiction over the Potomac and the
Chesapeake.

In the course of their deliberations the attention
of the commissioners was directed to certain other
important matters which they had not been author-
ized to adjust. They, therefore, made a supple-
mentary report, suggesting that their respective
legislatures enact desirable laws which would give
greater uniformity to commercial transactions be-
tween citizens of the two states. Among other
things they directed attention to the need of legis-
lation relative to the currency, to duties and to com-
mercial matters in general. They suggested that
two commissioners be appointed annually to report
upon the details of a system for each ensuing year.
It was also suggested that, as Pennsylvania was
interested in the navigation of the Potomac, she



110 POLITICAL HISTORY.

should be invited to coGperate in the plans that had
been devised.
Annapolis Convention.

The report of the commissioners was first laid
before the Maryland House of Delegates, which not
only approved it, but went a step further by pro-
posing that another commercial convention be held
in which Pennsylvania and Delaware should be in-
vited to participate. In the meantime Madison, who
had served as one of Virginia’s commissioners, was
planning a more important measure, which was des-
tined to place his state at the head of the movement
toward a more perfect union. He drafted a resolu-
tion, which Mr. Tyler introduced into the House of
Burgesses, calling for a convention of commission-
ers from all the states for the purpose of proposing
an act which, after its adoption by the states, wounld
enable Congress to provide effectnally for their
commercial interests. Under his skillful manage-
ment the House of Burgesses was finally induced to
extend an invitation to each of the other eleven
states to join with Virginia and Maryland in the
proposed convention ‘‘to consider how far a uniform
system in their commercial relations may be neces-
sary to their common interest and their permanent
harmony.’”’ Seven commissioners were accordingly
appointed to inform the other states of the action,
to suggest a time and place of meeting, and to rep-
resent Virginia in the proposed convention.

At a meeting of the Virginia commissioners at
Richmond, it was decided that Annapolis be pro-
posed as the place and the eleventh day of Sep-
tember, 1786, as the time for the meeting of the con-
vention. It is interesting to note the reason why
Annapolis was chosen as the place of meeting.
Madison says: ‘‘It was thought prudent to avoid -
the neighborhood of Congress and the large com-
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mercial towns, in order to disarm the adversaries to
the object of insinunations of influence from either
of these quarters.’”’ The eight months which elapsed
between the call for a convention and the time of
its meeting were filled with anxiety for Madison.
He wrote to Jefferson, then in France, that ‘‘con-
sidering that the states must first agree in a plan to
be sent back to the states, and that these again must
agree unanimously in a ratification of it, I almost
despair of success. It is necessary, however, that
something should be tried, and if this be not the
best possible expedient, it is the best that could pos-
sibly be carried through the legislature here. And
if the present crisis cannot effect unanimity, from
what future concurrence of circumstances is it to
be expected?’’ In another letter to Jefferson writ-
ten a few weeks later, Madison said: ‘‘Many gentle-
men, both within and without Congress, wish to
make this meeting subservient to a plenipotentiary
convention for amending the Confederation. Though
my wishes are in favor of such an event, yet I de-
spair so much of its accomplishment at the present
crisis that I do not extend my views beyond a com-
mercial reform. To speak the truth, I almost de-
spair even of this.”’

When the appointed time came for the meeting of
the convention, only five states were represented,
as follows: Virginia, Pennsylvania, Delaware, New
York and New Jersey. Four states, North Carolina,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Rhode Island,
had chosen delegates, but they failed to attend, and
four other states, Maryland, Georgia, South Caro-
lina and Connecticut, had failed to take action.
Under the circumstances the delegates in attend-
ance decided not to enter upon a consideration of
the matters for which they had assembled, but
wisely directed their attention toward a more im-
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portant step. They unanimously adopted Alex-
ander Hamilton’s report, directing attention of the
public to the critical state of affairs, which, it said,
demanded ‘‘the united virtue and wisdom of all the
members of the Confederacy.”” It proposed that a
convention of all the states be held at Philadelphia
beginning on the second Monday in May, 1787, and
that it be authorized ‘“to take into consideration the
situation of the United States, to devise such further
provisions as shall appear to them necessary to
render the Constitution of the Federal government
adequate to the exigencies of the Union; and to re-
port such an act for that purpose to the United
States in Congress assembled, as, when agreed to
by them, and afterwards confirmed by the legisla-
tures of every state, will effectually provide for the
same.”” This was a step in the right direction.
Trade conventions could, at best, deal only with
symptoms; they could not remove the causes of the
troubles which were afflicting the country. A con-
stituent assembly alone was adequate to the task
of remodeling the old Articles of Confederation and
endowing Congress with the necessary powers.

Philadelphia Convention.

‘When the report was brought before Congress in
October, 1786, it was opposed by Nathan Dane and
Rufus King, of Massachusetts, who at first sue-
ceeded in preventing its adoption. But the defeat
of the impost agreement by New York a few months
later (Feb. 15, 1787) destroyed the last hope of
Congress that the old method of amending the Arti-
cles of Confederation could be successfully invoked
to give strength to the Union. Nothing was then
left for it to do but to reconsider the action by which
it had refused to accept the recommendations of the
Annapolis convention.
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In the meantime Madison had induced the Assem-
bly of his state to adopt (Nov. 9, 1786) these recom-
mendations unanimously, without waiting for the
action of Congress. Delegates were chosen with
Washington at their head and were instructed ‘‘to
concur in such further suggestions and provisions
as might be necessary to secure the great objects”’
for which the Federal government was established,
‘‘and to render the United States as happy in peace
as they have been glorious in war.”’ This bold step,
taken by Virginia at a critical time in the history of
the country, produced a sudden change in public
sentiment. As soon as it was known that George
Washington had been appointed one of the delegates
to the proposed convention, new life was given to
the plan. While Congress still held aloof, New
Jersey, Pennsylvania, North Carolina and Dela-
ware followed the example of Virginia. Fiske says:
““All at once the people began everywhere to feel
an interest in the proposed convention, and pres-
ently Massachusetts changed her attitude. Up to
this time Massachusetts had been as obstinate in her
assertion of local independence, and as unwilling to
strengthen the hands of Congress as any of the
thirteen states, except New York and Rhode
Island.”” One of the Massachusetts delegates intro-
duced anew the recommendations of the Annapolis
convention which he had helped to defeat early in
the session, and they were approved by Congress
on Feb. 21, 1787. By this act the legislatures of the
states were requested to choose delegates to meet in
Philadelphia ‘‘for the sole and express purpose of
revising the Articles of Confederation’’ with in-
structions to report their actions to Congress and to
the several state legislatures for ratification. Seven
other states then appointed delegates, the last being
New Hampshire. which made the appointment in

Vol. 4—8.
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June, 1787, after the convention had begun its work.
Rhode Island alone refused to send delegates and
was not, therefore, represented in the convention.

The sessions of the convention were held in the
old state house at Philadelphia, which was already
noted as the birthplace of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence as well as the principal place of meeting
of the Continental Congress during the long strug-
gle for freedom.

As a majority of the states was not represented
on the day appointed for the meeting (May 14,
1787), the delegates present adjourned from day to
day until May 25. A permanent organization was
then effected, George Washington being unani-
mously elected President upon the nomination of
Robert Morris. The credentials of most of the dele-
gates closely resembled those of Virginia, whose
example the other states had followed in an effort to
devise ‘‘such further provisions as may be neces-
sary to render the Federal Constitution adequate
to the exigencies of the Union.’”” The twelve states
represented chose seventy-three delegates, but
eighteen of them did not attend. The active work
of the convention continued from May 25 to Sep-
tember 17, during which time the sessions occupied
about five hours daily.

When the convention was ready for business the
doors were locked and strict secrecy was enjoined
upon every delegate. But for the foresight of
Madison there would have been only a fragmentary
account of what was done and said in this great
Assembly. With a view to furnishing future gen-
erations an authentic record of the proceedings, he
says: ‘‘I chose a seat in front of the presiding mem-
ber with the other members, on my right and left
hand. In this favorable position for hearing all
that passed, I noted in terms legible and in abbrevia-
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tions and marks intelligible to myself what was
read from the chair or spoken by the members.”’
These daily notes were then written out in full im-
mediately after each session. So conscientious was
he in the discharge of this important task that he
says: ‘I was not absent a single day, nor more
than a casual fraction of an hour in any day so that
I could not have lost a single speech, unless a very
short one.”” This valuable service has caused the
world to recognize Madison as the foremost his-
torian of America’s greatest convention.

The convention included among its delegates, with
only a few exceptions, all the great men of the coun-
try ‘‘who enjoyed anything like a national reputa-
tion.”” These exceptions were Thomas Jefferson
and John Adams, who were abroad on ministerial
duties, and Samuel Adams, John Hancock, Patrick
Henry and Richard Henry Lee, who had opposed
the convention and therefore declined to serve as
delegates. Madison wrote that ‘‘there never was
an assembly of men, charged with a great and ardu-
ous trust, who were more pure in their motives or
more anxiously devoted to the objects submitted to
them.”” The most celebrated Southern delegates were
George Washington, the great defender of American
liberty, who was soon to be known as the ‘“‘Father
of his country’’; James Madison, the greatest
American student of constitutional history of that
day, who was destined to win the honored title of
‘‘Father of the Constitution’’; Charles C. Pinckney,
author of an important plan of government, which
was to leave its impress indelibly stamped upon the
new constitution; Edmund Randolph, the chosen
champion of the Virginia plan, which was accepted
as the basis of deliberation and thus became the
foundation of the constitution; and George Mason,
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whom ‘‘none surpassed in the gift of terse and mas-
culine eloquence.’’

The spirit of the Southern leaders is shown by the
wish expressed by Washington that the convention
would ‘‘adopt no temporizing expedients, but probe
the defects of the constitution to the bottom, and
provide a radical cure, whether they are agreed to
or not.”’ He also wrote to Jefferson, May 30: ‘‘The
situation of the General government, if it can be
called a government, is shaken to its foundation and
liable to be overturned by every blast. In a word,
it is at an end, and unless a remedy is soon applied
anarchy and confusion will inevitably ensue.”” On
the following day George Mason wrote to his son:
‘¢ America has certainly upon this occasion drawn
forth her first characters. There are upon this con-
vention many gentlemen of the most respectable
abilities, and, so far as I can disecover, of the purest
intentions. The eyes of the United States are
turned upon this assembly and their expectations
raised to a very anxious degree. May God grant
we may be able to gratify them by establishing a
wise and just government. For my own part I never
before felt myself in such a situation, and declare I
would not, upon pecuniary motives, serve in this
convention for a thousand pounds per day.’”” Madi-
son had not only made a careful study of the con-
federacies of ancient and modern times, but had
prepared an elaborate criticism of the elements of
weakness in the Articles of Confederation. A
Georgia delegate declared of Madison that ‘“in the
management of every great question, he evidently
took the lead in the convention. * * * From a
spirit of industry and application which he pos-
sesses in a most eminent degree, he always comes
forward the best informed man of any point of
debate.”’
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The Virginia Plan.

The tardy arrival of other delegates in Phila-
delphia gave the Virginia representatives an oppor-
tunity for consultation. In order to meet the
responsibilities imposed by the fact that their state
had initiated the convention, the Virginia delegates
spent several hours each day perfecting a plan of a
constitution to be submitted as a basis for delibera-
tion. Although Madison was the real author of
the Virginia plan, it was so altered as to receive
the unanimous support of the Virginia delegation
and Governor Randolph was chosen to present it.
This he did on the fifth day of the convention (May
29).

In his opening speech made upon submitting the
Virginia plan, Randolph said, among other things:
““The Confederation was made in the infancy of the
science of constitutions, when the inefficiency of
requisitions was unknown; when no commercial dis-
cord had arisen among states; when no rebellion
like that in Massachusetts had broken out; when
foreign debts were not urgent; when the havoc of
paper money had not been foreseen; when treaties
had not been violated, and when nothing better could
have been conceded by states jealous of their sover-
eignty. But it offered no security against foreign
invasion, for Congress could neither prevent nor
conduct a war, nor punish infractions of treaties or
of the law of nations, nor control particular states
from provoking war. The Federal government has
no constitutional power to check a quarrel between
separate states; nor to suppress a rebellion in any
one of them; nor to establish a productive impost;
nor to counteract the commercial regulations of
other nations; nor to defend itself against the en.
croachments of the states. From the manner ir
waleh 1t das been ratified in many of the states, it
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cannot be claimed to be paramount to the state con-
stitutions; so that there is a prospect of anarchy
from the inherent laxity of the government. As the
remedy, the government to be established must have
for its basis the republican principle.’’

This product of Southern statesmanship, the Vir-
ginia plan, is worthy of special consideration, since,
as Madison says, it ‘‘became the basis on which the
proceedings of the convention commenced, and to
the developments, variations and modifications of
which the plan of government proposed by the con-
vention may be traced.’”’ Unfortunately no copy of
this important document in the writing of Randolph
has been found, and the four existing texts show
points of difference which render it difficult to de-
termine exactly the form in which it was presented
to the convention. Yet the principal features of the
plan about which there can be no difference of
opinion are the following: Representation in Con-
gress should be based either on population or on
the contributions made by the different states to the
general expenses. The national legislature should
consist of two houses, one ‘“to be elected by the peo-
ple of the several states,’’ the other ‘‘by those of the
first, out of a proper number of persons nominated
by the individual legislatures,’” and ‘‘each branch
ought to possess the right of originating acts.”’
The legislature should have power to negative state
laws contravening the articles of union and to coerce
refractory states. The effete method of voting by
states was to be discarded, the members of both
houses of the national legislature were to vote as
individuals, and a majority of votes in each was to
be sufficient to pass all ordinary measures. The
national executive should be chosen by the national
legislature, ‘‘be ineligible for a second term’’ and
be given ‘‘a general authority to execute the na-
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tional laws.”” A council of revision consisting of
the executive and judges should examine all laws,
state and national, with a qualified veto power. The
national judiciary should be ‘‘appointed by the
national legislature to hold their offices during good
behavior,”’ with admiralty jurisdiction and with au-
thority to try ‘“cases in which foreigners or citizens
of other states * * * may be interested.”” New
states should be admitted into the Union and a
republican government guaranteed to each state and
provision made for amending the articles of union.
Every state official should ‘‘be bound by oath to
support the articles of union.”’

The Pinckney Plan.

Immediately after the fifteen articles embraced
in the Virginia plan were submitted, Charles Pinck-
ney, of South Carolina, the youngest delegate in the
body, ‘‘laid before the House for their consideration
a draft of a Federal government’’ which he had also
prepared before the organization of the convention.
Both of these plans were referred to a committee
of the whole on the same day, but the former one,
having been first introduced and having the unani-
mous approval of the Virginia delegation, seems to
have been given the right of way. It certainly re-
ceived more consideration on the floor of the con-
vention. It is worthy of note that the so-called
Pinckney plan which was published in the Journal
of the Constitutional Convention in 1818 is not a
copy of the original document, as is popularly be-
lieved. Unfortunately, there is no well-anthenti-
cated copy of the original Pinckney plan in exist-
ence. The only existing evidence of any debate on
Pinckney’s plan is the statement that the author
“‘confessed that it was grounded on the same prin-
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ciple as of the above resolution,”’ referring to the
Virginia plan.

Although no one can state positively the full ex-
tent of Pinckney’s contribution to the constitution,
it may be said with a reasonable degree of confi-
dence that his plan contained the following features
which found their way into that important docu-
ment: He suggested the names ‘‘Senate’’ and
““House’’ for the two branches of Congress, that
representation in the House be based on the number
of ““‘Inhabitants °*/; of Blacks included’’ and the
rotation of senators whereby the upper branch is a
continuous body ; that each member of both branches
of Congress be given one vote and ‘‘be paid out of
the common Treasury’’; that each branch be given
power to elect its own speaker and other officers and
settle its own rules of procedure, and that neither
of them should adjourn for more than —— days
without the consent of both. He suggested the title
‘‘President’’ for the executive head of the nation,
the executive duty of informing Congress ‘‘of the
condition of the United States,’’ recommending mat-
ters for their consideration, corresponding with
state executives, commissioning all officers of the
United States, serving as ex officio commander-in-
chief of the army and admiral of the navy, calling
special sessions of Congress when necessary, and
the right of advising with the heads of departments
‘‘as his council.”” He suggested that Congress be
given the exclusive power of raising armies, regu-
lating the militia, equipping the navy, establishing
post offices, regulating postage, coining money and
fixing the standard of weights and measures, regu-
lating trade and levying imposts, and defining
treason; that the power of impeachment be vested
in the House. This plan also provided for the es-
tablishment of a Federal judiciary, whose members



THE FORMATION OF THE UNION. 121

should be ‘“‘appointed during good behavior.”” Pro-
visions were to be made for the admission of new
states, but no state was to be divided or to be en-
larged without its consent. No new powers were to
be granted to the United States without the ‘‘assent
of a given number of the states.”” His plan pro-
vided for ‘‘extending the rights of the citizens of
each state throughout the United States’’; ¢‘the de-
livery of fugitives from justice’’ upon demand from
the executive of a state, and ‘‘the giving full faith
and credit to the records and proceedings of each”’
state. States were to be denied the right to make
treaties, ‘‘lay interfering duties,”’ ‘‘keep a naval
or land force, militia excepted,’’ and each state was
to retain ‘‘its rights not expressly delegated.”” He
suggested that ‘‘territorial controversies between
different states * * * may, with propriety, be
left to the supreme judicial.”’ His plan probably
contained also a clause giving validity to the new
constitution upon the assent of nine states.

The New Jersey and Hamilton Plans.

By June 13 the committee of the whole had fin-
ished its consideration of the Virginia plan and was
ready to report. At this point there came a sudden
halt in the proceedings. Paterson, of New Jersey,
as spokesman of the small-states party, asked for
time to prepare another plan ‘‘purely Federal and
contradistinguished from the reported plan.”’ On
June 15 he laid before the convention the New
Jersey plan, which he had prepared in consultation
with a number of delegates who insisted upon
amending the old Articles of Confederation. This
plan and the report based on the Virginia plan were
then taken up in a committee of the whole. If is a
significant fact that every Southern delegate, excepti
Luther Martin, of Maryland, opposed the New Jei-
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sey plan and thus practically saved the Union from
the adoption of a ‘‘half-way measure’’ which, at
best, could have been only a temporary expedient.
The delegates, by an overwhelming majority, then
decided (June 19) to resume consideration of their
former report based on the Virginia plan.

The Hamilton plan, read June 18, which would
have practically destroyed state sovereignty, was
read, but not formally submitted for consideration,
as the author knew that it would meet with little
favor. In discussing this important point Madison
said that he ‘‘would preserve the state rights as
carefully as the trial by jury.”” George Mason de-
clared that ‘‘notwithstanding his solicitude to es-
tablish a national government, he never would agree
to abolish the state governments, or render them
absolutely insignificant. They were as necessary as
the general government and he would be equally
careful to preserve them. He was aware of the diffi-
culty of drawing the line between them, but hoped
that it was not insurmountable.’’

Committee of Detail.

On July 24 the resolutions which had been passed
up to that time, nineteen in number, with the Pinck-
ney and the New Jersey plans, were referred to a
committee of detail, consisting of five delegates. Re-
cent investigations by Prof. J. Franklin Jame-
son prove conclusively that ‘‘the reference of the
New Jersey and Pinckney plans to the committee
of detail was not, as has generally been assumed, a
mere smothering of them.’”’” TUnquestionably this
committee made liberal use of them, as is shown by
its report. In this way the young Southern dele-
gate, whose plan received little attention as such on
the floor of the House and is therefore barely re-
ferred to in the proceedings of the convention and
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in Madison’s notes, contributed a number of original
and important features to the new constitution.

The committee of detail reported on August 6 the
first draft of a constitution containing a number of
features which had not been discussed in the House,
and which can be traced to the Pinckney and New
Jersey plans. This report in turn became the basis
for discussion.

Great Compromises.

In the meantime the convention had continued the
arduous task of reconciling the numerous conflicting
views and interests represented by the different
delegates. This trying ordeal continued as long as
the convention lasted, but progress was slowly made
by a series of compromises, all of which seemed to
please no single member of the body.

The subject of the ratio of representation in Con-
gress brought up a stubborn contest between the
large and the small states, which almost broke up
the convention. Anticipating such a conflict, the
Pennsylvania delegates had proposed to those from
Virginia that the large states should unite at the
beginning of the convention in refusing an equal
vote to the small states in their proceedings ‘‘as un-
reasonable, and as enabling the small states to nega-
tive every good system of government.”” In declin-
ing to enter into such an agreement, the Virginia
delegates expressed a hope that in the course of the
debates the small states might be prevailed upon
‘“‘to yield their equality.”” This jealousy seems to
have been the principal cause of the introduction of
the New Jersey plan. Charles C. Pinckney said:
“‘The whole comes to this: Give New Jersey an
equal vote, and she will dismiss her scruples and
concur in the National system.’’

Accepting one of the two alternatives suggested
by the Virginia plan, the convention voted (June 13)
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that the ratio of representation in both branches
should be based on population. Then came the sug-
gestion contained in the New Jersey plan (June 15)
that Congress should consist of one house in which
equal representation of the states should continue
as under the old Articles of Confederation. The
debate on this proposition was acrimonious, the
most important speech in opposition to the old plan
being delivered by Randolph, June 17. “‘The con-
vention,’’ said Martin, ‘‘was on the verge of disso-
lution scarce held together by the strength of a
hair.”” At this point Ellsworth and Sherman
brought forward what is popularly known as the
Connecticut Compromise. It combined the principle
of equal representation in the upper and propor-
tional representation in the lower house of Con-
gress, and was passed by a bare majority. In the
midst of the discussion George Mason said ‘‘he
would bury his bones in that city [Philadelphia]
rather than expose his country to the consequences
of a dissolution of the convention.”’

‘While this compromise provided for state repre-
sentation in the upper house of Congress, Virginia
has the honor of successfully leading the movement
for what is now known as the lower house of Con-
gress, which was intended by the framers of the
constitution to be the only real democratic feature
of the general government—that is, the only part
of three coordinate departments that was to be un-
der the direct control of the people. Fiske correctly
observes that ‘‘The Connecticut Compromise was
really a decisive victory for Madison and his party
* * * for by securing a lower house, which rep-
resented the American people and not the American
states, they won the whole battle in so far as the
question of radically reforming the government was
concerned.’’
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The second great compromise settled the ratio
for the representation of slaves and for direct taxa-
tion by the general government. This was the first
important sectional controversy that arose in the
convention. Of course, the Southern delegates took
an active part in the discussion of this important
subject. It seems that the first suggestion of the
three-fifths ratio for the representation of slaves
was made by the Pinckney plan, though its author
doubtless got the idea from a resolution of Congress
passed April 18, 1783. Pinckney changed his posi-
tion, however, when this subject came up for discus-
sion. In the midst of the prolonged debate the
South Carolina delegates insisted upon the full rep-
resentation of slaves. The delegates from Georgia
and Delaware supported the contention when the
vote was taken. The Northern delegates were for
the most part opposed to the proposition, and the
discussion continued day after day. One of the
delegates asked why slaves should be represented in
the general government when they were ‘‘not rep-
resented in the state to which they belonged.”” Mor-
ris, of Massachusetts, insisted upon considering
property as well as population in the apportionment
of representatives. His view was at one time
adopted, but was later disregarded when a com-
promise was effected. A motion by Williamson, of
North Carolina, that three votes be counted for
every five slaves was at first defeated. A motion by
Gouverneur Morris ‘‘that taxation shall be in pro-
portion to representation’’ was then debated and
adopted with an alteration that restricted its scope
to direct taxation only. In discussing this subject
Madison made an elaborate speech in which he de-
clared that the great division of interests in the
counfry was not between the large and small states,
but between the Northern and Southern states, that
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is, between those having and those not having
slaves. ‘‘In this,”” says Frothingham, ‘‘he probed
the cause of the passion that mingled in the de-
bates.”” Even Washington said, in a letter to Ham-
ilton, that he almost despaired of ‘‘seeing a favor-
able issue to the proceedings, and therefore repented
of having had any agency in the business,’”’ and
Paterson suggested that the convention adjourn
sine die. It was finally agreed that the proposed
ratio of three-fifths should be accepted for repre-
sentation of slaves in the lower house of Congress
and for direct taxation by the Federal government.

The third great compromise related to the foreign
slave trade. On August 22 Mason, who was himself
a slaveholder, uttered a scathing denunciation of
the ‘“infernal traffic’’ to which he was unalterably
opposed, and he lamented that some of his ‘‘ Eastern
brethren had, from a lust of gain, embarked in this
nefarious traffic.”’ Two days later a committee of
eleven made a report through Livingston, of New
Jersey, in favor of limiting the slave trade to the
year 1800. General Pinckney, of South Carolina,
moved to amend by extending it to 1808. This mo-
tion was seconded by Ghorum, of Massachusetts.
In discussing this amendment, Madison said:
““Twenty years will produce all the mischief that
can be apprehended from the liberty to import
slaves. So long a term will be more dishonorable to
the national character than to say nothing about it
in the constitution.”” New Hampshire, Massachu-
setts, Connecticut, Maryland, South Carolina, North
Carolina and Georgia voted for the amendment, and
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware and Virginia
against it.

During the period of almost four months in which
the convention was engaged upon its important and
delicate duties, many minor antagonisms developed
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and, as a consequence, many other compromises
were effected besides the three here given. In fact,
as has been well said, the constitution is the result
of a series of compromises. The following subjects
brought on spirited debates: The terms and condi-
tions on which new states were to be admitted, the
mode of electing a president and the extent of his
power, and the composition and jurisdiction of the
Federal judiciary. As these phases of the proceed-
ings did not assume a sectional aspect, they will not
be treated in this connection.

Completion of the Work.

The resolutions adopted prior to September 8
were on that day referred to a committee ‘‘to revise
the stile of and arrange the articles which had been
agreed to by the House.”” Five days later this com-
mittee reported the final draft of the new constitu-
tion which was engrossed and signed by thirty-nine
of the delegates on Sept. 17, 1787. As Martin had
left the convention in disgust when it was complet-
ing its work, his name will not be found in the
list of signers. Mason had expressed (September
15) ‘‘his discontent at the power given to Congress
by a bare majority to pass navigation acts which,
he said, would * * * enable a few rich mer-
chants in Philadelphia, New York and Boston to
monopolize the staples of the Southern states and
reduce their value perhaps 50 per cent.”” Upon the
defeat of his motion requiring, until 1808, a two-
thirds vote of each branch of Congress to pass a
navigation act, he refused to sign the constitution.
Randolph expressed apprehension from ¢‘the in-
definite and dangerous power given by the consti-
tution to Congress,”” and upon the defeat of his
motion providing that ‘‘amendments to the plan
might be offered by the state conventions, which
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should be submitted to and finally decided on by an-
other general convention,’”’ he likewise refused to
sign the document. He qualified his opposition,
however, by reserving the privilege of favoring or
opposing the constitution when it should be referred
to the people of his state for ratification. Gerry
was constrained to a similar course because of eight
objections to the constitution which he presented in
succinet form. Twelve other absent delegates be-
sides Martin also failed to affix their signatures to
the new constitution.

After depositing the Journal and other papers in
the hands of Washington ‘‘subject to the order of
Congress, if ever formed under the constitution,’’
the convention adjourned sine die.

Preparations for Ratification.

According to an agreement reached in the conven-
tion, Washington transmitted the new constitution
to Congress, then sitting in New York, in order that
it might receive the sanction of that body and be
referred by it to the states for ratification by special
conventions. His letter accompanying the docu-
ment recited in concise terms the need of a general
government and the difficulties which had con-
fronted the convention in its work. Among other
things he said: ‘“In all our deliberations, we kept
steadily in view that which appears the greatest in-
terest of every true American—the consolidation of
our Union, in which is involved our prosperity,
felicity, safety, perhaps our national existence.’’

Madison, who was a member of Congress, imme-
diately followed the document into that body, de-
fending it against the opposition of its enemies, who
claimed that in the formation of a new system of
government, which set aside the old Articles of Con-
federation, the delegates had exceeded the object
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expressed in the call of the Congress for a new con-
vention. Some members of Congress opposed re-
ferring the new constitution to the states; others
contended that, if referred, certain amendments
ought to be added by Congress. As a result largely
of Madison’s efforts, Congress, after eight days’
discussion, finally (September 28) ordered by unani-
mous vote that the constitution with Washington’s
letter ‘‘should be transmitted to the several legisla-
tures in order to be submitted to a convention of
delegates chosen in each state by the people thereof,
in conformity to the resolves of the Convention.’’

The valuable commentary on the constitution
which Madison, in conjunection with Hamilton and
Jay, published during the period of state adoption
has been a precious heritage to posterity. It con-
tains, to use the words of Washington, a candid dis-
cussion of ‘‘the principles of freedom and the topics
of government which will always be interesting to
mankind so long as they shall be connected with civil
society.”” These great campaign documents, eighty-
five in number, were afterward collected and pub-
lished in book form under the title The Federalist,
which is to this day an important textbook for stu-
dents of our constitutional history. As has been
said, it accomplished more, perhaps, ‘‘than any
other single agency toward insuring the popular
ratification of the constitution.”” Thus Madison,
whom Bancroft characterizes as ‘‘the chief author
of the constitution’’ and whom every student recog-
nizes as the great historian of the convention,
formed with Hamilton and Jay ‘‘the great trium-
virate’’ which prepared the states for ratifying the
document.

Ratification by the Southern States.
In authorizing the election of delegates to special

conventions for considering the constitution, the
Yol 4—8 ;
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state legislatures followed the example of Congress
by referring the document without any expression
of opinion.

Georgia was the first of the Southern states to
ratify. This was done by a unanimous vote on
Jan. 2, 1788.

Randolph had written to Madison that Baltimore
resounded ‘‘with friendship for the new constitu-
tion,”’ but when the Maryland convention met there
was a stubborn contest over ratification. This was
due to the strong opposition of Luther Martin, who
had refused to remain in the Philadelphia conven-
tion until it had finished its work. Largely through
the influence of Washington, however, Maryland
ratified the constitution April 28, 1788, by a vote
of 63 to 11.

South Carolina was, in order of time, the third
Southern state and the eighth in all to ratify the
constitution. When the document was presented to
the legislature of that state in January, 1788, it was
severely criticized by some of the members who
complained that the Philadelphia convention had
exceeded their power by casting aside the Articles
of Confederation instead of amending them. Charles
Pinckney replied that they had attempted to estab-
lish “‘a firm national government.’”’ It was finally
decided to authorize a state convention to pass on
the document. When this body met there was
formidable opposition to ratification, but it was
overcome by the Pinckneys, Rutledges and others,
and after a session of eleven days the constitution
was ratified (May 23, 1788) by a vote of 149 to 73.
Coupled with this action, the convention adopted
four resolutions suggesting alterations in the con-
stitution which, in a fifth resolution, they instructed
their delegates, who would be chosen to represent
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them in Congress, ‘‘to exert their utmost abilities
and influence to effect.”’

The Virginia convention met on June 2, 1788. The
limits of this narrative prevent a detailed treatment
of the prolonged and vehement struggle which be-
gan with the organization of this convention and
continued until June 25. In this contest the first in-
tellects of the state were arrayed against each other.
Although Washington, on his return from Phila-
delphia, had attempted to induce Patrick Henry to
support the document, Henry replied that he could
not bring ‘‘his mind to accord with the proposed
constitution.”” When the contest came in the Vir-
ginia convention, Henry, Mason, Grayson and Mon-
roe led the opposition to the constitution. Wash-
ington and Richard Henry Lee were not members
of the body, but each exerted his influence upon the
proceedings, the former in favor of and the latter in
opposition to adoption. Randolph, having decided
to support the constitution, allied himself with
Marshall, Pendleton, Innes, Corbin, Nicholas and
“Light Horse’” Harry Lee, and they, under the
leadership of Madison, helped to meet the spirited
attacks of the opposition.

The contest began with an impassioned declara-
tion by Henry that they should investigate the con-
duect of the delegates who had helped to form the
constitution, ‘‘even from that illustrious man who
saved us by his valor.”” ‘“What right,’’ he contin-
uved, ‘‘had they to say, We, the people? * * *
Who authorized them to speak the language of We,
the people, instead of We, the states?’”’ He said of
the constitution that he ‘‘saw poison under its
wings’’; that it ‘“squinted toward monarchy’’; that
it established a consolidated government; and that
it surrendered the rights of the states. In a sharp
encounter with Randolph, Henry exclaimed: ‘If
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our friendship must fall, let it fall like Lucifer, never
to rise again!’’ As the debates continued Henry
attacked many features of the new document. In
one of his eloquent periods he exclaimed: ‘‘I will
never give up that darling word, requisitions; my
country may give it up; a majority may wrest it
from me, but I will never give it up till my grave.”’
Mason declared that ‘‘the assumption of this power
of laying direct taxes does, of itself, entirely change
the confederation of the states into one consolidated
government.”” He also attacked the powers which
the new constitution granted to the President, to
Congress and to the Federal judiciary. In refer-
ring to the authority of Congress to select a Feederal
district for a national capital, he said: ‘‘This ten
miles square may set at defiance the laws of the sur-
rounding states, and may, like the custom of the
superstitious days of our ancestors, become the
sanctuary of the blackest erimes.’”” Referring to the
compromise on the slave trade, he said: ‘‘As much
as I value a union of all the states, I would not admit
the Southern states into the Union unless they agree
to the discontinuance of this disgraceful trade.” A
personal collision between him and Madison was
narrowly averted.

The champions of the constitution, resorting to
an effective and timely suggestion which Washing-
ton had made to the Massachusetts convention,
urged that ‘‘a constitutional door’’ was open for
amendments after the adoption of the constitution
by the states. With this understanding the Virginia
convention finally ratified the constitution on June
20, 1788, by a vote of 89 to 79. At the same time
it adopted a resolution which expressly declared
that ‘‘the powers granted under the constitution
being derived from the People of the United States,
may be resumed by them whenever the same may be
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perverted to their injury or oppression; and that
every power not granted thereby remains with them
and at their will.”” They also adopted twenty ar-
ticles constituting a Bill of Rights and twenty other
amendments which were engrossed and transmitted
to Congress, with a solemn appeal to the Searcher of
hearts for the purity of their intentions and a state-
ment that their action had been taken ‘‘under the
conviction that whatsoever imperfections may exist
in the constitution ought rather fo be examined in
the mode prescribed therein than to bring the Union
into danger by a delay with a hope of obtaining
amendments previous to the ratification.”

One of the reasons for Southern opposition to the
constitution was the indifference which the Northern
states had shown two years before to the commereial
interests of the South, by supporting Jay’s recom-
mendation to Congress that the right to navigate
the lower Mississippi be surrendered for twenty-
five years. Fiske calls attention to the fact that
“‘this narrow and selfish policy naturally created
alarm in Virginia, which, in her distriet of Ken-
tucky, touched upon the great river. Thus to the
vague dread of the Southern states in general in the
event of New England’s controlling the commercial
policy of the government, there was added in Vir-
ginia’s case a specific fear.”’

This cause of apprebension and the objections of
‘“‘the paper-money party’’ well-nigh defeated ratifi-
cation in North Carolina. The convention of that
state met July 21, 1788, and, after a stormy debate
on the document, clause by clause, adjourned with-
out ratifying. It adopted, however, a Declaration
of Rights containing twenty-six articles which it
declared ‘‘ought to be laid before Congress and the
convention of the states that shall or may be called
for the purpose of amending the said constitution,



134 POLITICAL HISTORY.

for their consideration, previous fo the ratification
of the constitution aforesaid, on the part of the state
of North Carolina.”” The final act of ratification by
that state was passed on Nov. 21, 1789, several
months after the new government had been in opera-
tion. With the exception of Rhode Island, North
Carolina was the last state to come into the new
Union.
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PART III

THE SOUTH IN INTERSTATE AND
INTERSECTIONAL RELATIONS.

CuapteR L.

INTERSTATE CONTROVERSIES.

VERY observer of the South has been im-
pressed by two traits of its people: one, a
unity of sentiment regarding political
and social questions; the other, a kind of

- inter-state sectionalism, hard to define.
Its characteristics are state individualism, a local
pride that brooks no criticism, and a rlvalry and
jealousy among neighbors comparable only to that of
frontier communities and belligerent powers. For the
first of these, slavery with its political and social in-
cidents, is clearly responsible; but the causes of the
second are more complex. For its explanation polit-
ical theories which exalted the state rather than the
nation are not alone sufficient; but racial influence,
economic policies, social antipathies born of isola-
tion, prejudices of the frontier against older com-
munities, and a diversity of interests in the institu--
tion of slavery, must be taken into consideration.

It is not the purpose of this chapter to discuss all

or any of these fundamental conditions, but to trace

a number of controversies between the neighboring

states since the adoption of the Federal constitu-

tion that have been the offspring and also a con-
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tributing factor to this inter-state sectionalism.
Some of them have their origin in the Seventeenth
century, while others arose toward the close of the
Nineteenth, conclusive evidence that two centuries of
development have not obliterated the controversial
spirit so strong in the past.

The Virginia and Maryland Controversy.

By far the largest number of inter-state contro-
versies have arisen over boundaries. Of these the
oldest, and also the latest to be settled, is that of
Virginia and Maryland. Its origin is found in the
colonial charters. According to the charter of Mary-
land the line separating that province from Virginia
was to extend from ‘‘the first fountain of the Poto-
mac’’ down its southern bank, thence across the
Chesapeake Bay and peninsula through Watkins
Point to the ocean. This is one of the few instances
in history in which the bank of a river rather than the
channel has been made the boundary; moreover the
first fountain of the Potomac was indefinite, since
it might refer either to the northern or to the south-
ern branch of the river; also the exact location of
‘Watkins Point, whether on the northern or the
southern part of the little peninsnla of that name,
and the line extending through it to the Atlantic, had
to be determined. These obscurities of the charter,
as well as the question of commercial rights on the
Potomae, were a source of controversy during the
colonial period and the subject of legislation and
litigation from the close of the Revolution between
Maryland and Virginia, and, since the war between
the states, they have been the source of contention
between Maryland and West Virginia.

In the light of national interests the commereial
phases of the controversy are most important. By
designating the bank of the Potomac as the boun-
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dary, the Maryland charter included the waters of
the river in the domain of the colony. But Virginia
controlled the lower Chesapeake, the only outlet to
the ocean. Codperation was necessary, and in 1785,
at Mount Vernon, a commercial treaty was agreed
upon that gave the citizens of both states equal
rights to navigation and the fisheries.

While this treaty seemed to forecast a union of
the states, a more practical step toward that end
was Maryland’s relation to the cession of western
lands. After the Revolution, Virginia, the Carolinas,
Georgia, Connecticut, Massachusetts, and New York,
by virtue of their charters, laid claim to the country
between the Alleghany mountains and the Missis-
sippi River and proposed to pension their soldiers
by grants of land in that region. On the other hand
Maryland’s charter, by limiting the western boun-
dary, prevented that state from laying claims to
any western lands. She therefore protested against
this inequality of economic resources and refused to
ratify the articles of confederation. But when Con-
gress suggested that all claims to western lands
should be transferred to the United States, thus
strengthening the central government, and New York
with Virginia led the way, Maryland, relying on the
good sense of the other states, entered the Confed-
eration.

Soon the westward movement of population raised
the question of the ownership of land between the
two branches of the Potomac, Virginia claiming the
northern branch to be the boundary line, Maryland
contending that the southern branch constituted the
“first fountain of the Potomac’’ indicated in the
Maryland charter. In 1795, a series of negotiations
was begun by the appointment of a joint commis-
sion from the two states to adjust the conflicting
claims. Among its members were Thomas Jefferson,
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John Marshall, Bushrod Washington, and John Tay-
lor for Virginia; but because two of the Maryland
commissioners refused to serve and one left the
state, nothing was accomplished. After other at-
tempts at adjustment, equally futile, the General
Assembly of Maryland, in 1818, acting on the theory
that the northern branch extended further west than
the southern, designated it as the boundary in a law
providing for a boundary commission. Although
Virginia’s claim was thus conceded, no reciprocal
commission was appointed until 1822, no conference
was held until 1824, and then the instructions of both
states were found to be too restricted for definite
agreement.

Maryland then resorted to a new method of adjust-
ment; resolutions were adopted by the Assembly
that in case the controversy could not be settled by
a commission, the governor of Delaware should be
called in as arbitrator ‘‘with full powers to settle,
and adjust the several matters in the controversy.’’
Neither to this proposal, nor a similar one of 1832,
did Virginia make any reply. Indeed, in 1833, Vir-
ginia appointed a commission to run the line from
the Fairfax stone, a point on the northern branch
of the Potomae, established in 1746, without mention
of Maryland’s claims or suggestions of arbitration.
This was apparently a gross insult. In retaliation,
the attorney-general of Maryland prepared to bring
suit against Virginia in the Supreme Court of the
United States; but the next year, when a special
committee from Virginia showed that the aim of the
Virginia commission had been to accept the over-
tures of Maryland, the suit was withdrawn.

This strain on amicable relations was followed
by a period of reaction. For almost a score of years
the boundary question was allowed to rest, although
the settlement of the territory in dispute was carried
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on by settlers from both states, and ejectment suits
were common. Then, in 1852, Maryland resumed the
agitation for a definite western boundary, and con-
ceded Virginia’s claim for the northern branch of
the Potomac and the Fairfax stone as the starting
point of the line. In 1854 Virginia accepted this
liberal concession and appointed a commission. Its
work was interrupted by the war, and the new state
of West Virginia, the creation of that conflict, be-
came the heir to Virginia’s claims. In 1908 a suit
between the states of West Virginia and Maryland
for adjustment of boundaries was pending in the
Supreme Court of the United States.

The location of the eastern part of the Maryland-
Virginia line was also a cause of friction. In 1668
the line from Watkins Point eastward was begun
but never finished, and the line from Watkins Point
westward across the bay to the Potomac, involving
lighthouse, buoys, breakwaters, and fisheries, was
not touched, until the compact of 1785 above men-
tioned. By that agreement, Smith’s Point at the
mouth of the Potomae, rather than Cinguack of the
Maryland charter, further south, was made the west-
ern end of the line dividing the bay; but doubt of
the correctness of the change in the line was ex-
pressed in the compact, and Virginians had settled
on Smith Island north of the line. This agreement,
however, remained in force until a few years before
the War of Secession when rights to oyster beds,
worth millions of dollars, reopened the controversy.
In 1858 both states appointed commissioners to sur-
vey the entire line from Watkins Point to the At-
lantic. The portion between the Pocomoke River
and the Atlantic was run, but the exact location of
Watkins Point was too difficult a problem. Mary-
land accepted, but Virginia rejected, the report of
the commission. In 1867, the question was again
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opened, Virginia insisting that the line across the
bay should include the Virginia settlements on Smith
Island and extend through the northern portions
of Watkins Point, while Maryland claimed that the
line should touch the southern portion of Watkins
and so make all of Smith Island Maryland territory.
In 1874, after fruitless negotiations, the whole ques-
tion of the eastern boundary and the riparian rights
involved were submitted to arbitration. A court
consisting of Jeremiah Black, of Pennsylvania, and
William A. Graham, of North Carolina, was ap-
pointed; these chose Charles A. Jenkins, of Georgia,
a third member. On the death of Mr. Graham,
James B. Beck, of Kentucky, became his successor
in 1876. In 1877, after having heard all claims and
examined all records, the commission made the fol-
lowing decisions:

1. Maryland’s right to the Potomac and its south-
ern bank were confirmed.

2. Virginia’s claim to a part of Smith Island was
also granted.

3. Rights to Tangier and Pocomoke sounds were
divided, Virginia receiving more than Maryland.

4. The southernmost part of Watkins Point was
designated as the boundary and the Pocomoke River
was divided between the states up to the old Calvert-
Scarborough line, run in 1668.

These decisions were accepted by the states con-
cerned, were ratified by Congress, and a survey ip
keeping with them was duly made.

Virginia and Tennessee.

Virginia’s southern boundary was also the subject
of controversy, hardly less long standing than that
with Maryland. This dispute was of colonial origin,
a heritage of the long negotiations with North Caro-
lina, immortalized in Col. William Byrd’s History
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of the Dividing Line. At the opening of the Revolu-
tion, the boundary between the two colonies had
reached Steep Rock Creek about 320 miles from the
Atlantic. In 1778, Virginia and North Carolina
appointed commissioners to extend the line to the
Tennessee River. After the work was under way
a difference of opinion arose among the surveyors.
The North Carolina officers declared that the line
was too far south and began a new survey two miles
further north, which they ran as far as the Cumber-
land Mountains. This was called the Henderson line.
The Virginia commissioners continued the line, al-
ready begun, as far as the Tennessee River. It
was known as the Walker line. In 1790 North Caro-
lina ceded to Congress her western territory from
which the territory of Tennessee was formed. In
1791, the Virginia Assembly, to preserve as much
land for the state as was possible, approved the
Walker line. But the people living between the
‘Walker and Henderson lines would not recognize
the authority of either Tennessee or Virginia. In
the interest of peace and order some agreement as
to boundary was necessary. In 1800 Virginia re-
solved to refer the adjustment of the line to a joint
commission with power to accept either of the old
lines or to establish a new one.

In 1801 Tennessee accepted the proposal; and by
1803 the joint commission had done its work and
made its report, which rejected the existing lines
and recommended a new one half way between them,
running from White Top mountain, the northeast
corner of Tennessee, to Cumberland mountain, the
southwest corner of Virginia. This report was rati-
fied by the legislature of both states. In 1856 the
line was re-marked by a joint commission whose
work was accepted by Tennessee and rejected by
Virginia. The war arrested the controversy, but,
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in 1892, the state of Virginia brought suit against
the state of Tennessee in the Supreme Court of the
United States, asking that the boundary agreement
of 1803 be declared null and void as a compact be-
tween states without the consent of Congress, and
that a new line more near latitude 36° 30’, the north-
ern boundary of North Carolina,be established by or-
der of the court. The decision was against Virginia,
the court holding that the consent of Congress was
implied by exercising jurisdiction over both states
after the line of 1803 had been accepted by them.
However, in 1893 Virginia sought to introduce new
evidence; the motion was rejected, as was a petition
made in 1895 to re-mark the existing line. But, in
1900, a petition of both states to appoint a com-
mission to re-mark the boundary was granted, and
the commission appointed made its report in 1903.
An interesting feature of the work was the cession
of the north side of Main street, Bristol, Tenn., to
Virginia by the Tennessee legislature, in order to
facilitate the survey.

Tennessee and Kentucky.

The continuation of the Virginia-Tennessee line
westward became a source of controversy between
Tennessee and Kentucky. Should the boundary be-
tween these states be the Walker line or a new line
more exactly 36° 30, the boundary of North Caro-
lina and Virginia as fixed by the Carolina charter
of 166562 XKentucky made futile efforts at adjust-
ment of the question before 1818. Then the Jackson
purchase, by which the Chickasaw lands west of the
Tennessee River were added to Kentucky, those
south, to Tennessee, made the boundary a real issue.
The following year the Kentucky legislature ap-
pointed a commission to extend westward the Walker
line. Tennessee appointed a similar commission. It
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was found that the Walker line had fallen north
of 36° 30’ at the Cumberland River as far as six-
teen miles, thus giving Tennessee 2,500 square miles,
but on account of the good feeling between the states,
and the confusion in regard to land titles that a
revision of the lines would produce, Kentucky did
not demand a re-survey; however, west of the Ten-
nessee where no boundary had been run, a line more
in keeping with 36° 30’ was established, and this
accounts for the broken border line between the two
states.
Virginia and West Virginia.

Two controversies, which have had a large place
in inter-state relations, are suits by Virginia against
the state of West Virginia, involving a demand for
territory and for financial reimbursement. Both
have found a final decision in the Supreme Court
of the United States. The litigation for territory
was an outgrowth of the method by which certain
counties became members of the state of West Vir-
ginia. When that commonwealth was organized, the
counties of Berkeley, Frederick and Jefferson were
in possession of federal troops. But the ordinance
of the Restored Government of Virginia, which pro-
vided for the new state of West Virginia, stated
that its boundaries might be changed by admitting
other counties whenever they should express their
desire to join West Virginia, and specified that the
counties of Berkeley and Jefferson might join the
new state; and the constitution of West Virginia
also declared that the counties of Jefferson, Fred-
erick and Berkeley might be added to the state in
the future. In May, 1862, the Restored Government
of Virginia gave permission for these counties to
join West Virginia whenever their voters should
ratify the constitution of that state; the following
January an election was held in Jefferson and Fred-
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erick and these two counties duly passed under the
jurisdiction of West Virginia. After the collapse
of the Confederacy, the Restored Government of
Virginia became the nucleus of reconstruction in
Virginia. To the legislature a large number of
representatives were elected who had lived under
the Confederate government of Virginia. In 1865
these men enacted a law repealing the act of 1862,
giving consent to the addition of the three counties
to West Virginia, and the following March Con-
gress confirmed the annexation of the counties of
Jefferson and Berkeley to West Virginia.

The state of Virginia and the National govern-
ment were thus at cross purposes. As a means of
settling the question at issue, a suit was brought
by the state of Virginia against the state of West
Virginia in the Supreme Court of the United States.
The plea for Virginia involved four points: that the
issue between the states was political and, therefore,
according to the ruling in Georgia vs. Stanton the
court could not interfere; that West Virginia and
the Restored State of Virginia had violated the com-
pact clause of the constitution in not providing for
the annexation of the counties in the enabling act
of West Virginia; that the elections in the counties
were not fairly held; and that Virginia had with-
drawn her consent to the admission of the counties
before Congress recognized their separation from
the mother state. The court, however, in a decision
handed down in 1870, held that its jurisdiction over
boundaries was not impaired by political questions,
that Congress, by accepting the constitution of West
Virginia which provided for additional counties, ap-
proved all its clauses and thus indirectly gave con-
sent to the annexation of the counties, and that the
court could not go behind the election returns when
no specific case of fraudulent voting was cited.
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The apportionment of liability for the state debt
before 1881 was also a cause of litigation between
these states. In 1861 this amounted to $33,000,000,
most of which had been incurred by the state’s in-
vestment in internal improvements; and some of the
public works, notably railways, had reached the west-
ern counties before 1861, others after that year.
Moreover, the state of West Virginia at the time
of its formation received property worth several
millions of dollars for which no returns were made
to Virginia. Although provision was made in the
constitution of West Virginia for the assumption
of a proportionate share of the obligations of Vir-
ginia, no settlement was made, and in 1871 Vir-
ginia, estimating its own share at two-thirds, issued
bonds for that amount of the debt, two-thirds of
the interest, and two-thirds of the interest on the
accrued interest. This burden proved too heavy and
at last, in 1892, a new and final adjustment of Vir-
ginia’s share of the public debt of 1861 was made.
Efforts were then put forth to have West Virginia
assume a just proportion, Virginia appointing a
commission to open negotiations to that effect in
1894. West Virginia failed to take any action, and,
as a last resort, the state of Virginia in 1900 ap-
pointed a commission with power to bring suit, if
necessary, in the Supreme Court of the United
States. In 1906, the state of Virginia appeared be-
fore the court. West Virginia filed a demurrer,
which was overruled, and in 1907 the court ap-
pointed a master in equity to apportion West Vir-
ginia’s share of the Virginia public debt in 1861.

Georgia and North Carolina.

Among boundary lines further south, the line of
35° has been a most fruitful source of dispute, having

been the subject of three inter-state controversies.
Vol. 410,
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First of these was that between Georgia and North
Carolina.

In 1787 South Carolina ceded to the United States
all land as far as the Mississippi, between the Tuga-
loo River and the North Carolina boundary. This
was a strip about twelve miles wide and 200 miles
long. In 1802 the United States gave to Georgia
that part of the territory now in the state of Georgia
in partial payment for western land claims and the
line of 35° was recognized as the northern boundary
of the cession. The county of Walton was organized
in the newly acquired district, but the line dividing
it from North Carolina had never been scientifically
established; consequently, North Carolina and
Georgia issued conflicting land grants which intensi-
fied the disorder and violence common to a border
region. In 1806 Georgia appealed to Congress for
an adjustment of the line by Federal power. The
North Carolina representatives resented this appeal
to outside authority and no action was taken. The
next year both states agreed to make a survey and
a joint boundary commission was appointed. The
scientists employed were Dr. Joseph Caldwell for
North Carolina and Joseph Meigs for Georgia. Be-
ginning at a point on the supposed line of 35° they
found that it was really 35° 22’ 32” or 22 miles
within North Carolina territory. After making un-
satisfactory observations at another point, the com-
mission repaired to Cesar’s Head on the Blue Ridge
and made three observations, the last of which
showed a difference among the officials of less than
2’. The commissioners were satisfied with the re-
sults, agreeing that Georgia should relinquish all
claims northwest of the Blue Ridge and south of
the Indian lands. Their report was ratified by North
Carolina, but Georgia rejected it and again appealed
to Congress. An examination of the entire proceed-
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ings was then made by a congressional committee;
the trend of opinion was so much in favor of North
Carolina that no action was taken, and Georgia
quietly allowed her discontent to rest.

Georgia and Tennessee.

In 1817 Tennessee and Georgia appointed a joint
commission for establishing the line of 35° along
their border. In 1819 the commission made its
report, which was accepted by both states. A few
years later James Camak, of Georgia, made an in-
dependent survey and reported that the existing line
was 37 chains south of the real 35° line. However,
there was no evidence of discontent until 1861, when
the code of Georgia named the line of 35° rather
than the description of the survey of 1818 as the
northern boundary of the state. The war arrested
whatever controversy may have been imminent. In
1887 the Georgia legislature expressed doubts con-
cerning the true line between Dade county, Georgia,
and Marion and Hamilton counties, Tennessee, and
authorized the governor to appoint a commission to
make an adjustment with Tennessee. In 1889 Ten-
nessee appointed a similar commission but no report
was ever made. In 1893 Georgia again appointed
a boundary commission without result, and a tradi-
tion still exists in that state that much of its terri-
tory is wrongfully under the jurisdiction of Ten-
nessee.

Mississippi and Tennessee.

In 1819 the lines of 35° was run from Alabama to
the Mississippi River, the survey being known as
the Winchester line. Ten years later its correctness
was questioned. There was then some prospect of
a navigable channel of the Mississippi from Chicka-
saw Bluffs to the Upper Yazoo River, and many
Mississippians believed that the existing northern
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boundary line was too far south, that a correct sur-
vey would show that the country now included in
Memphis, Tennessee, and its vicinity should be in
Mississippi. A commission was appointed to verify
the existing line but its report, made in 1831, showed
that the line was really too far north while about
the same time a Tennessee surveyor ran an entirely
new line in keeping with the new correction. In
1837 a joint commission of the two states made a
true line, so far south of the Winchester survey as
to give Tennessee nearly 200 square miles, and this
survey is the present boundary between the states.

Florida and Georgia.

The acquisition of Florida from Spain in 1819
gave rise to two controversies. First of these was
that regarding the boundary between Florida and
Georgia. The line as first described in the cession
of East Florida to England in 1763 extended from
the junection of the Chattahoochee and Flint rivers
to the source of the St. Mary’s, thence along that
stream to the Atlantic. In 1795 this line was con-
firmed by a treaty between the United States and
Spain, East Florida having been ceded to Spain in
1783. A few years later, in 1798, the survey of the
entire line separating the United States and Spanish
territory from the Mississippi to the Atlantic was
undertaken by Andrew Ellicott for the United States,
Sir William Dunbar and Stephen Minor for Spain.
The hostility of the Creek Indians prevented them
from running the line further east than the junction
of the Chattahoochee and the Flint, but they marked
the next point in the line, the source of the St.
Mary’s, near Okefenoke swamp, building there a
monument that came to be known as Ellicott’smound.
No further survey was undertaken until 1802, when
the cession to Georgia of all the public land south
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of the Tennessee and Carolina line, gave the
question an economic and political importance.
A report was current that the branch of the St.
Mary’s on which Ellicott’s mound was located, was
the shorter arm of the river, and therefore not its
true source; but a committee of engineers represent-
ing Georgia reported favorably to the Ellicott sur-
vey. In 1818 the negotiations between the United
States and Spain for the cession of Florida led
Georgia authorities to make a survey from the junc-
tion of the Chattahoochee and Flint to the St.
Mary’s. The line thus established known as the
Watson line, ran south of Ellicott’s mound. It was
adopted by Georgia as the official line, land grants
and townships being laid off aceording to it. Six
years later a new line, the MecNeil line, authorized
by the surveyor general of Florida, ran 14 chains
north of the Watson line for some distance about
the middle of the boundary. Georgia at once ap-
pealed to Congress, asking the Federal authorities
to establish the true line. In 1826 a commission
was appointed, but when its work suggested results
not favorable to Georgia, the governor of Georgia
revoked his assent to the commission and recalled
the state’s representative. The result was a pro-
longed controversy between Georgia and Florida,
Georgia urging a correction of Ellicott’s survey, Flor-
ida and the United States defending it. In 1850
Florida filed suit in the Supreme Court of the United
States for a settlement of the question. Four years
later the attorney-general of the United States, on
account of the public lands involved, was allowed
to participate in the adjudication. This interven-
tion of Federal authorities caused a reaction toward
compromise and in 1857 both states agreed to the
survey of a new line. Work was begun in 1859, but
in 1861 when the new boundary, the Orr and Whitney
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line, was found to be north of the MeNeil line,
Georgia repudiated the survey and proposed that the
Watson line be accepted as the boundary between
the two states. The war interrupted the controversy.
The common misfortunes of that struggle calmed the
intense feeling that had developed between Florida
and Georgia, and in 1866 both states accepted the
Orr and Whitney line, and in 1872 this action was
ratified by Congress.

West Florida and Alabama.

A second problem arising from the acquisition of
Florida has been a demand for the annexation of
western Florida to Alabama. This movement is a
result of a common historic background and a com-
munity of interests among the people concerned.
All of Alabama south of the line of 31° and that
part of Florida between the Apalachicola and Chat-
tahoochee rivers on the east, and the Perdido on the
west belonged to the old province of West Florida,
and that part west of the Perdido was added to
Mississippi territory in 1812, and to Alabama in
1817. An illustration of the community of interest
between western Florida and southern Alabama is
that five of the eight counties in that part of Florida
have names indentical with Alabama counties, viz.,
Calhoun, Escambia, Franklin, Jackson, and Wash-
ington. It was natural, therefore, that in 1811 the
inhabitants of West Florida should petition Con-
gress for annexation to the territory of Mississippi.
In 1819 the constitutional convention of Alabama
memorialized Congress to the same effect and the
constitution of that year, also those of 1861, 1868
and 1875 provided for an increase of Alabama’s
territory. In 1858 the legislature of Alabama at-
tempted negotiations with Florida for the cession
of the western counties, but Florida would not listen
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to the overtures. In 1869, however, under the ex-
travagant and imaginative carpet-bag régime, an-
nexation seemed more promising. Commissions were
appointed in each state in 1868 to formulate plans
of action. Their report proposed that Alabama pay
to Florida in return for the eight counties $1,000,000
in 8% bonds and endorse the bonds of railways
planned for western Florida. This plan was re-
ferred to the people of the counties, the legislatures
of the states, and Congress. An election was ac-
cordingly held in seven counties of western Florida,
which showed a majority for annexation, but action
by either state or Congress was forestalled by the
development of opposition in Alabama, where the
extravagant expense account of the commission and
the proposal to endorse railway bonds in western
Florida made many leaders lose confidence in the
movement. In 1873 a similar attempt at annexation
also failed. But the question still lingers in Ala-
bama politics; the last legislation toward that end
was in 1901, when the legislature appointed a com-
mission to open negotiations with Florida, without
result. ‘
Water Boundaries and Riparian Rights.

Watercourses, when they have been designated as
boundaries, have given rise to a distinct group of
inter-state problems,—the jurisdiction over the
shore line, questions of boundary, property rights
and jurisdiction caused by change of channels, and
the control of economic resources. Illustrative of
the first of these is the case of Alabama vs. Georgia
regarding jurisdiction over the west bank of the
Chattahoochee. The terms of Georgia’s cession of
western lands in 1802 made the boundary extend
“‘west of a line beginning on the western bank of
the Chattahoochee river, where the same crosses the
boundary between the United States and Spain, run-
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ning up the said river and along the western bank
thereof.”” Such a definition was satisfactory for
the upper part of the Chattahoochee where the river
banks are high and the water course well confined;
but below the falls the banks are low and the river
frequently rises, widening its course as much as
half a mile. Consequently jurisdiction over the west
bank became a matter of dispute. Alabama held that
its rights extended to the low water line, while
Georgia claimed jurisdiction as far as the high water
mark. After years of fruitless controversy, Ala-
bama brought suit against Georgia in the Supreme
Court of the United States. The decision given in
1859 was in favor of Georgia, the court holding that
the bed of a river ‘‘is that part of the soil alternately
covered and left bare’’ by the water.

Problems of the Mississippi River.

Changes in the channel of the Mississippi River
have been the cause of a variety of difficulties.

First of these is the adjustment of jurisdiction
and boundary. The treaties between England,
France and Spain in 1763, and England and the
United States in 1783, designated the middle of the
river as the boundary of English and American
possessions, and this line became the boundary of
the states east and west of the Mississippi. But
diversions of the main channel have caused conflict
of claims to land between the adjacent states and
their citizens. Such was the cause of a suit between
Missouri and Kentucky.

In 1859 Missouri brought suit in the Supreme
Court of the United States for possession of Wolf
Island about twenty miles below the mouth of the
Ohio, then held by Kentucky, basing the case on the
channel of the Mississippi which ran east of the
island. Upon investigation the court found that the
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original channel of the Mississippi ran west of the
island, that consequently it had been included in a
map of colonial Virginia, that Kentucky had estab-
lished jurisdiction over it, and that the diversion of
the channel to the east side of the island did not
occur until the Nineteenth century.

Mississippi and Arkansas.

A similar condition has been the cause of contro-
versy between Mississippi and Arkansas concerning
jurisdiction over Island No. 76. In 1817 when Mis-
sissippi was admitted to the Union, the location of
the channel of the river was doubtful, but about 1830
the channel was west of the island which was sur-
veyed by Mississippi. By 1839 the channel had
diverted to the east side of the island and conse-
quently Arkansas, which was admitted to the Union
in 1836, also surveyed the island, secured grants
from the United States land office, and levied taxes.
On the other hand the island was selected by Mis-
sissippi in 1852 under the swamp land act of Con-
gress. Adjudication of the rival claims of these
states was in progress when the war opened. In
1881 another complication was made by the chan-
nel’s changing to the west of the island. Acting on
the theory that the middle of the channel was the
state boundary, Mississippi, in 1882, claimed juris-
diction and sold the island for taxes, but in 1892
the state recognized the jurisdiction of Arkansas
and refunded the proceeds of the tax sale. Then
again, in 1899, Mississippi asserted rights over the
island and held a tax sale. The property rights of
private individuals were thus in jeopardy, and a
landholder under deeds secured through Arkansas
brought suit in the Federal court, eastern district
of Arkansas, for the protection of his property
rights. The court decided that the island was prop-
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erly within Mississippi and rejected the case for
want of jurisdiction; but on appeal to the Supreme
Court of the United States this decision was re-
versed, an examination of all available evidence con-
cerning the current of the river in the early Nine-
teenth century showing that the channel was east of
the island in the earliest time and most of the time.
An important phase of the case is that the court
acted on the theory that the middie of the Mississippi
is legally the western boundary of the state of Mis-
sissippi, a theory based on the treaties of 1763, 1783
and 1795; but the enabling act of Mississippi makes
the western boundary ‘‘up the said river’’ (the
Mississippi). In early days criminals and evaders
of the law took refuge east of the main channel, thus
avoiding the jurisdiction of Arkansas, and denied
that Mississippi, on account of the vague wording of
the enabling act, could exercise jurisdiction over
them. In 1826 the legislature requested Congress
formally to change the wording of the boundary
to correspond to that of the treaties, but not until
the publication of the Mississippi code of 1857 was
there any direct statement to that effect, and no
recognition of the middle of the Mississippi by Fed-
eral authority until the present case.

Louisiana and Mississippi.

The development of the economic resources along
the southern shore of Mississippi and Louisiana
have in recent years led to a suit in the Supreme
Court of the United States for the adjustment of
their southern boundaries. The explanation of the
difficulty lies in a seeming contradiction, at least a
vagueness, in the enabling acts of the two states.
The law by which Louisiana became a state, enacted
in 1812, included in its boundary all islands within
three leagues of the coast; later, the enabling act
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of Mississippi contained a similar clause. Evidently
some islands within three leagues of one state are
also within the same distance of the other. How-
ever, there was no difficulty in the interpretation of
the enabling acts until the growth of the oyster in-
dustry in the last two decades of the Nineteenth cen-
tury made the islands along the coast line of great
value. The peninsula of St. Bernard, which faces
the mouth of the Pear]l River, and eastward a line
of hummocks of land surrounded by marsh and
swamp, became the centre of conflicting interests.
Louisiana in 1896 forbade non-resident fishermen
to seek oysters in Louisiana waters, and in 1898
the authorities of St. Bernard parish proceeded to
arrest Mississippi oystermen fishing along the penin-
sula. A police patrol was also established by the
Louisiana oyster commission. The state of Missis-
sippi thereupon interceded in behalf of its fisher-
men. The result was a joint boundary commission
which met at New Orleans in 1901. Failing to reach
any agreement, resort was had to the Supreme Court
of the United States. Suit was filed by Louisiana
against Mississippi, and in 1906 the court made
known its decision. This declares that the peninsula
of St. Bernard and the hummocks adjacent belong
to Louisiana, the right of the state having been
recognized by both the United States and Missis-
sippi; that there is no conflict in the enabling acts
of the two states, the grant of islands within three
leagues of the coast of Mississippi referring to a
line of the sea islands extending from Mobile Bay,
Ala., to Cat Island, Miss.; and finally, that the deep
water channel from the mouth of the Pearl River
through the islands and peninsulas to the open wa-
ters of the Gulf of Mexico is the boundary between
the states of Louisiana and Mississippi.
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Private Suits.

In all these controversies, save one, states have
been the contending parties, and in that one the
rival claims and rights of jurisdiction between Mis-
sissippi and Arkansas were really the point at issue.
On the other hand purely private suits have more
than once decided questions of inter-state import-
ance and thus prevented controversies between
them. Three cases deserve mention.

Stockley wvs. Cissna (119 Fed. Rep. 812) estab-
lished a rule for deciding state boundaries and prop-
erty rights to land when the Mississippi changes its
course. In 1876 the river abandoned its course
about forty miles above Memphis, Tenn., cutting a
new channel across the neck of Devil’s Elbow, leav-
ing the old channel around the point dry land. Two
thousand acres of river bottom were washed away
and 1,000 acres of Tennessee land were placed west
of the main channel of the river. Property rights
and the question of state boundary were finally
settled in 1902, the circuit court following the rule
of the Supreme Court of the United States in Ne-
braska vs. Iowa, holding that a change in the chan-
nel does not alter property rights or state boundary.

In two private suits, also, obscurities in the Ten-
nessee-North Carolina boundary have been clarified.
The aim of the surveyors who established the line
was to follow the high range of mountains which
lie between the states. South of the Tennessee River
the range divides into two branches, Hangover Ridge
on the east and Fodder Stack on the west. These
extend for about nine miles and then re-unite. The
surveyors did work on both spurs but as their writ-
ten reports are lost no one knew which they adopted
as the proper boundary. Moreover, after the re-
moval of the Indians from the frontier region in
1836, both North Carolina and Tennessee issued land
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grants for the country between these spurs. Not
until 1900 did any judicial authority undertake to
find which ridge was the proper boundary, when
the circuit court of the United States decided in
favor of Hangover. In 1902 a similar break in the
boundary range between County Corners and Bry-
son’s Gap was also decided by the same court which
found the western spur the true boundary.

The great causes of controversy in the past have
been settled. Obscure clauses in charters have been
cleared up, unscientific lines have been revised, moral
obligations have been enforced, and interpretations
of water boundaries have been made which should
be guides for the future. Will contentions continue
to rise? This depends on the nature of new con-
ditions and their relation to state development. Con-
temporaneous development is economic. 'While eco-
nomic influences tend to eliminate provincialism, iso-
lation, and political individualism which have un-
doubtedly animated many controversies in the past,
questions of commercial control and commercial
rivalry may also become the subject matter of con-
troversy. Two illustrations may be taken from
recent history.

In 1899 there were sporadic cases of yellow fever
in New Orleans. The governor of Texas and the
health officer of Texas thereupon placed a complete
embargo on all inter-state commerce coming into the
state from New Orleans. This ignored the rules
for inter-state commerce provided by the Atlanta
conference on yellow fever held in 1897. The au-
thorities of Louisiana believed that this wholesale
embargo was a discrimination against New Orleans
commerce, in favor of Texan ports, tending to cause
the shipment of cotton to Galveston rather than to
New Orleans. A bill of complaint was therefore
filed in the Supreme Court of the United States
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asking for an injunction against the action of the
Texan officials, but a demurrer on the part of Texas
was sustained, and the suit dismissed.

However, commerce itself is larger than state
limits, and its control tends to pass from the state
to Federal power. Commercial controversies there-
fore do not take the old form of suits between states
but suits against corporations. Such was the cause
of a hearing given the state of North Carolina by
the Inter-State Commerce Commission in 1908. The
contention was that transportation corporations do-
ing an inter-state business gave a freight rate to
Virginia cities much lower than the rate to North
Carolina cities equally or less distant from the
source of supply, thus discriminating in favor of
Virginia industries. Such controversies, really a
conflict of economic interests, will continue to rise
in the future but litigation will hardly be so pro-
lific as in the past.
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CHuarrEr I1.

COOPERATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF
THE MATERIAL WELFARE OF THE
SOUTH.

"N the following pages it is proposed to de-
scribe briefly the efforts of the people of the
South to build up certain phases of their
economic life, and attain thereby a greater
or less degree of economic independence. Obviously
this will presuppose two fundamental facts: first,
that there was a ‘“South,’’ conscious of itself, desir-
ous of self-protection and hopeful that independence
could be attained ; secondly, that this section, equally
conscious that it was not independent, and certain
that something was at fault in its economic organiza-
tion, sought the best method of avoiding loss or
injury from the outside world, and especially from
other parts of the United States.

Opposition to Tariff and Abolition Compelled Organization.

The detailed narrative of the steps by which was
developed the consciousness of a sectional South,
which existed in 1861, belongs to some other portion
of this work. Here it is needful only to remind the
reader that this was a development and not an origi-
nal fact in the history of the United States. The de-
velopment was determined mainly by economic
causes, by the physical geography of the land, by
the institutions and habits which, in the colonial
period, that physical geography brought into exist-
ence, and by the common interests which later led to
a common political point of view. That this unity of
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sentiment was a development is one of the most
certain conclusions reached by recent historieal in-
vestigation, and particularly by those studies in the
history of individual states which have revealed so
clearly the influence of sectionalism within a single
state. For example, it has been made clear that in
the early days there was quite as much opposition
of interest between the small farmers of Scotch-
Irish extraction, who dwelt in the upper part of
South Carolina, and the planting element of the older
tide-water section, as there was between Charleston
and Boston or Annapolis. This state sectionalism
can be traced not only in South Carolina, but, in
varying degrees, in all the older states, and when the
tide of settlement crossed the mountains, it reap-
peared in a modified form, but with no less real
power, in the jealousy that existed between sections
in the Western states; for example, between east-
ern and western Tennessee. Not only in affairs of
local interest, such as the building of canals or turn-
pikes, or the control of a state bank, but also in many
national questions were states thus divided, the rep-
resentatives from one part voting in direct opposi-
tion to those of another. To unite all or a great ma-
jority of these warring place-interests into one great
geographical entity required something that would
necessitate common action, some powerful compact-
ing force like that which, in the revolutionary epoch,
compelled such different people and such opposite
interests into a common organization against Great
Britain. Such compelling causes were many. But
those of chief importance in the creation of Southern
feeling were a common opposition to the policy of a
protective tariff and a common upholding against
outside attack of the institution of slavery. Al-
though many earlier manifestations may be noted,
the full binding force of these two factors may be
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referred to the fourth decade of the Nineteenth cen-
tury when South Carolina fought the battle of nulli-
fication and when the South united against the at-
tack of radical abolitionism.

The second fact which has been stated as funda-
mental was the feeling of loss, which, historically,
was even earlier in its appearance and statement
than the common protest against tariff and abolition,
and indeed was intimately connected therewith.
From Virginia and then from South Carolina came
voices which told of economic retrogression, and
which explained such decline in wealth and pro-
ductive power as due to the inequitable operation of
revenue laws formed by Congressional majorities to
the detriment of a non-manufacturing minority.
There is hardly any more interesting phase of
American politics than the way in which the South
constrained its leaders to abandon the nationalistic
aspirations with which many of them began their
careers, for the defensive attitude that looked to the
protection of their own states. Over the correctness
of the economic theories advanced by those who re-
sisted the rise of protectionism, and over the consti-
tutional orthodoxy of the states’ rights doctrines by
which resistance was to be defended, opinions may
differ, but no one can question the fact that the old
South, the South of the Atlantic seaboard, came to
occupy a position of practically united protest
against a high tariff. When to this was added the
apprehension of danger from abolitionism to that
institution which had so wonderfully spread from
the seacoast to the interior and, supplying economic
demand, had subordinated to itself sections origi-
nally opposed to it, one finds that the foundations
had been laid for a common South, even if years
might be required to erect on these foundations the

completed structure.
Yol. 4—1L
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In this sectional drawing-together, the leadership
passed from Virginia first to South Carolina, which
in talents was well fitted for it. For the radical
measures of the states-rights majority in South
Carolina the South was not yet ready, however much
sympathy there might be in other states. But South
Carolina appealed strongly to her sister states for
support. An evidence of the wish to awaken the
consciousness of unity in the South is found in the
very interesting enterprise which was undertaken at
Charleston, the establishment of a Southern Review
to voice the best thought of the South. For four
years the attempt—all too premature—was bravely
supported by the labor of men like Stephen Elliott,
Sr., his son of the same name, Hugh S. Legaré, R. Y.
Hayne, Dr. Thomas Cooper and Chancellor Harper.
A wide range of subjects was covered by these es-
sayists; matters of politics, classical topics, history,
belles-lettres, and to a noteworthy degree economic
theories of one kind or another. Of a deliberate
analysis of Southern economic life, and of plans for
economic progress, there was little, but the spirit of
defending the South was ever manifest. South Caro-
lina’s protest was still political ; political ability was
the strongest resource of her statesmen, and to it
they trusted. Papers that attacked the govern-
ment’s policy in the tariff and in internal improve-
ments we may pass by, but in the last number of the
Review, which was published in 1832, there appeared
an article in which a demand was made for a consti-
tutional convention to revise the constitution in six-
teen particulars, including nearly all the matters in
connection with which the states had disagreed as to
the extent of Federal power. Such was the evidence
that, at least in South Carolina, the times were out
of joint. Onme can hardly wonder, in view of such a
general bill of complaints, that Everett asked what
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difference it would make if the one subject of the
tariff were adjusted, and queried,

Quid te exempta juvat
Spinis de pluribus una?

Development of Internal Improvements.

But our preliminary facts have been sufficiently
emphasized, and it is now time to ask what the South
did to better its condition. Mere protest was
futile, action was necessary, and the South acted.
The first and most important direction in which the
South looked, in its effort to repair its losses and
keep abreast of the rest of the country was toward
the improvement of its transportation; for as a sec-
tion its very size involved the disadvantages of sepa-
ration. Already the Southern states, disapproving
of internal improvement through the activity of the
Federal government, or feeling that they were not
getting their share, had proceeded to undertake the
study of their own resources and the development of
possible means of commerce and intercourse. Geo-
logical and other surveys had begun. In North
Carolina, for example, pioneer work in the field of
geological inquiry was done by the board appointed
in 1818. In 1824 another survey was carried out by
Olmstead, and in 1829 another under Mitchell. In
the latter year Tennessee, across the mountains,
elected a State Board of Internal Improvement.
This was ten years after a State Board of Public
Works had been established by South Carolina,
which in 1827-28 incorporated a large general Canal
and Railroad Company. Georgia’s Board of Public
Works was founded in 1825-26. Virginia had long
been discussing plans for internal improvement, and
was now the more impressed with the necessity of
action as emigration from the state increased. Be-
sides the canals, turnpikes were coming into more ex-
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tended use. Of these the larger number were local
and controlled by a single state, but occasionally
inter-state highways were planned, and codperation
between different companies was necessary.

An interesting example of this early local internal
improvement, especially significant because it in-
volved inter-state relations, was the enterprise of a
South Carolina citizen of German extraction, one
Henry Shultz. Recognizing the possibilities for
trade afforded by the situation of Augusta, at the
head of navigation of the Savannah River, Shultz
first accomplished the building of a bridge across the
river at this point—a project that had previously
twice failed. The next step was the building of a
wharf, after which he proceeded to lay out a town
which he called Hamburg, and to establish a cotton
warehouse.* He also formed a ‘‘partnership in the
business of banking’’ under the name of ‘‘The
Bridge Company of Augusta.”” The bridge was
valued at $75,000, and with other property named
constituted the partnership stock.tf Another scheme
was the establishment of a line of steamers to ply
directly between Charleston and Hamburg. Unfor-
tunately the legislature of South Carolina dealt
rather hardly with Shultz, and his relations with
Charleston were, for a while, strained. Later, as
we shall see, he again appeared in endeavors for the
public good. The quarrels between Georgia and
South Carolina over the navigation of the Savan-
nah River, like the time-honored jealousy of Mary-
land and Virginia over the Potomac, illustrate ad-
mirably the particularism of the states, one of the
chief difficulties that limited all forms of coGpera-
tion. I

*Phillips, Trancporh;h‘«m in the Eastern Cotton Belt, pp. 77-81. The statement thas
¢Shultz soon disappeared from the scene’” requires modification.

tKennedy vs. Georgia State Bank, 8 Howard, 586.
$Phillips, Transportation, pp. 116-118.
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The early stages of canal and highway develop-
ment lie outside the field of this chapter; nor can we
stop to trace the beginning of railroad development
in the Southern states of the Union. Our interest
in the railroad problem begins when it enters its
second stage, and the South is driven in competition
with the East to look westward over the mountains
for the commerce which shall maintain or restore its
former prosperity. The courage with which the
merchants of Baltimore faced the problem and de-
veloped the Baltimore and Ohio railroad is the bril-
liant introduction to a long story of interesting
effort,* while the wrangling between this and the
rival enterprise of the Chesapeake and Ohio canal
again illustrates the serious obstacle of local jeal-
ousy.t Looking farther to the South one sees that
the mountain barrier offered even more difficult ob-
struction than in Maryland. An arduous journey by
wagon separated Tennessee from the Eastern cot-
ton belt and made Kentucky turn to the Ohio and to
northern routes in the effort to reach the seaboard.
The farm products of the Northwest could more
easily pass down the Mississippi and come to the
Carolinas and Georgia by the Gulf and the Atlantic
than follow the shorter route across the mountains.
But the Southeast took hold of the matter with'vigor.
As early as 1828 a writer in the Southern Review
proposed the Muscle Shoals on the Tennessee River
as the best point of contact for a railroad between
the Atlantic and the Mississippi Valley, showing the
short distance from that point by water to the Mis-
sissippi, and by land to Augusta, Ga.i Five years
after this there was railroad connection between
Charleston and Henry Shultz’s town, Hamburg, just

*Reizenstein, Economic History o} B. & O. R.R., J. H. U. Studies, Vol. XV.

tWard, Development of Chesapeake & Ohio Canal, J. H. U. Studies, Vol. XVII.

1Southern Review Vol. I1., pp 485. The writer is said to have been Stephen
Elliott, Sr,
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across the river from Augusta.* But in the next few
years South Carolina promoters, partly influenced
by solicitations from Cincinnati, undertook another
route to the West by the way of the French Broad
River. The story of the Cincinnati and Charleston
railroad and its failure has been told by Professor
Phillips. Here it need only be said that after all
Charleston had finally to seek her western route by
way of Augusta, and take advantage of the enter-
prise of her sister state, Georgia, a codperation
which Calhoun had advised from the first. Besides
this Southern trans-mountain route Virginia, too,
planned roads to the West, but after much delay she
only succeeded so far as to push a line down her
westward valleys to eastern Tennessee, there to
make connection with the extension of the same
Georgia route, which, by that time, had been carried
from Augusta through Atlanta to Chattanooga.y

It was not until 1851 that this last link was com-
pleted by the construction of the Western and At-
lantic railroad. The activity of the thirties had been
checked by the panic of 1837, the cotton crisis and
the death of General Hayne, and only in 1845 did
the railroad reach so far west as Atlanta. In that
year was held the great Memphis convention, of
which we shall say more hereafter. While these two
events were not directly connected, we may use them
as land marks for the beginning of the second period
of railroad development which extends from 1845 to
the time of the War of Secession. To understand
this period we must shift our point of view from the
Atlantic states to those of the Mississippi Valley
and the Lower South. In these, settled later than
their Eastern sisters, the accumulation of capital,
m of Transportation in the Eastern Co,tton Belt, pp. 132 Ef .
fioh oo the B P Gincimats and Charieston T 5. wil be found o

Calhoun Correspondence, American Historical Association Annual Report, 1899,
Vol. IL., pp. 3486 ff).
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of course, was postponed, and these states had to
go through the same economic ills, the commercial
crises and other trials, which at an earlier date or
during the same years afflicted the seaboard section.
But the time came when the desire for larger com-
mercial intercourse by railroad competed with local
feeling and with the devotion to older forms of in-
ternal improvement, and the West was willing and
anxious to extend to plans for railroad building, both
private capital and state eredit.*

While trade was slipping away from Charleston
and the Southeast, in another part of the South a
most remarkable growth was apparent. New Or-
leans was coming into its own. The days of the
flatboat had given way to those of the steam vessel,
and in spite of the losses from the explosions of ill-
constructed boilers and the wrecks due to shifting
channels and treacherous snags, the steamboat trade
of the Mississippi underwent remarkable expansion.
The value of the produce received by river trade at
New Orleans in 1816 is given as a little less than ten
million dollars; in 1840 it fell little short of fifty mil-
lions. The cotton receipts, at this period, constituted
an important part of the total; but there was also
an enormous trade in other products of the West,
especially pork, bacon, beef, hides, grain, flour, coal
and lead. New Orleans took the place of Charleston
as the centre of the cotton trade, and its factors ex-
tended easy credit to the planters of the Valley.
““The whole agricultural country along the lower
Mississippi and its bayous and streams became, in
a manner, the commerecial slaves of the New Orleans
factors, and were not allowed to sell to anyone else
or buy from them. The western produce shipped

*Callender, The Early Transportation and Banking Enterprises of the States in
Relation to the Growth of Corporations (Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. XVII.,
p. 111, November, 1902).
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down the river never stopped at the plantation, but
was sent direet to New Orleans, and thence trans-
shipped up the river over the same route it had just
gone.”’ But even the favorable position of New Or-
leans was soon threatened by the opening of the
canals in the North, which diverted at once a large
part of the grain to the East for shipment from New
York. By 1846 the receipts of flour and wheat at
Buffalo exceeded those at New Orleans. Thus there
faced the people of the latter city something of the
same problem which had so aroused the anxiety of
the Southeast, the loss of the shipping trade.*

To the competition of the canals was soon added
that of the railroads, still more dangerous for the
future of the Crescent City. Losses in the trade in
grain, lead and manufactured goods were made up
in the constant expansion of the cotton trade of the
Valley, which, without the aid of any commercial
conventions, rapidly raised the proportion of cotton
receipts to total receipts and made New Orleans, like
Charleston, a cotton city. This cotton trade was
later shared not only by Mobile but by the rising
port of Galveston, where, in 1839, was made the first
direct exportation to Liverpool, and where, in 1844,
imports for the year were valued at over half a
million dollars.}

While these phases of competition are beginning
to affect the trade of New Orleans, let us turn to
the upper portion of the Mississippi cotton region
where, on the one hand the pressure of the monopoly
of New Orleans, and on the other the progress of
the railroads from the seaboard to the West, seemed
to promise a rivalry most pleasing to the cotton
i Siter. Repor o she hiarat Gomtsres of i Untied Sates” (Widbiogion.

tFor Galveston I have consulted a MS. essay on the Port of Galveston, by my
associate and former student, Mr. George V. Peak.
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planters of this section, far removed from their
market. In such a situation was Tennessee, a typi-
cal pivotal state, of which the western part lay in
the cotton belt, the central region produced tobacco,
corn, oats and stock, while the eastern section consti-
tuted a third division, mountainous like western
Carolina, with long valleys running northeast to
Virginia and southwest to Georgia and Alabama.
Small wonder is it, in view of this physical geog-
raphy, that Tennessee was late in railroad building.
Already long divided by sectional interests clamor-
ing for the improvement of rivers and highways, the
state was now approached from all sides to lend her
aid to railroads.

The Western and Atlantic pushing from Atlanta
towards Chattanooga had invited direct connection
with Nashville, while East Tennessee was fed on
hopes of lines between her valleys and the cities of
Virginia. To the north, Louisville was preparing,
in 1849-50, for the beginning of the Louisville and
Nashville road.

But the most energetic railroad centre was the
new town of Memphis in Tennessee. The favorable
situation of the Chickasaw Bluffs had been recog-
nized very early, but the portion of Tennessee in
which Memphis lay was not legally open to settle-
ment until 1819. During the next two decades the
village grew to be a considerable town and more than
repaid the speculation of its early promoters. As
early as 1831 a company, later called ambitiously the
Atlantic and Mississippi Railroad, was chartered by
Tennessee to run to the Tennessee River at the
Muscle Shoals, there to connect with a local road
which Alabama had planned. But this early under-
taking failed, and the same fate overtook the Mem-
phis and La Grange railroad, the first of those in
west Tennessee to which the state extended finan-
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cial aid. In 1845-46, just after the meeting of the
great Memphis convention, to which we shall later
devote some consideration, the company was char-
tered which carried to successful accomplishment the
union of the West and the East. This was the
Memphis and Charleston railroad.

In the organization of this road a prominent part
was taken by Gen. E. P. Gaines, who was interested
in the lower Mississippi valley and especially in
the region about Memphis. In 1833 he had been one
of a commission to survey a route from Jackson,
Tenn., to the Mississippi. In the next two years he
was writing to Tennessee and Georgia in connection
with the Memphis and Charleston project. In 1839
he appeared again as the chairman of a meeting to
increase the banking capital of Memphis and to ad-
vance the interests of the railroad connections be-
tween the Mississippi and the East. Finally, in
1845, he took great interest in the promotion of the
‘Western railroad connection. As we have said, the
road soon began construction. When finally opened,
this road, with the Western and Atlantic, Georgia,
and Charleston and Cincinnati railroads, made the
first Southern connection between the East and the
West.

Meanwhile Nashville, left out of this Memphis
scheme, was developing great activity as a railroad
centre. We must pass over the failures of early
days and begin our narrative in 1845, when, stirred
by the great southwestern convention at Mempbhis,
the people of Nashville organized a rival convention
of their own. Although a gathering of local interest,
this seems to have resulted in the incorporation of
the Nashville and Chattanooga Railroad, which was
intended to connect with the Georgia lines at some
point in the southeast corner of Tennessee.* In

*Act of Tennessee, 1845. The road was opened in 1854.
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course of time this junction was made at Chatta-
nooga, and part of the line which, in order to turn
the mountains, ran for a short distance through Ala-
bama was used also by the Memphis and Charleston
Railroad in its entrance into Chattanooga. Some-
what later the Louisville and Nashville carried this
same connection to the Ohio, realizing thus the plan
which Cincinnati had begun and failed to accomplish.

Another important through connection which was
put in operation before the outbreak of the war re-
sulted from the building of a line from southeast
Tennessee through the valleys of Tennessee and
Virginia to the seaboard cities of the latter state.*
This project, again, had been conceived very early,
but was late in fulfillment.

A third route from the east to the west was fin-
ished before the war. This started from Atlanta,
turned southward to Montgomery, Ala., and there,
by a series of local roads, proceeded to the Missis-
sippi at Vicksburg, passing through Meridian and
Jackson on the way. From Vicksburg there was a
short line to Monroe, in Louisiana, which was re-
garded as the beginning of a connection to the
farther west.

Only two more through lines remain to be consid-
ered. Among the cities inspired by the awakening
of 1845 was Mobile. So long as water navigation
was the sole means of transportation, Mobile, cut off
from the Mississippi, could not hope to compete with
New Orleans. But when the railroads had proved
their capabilities Mobile caught at the idea of a con-
nection between itself and the Mississippi Valley,
and struck at the junction of the Ohio with the Mis-
sissippi as its northern terminus. After enthusiastic
meetings at Mobile in 1847-48, the Mobile and Ohio

*Act of Tennessee, incorporating the East Tennessee and Virginia Railroad
Company, 1847-8.
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Railroad was chartered by the various states through
which it was intended to pass, and without much
delay and with some assistance from the Federal
government was brought to completion.

Now New Orleans was forced to act, fearing that
she would lose the cotton trade as she was already
losing her former commerce in western products.
Therefore New Orleans connected herself first with
Jackson, then with Memphis, and paralleled the river
with a railroad—now a part of the Illinois Central
system.

With the exception of some variant lines and some
Piedmont roads on the Eastern seaboard, we have
now sketched the development of all the great
through routes that were completed before the out-
break of the war. There was much, however, that
was not finished. For example, while the coast cities
of the Atlantic were connected as far south as
Charleston and Savannah, there was no connection
between Mobile and New Orleans. One serious de-
ficiency of the condition then existing was the fact
that in the haste for local development, or for ad-
vantageous through connections, the internal welfare
of individual states was sometimes neglected. To
illustrate, the iron and coal of northern Alabama
being not yet sufficiently exploited, there was no
railroad connection between northern and southern
Alabama, between the waters of the Gulf and those
of the Tennessee. Again, one could not go directly
from Nashville to Memphis or from Nashville to
Knoxville. There was no northwest to southeast line
over the Cumberland plateau. Indeed, as one looks
at the map he sees more and more that the railroads,
in general, were adapted to the commerce that was
and only partially foresaw the commerce that was
to be. Cotton was king over transportation as over
other forms of business. On the other hand, both
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absolutely and relatively, a great deal had been ac-
complished, and if the war had not developed until
ten years later, probably a much greater progress
would have been recorded. For in the decade before
the war the South seemed to have awakened from
its lethargy and to have overcome its early failures,
and indeed did more railroad building than the New
England and the Middle states combined. Propor-
tionally, its increase in this decade was much larger
than that of the country as a whole.*

Efforts to Improve Commercial Relations and Facilities.

A second phase of codperation for the develop-
ment of Southern commerce appeared in the efforts
to build up direct trade from Southern ports. It is
obvious that such codperation would, from the first,
be destined to one very serious limitation—that aris-
ing from competition between different Southern
ports. Our chief interest in the matter centres in
the efforts made by the Atlantic ports to recover
the trade which they had lost. The period when
such efforts appeared most active was between 1836
and 1845.

Direct Trade via Southern Seaports.

At theKnoxville railroad convention of 18367 were
submitted two very interesting memorials, one from
South Carolina, the other from Georgia. Each state,
endeavoring to attract towards it the route of the
proposed railroad, described in glowing terms the
future of its industrial development. But in addi-
tion to prospects the memorials contained some in-
teresting facts. Thus the South Carolinians said
that the year before a company had been incor-
porated to establish a line of packets direct between

P Cgare the statistics, taken largely from the census, in Ingle: Southern Side-
ights,

1A great rmlmad convention was held at Knoxville in 1836, in the interest of the
Cincinnati Railroad Project. See Phillips, T'ransportation.
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Charleston and Liverpool. Georgia gave statistics
of its exports and imports, and showed for Savan-
nah much more real accomplishment. The inter-
course between Savannah and New York alone em-
ployed fifteen regular packets, but the largest busi-
ness direct from Savannah was to Liverpool, whither
in the last eight and a half months Savannah had
exported over 125,000 bales of cotton, in value
amounting to nearly $7,000,000.*

The effort to carry on direct trade with Liverpool,
to which the Charlestonians had referred in their
memorial to the Knoxville convention, was paral-
leled by a new activity on the part of Henry Shultz.
He secured from Governor McDuffie a letter testify-
ing the latter’s appreciation of his services, and ap-
proving the plan of direct trade. Shultz’s aim was
to establish a direct trade between the interior, via
the port of Charleston, and Hamburg in Germany.f
In 1835 the South Carolina legislature incorporated
the ‘‘ American and German Trading and Insurance
Company,’’ and in 1837 there is record of the arrival
of Mr. Edward Delius and lady with dispatches from
the government of Hamburg, Germany, to Mr.
Shultz. Mr. Delius was ‘‘preliminary consul of the
Government of Prussia to the town of Hamburg.”’
There was much speech-making, but little more ap-
pears in the South Carolina papers of this phase of
Shultz’s activity. Unfortunately his affairs had
long been involved, and as late as 1849, a tedious
litigation with the Bank of Georgia over the Augusta
Bridge finally resulted in a decree of the United
States Supreme Court against him.i

| ®Niles's Register, Vol. L1, pp. 46-47.
ﬂ?andbook of South Carolina, E. J. Watson, Commissioner (2d edition, 1890, p.

s &o edg trustee, and H. Shultz vs. The Banks of the State of Georgia and others,
ward
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The Three Conventions at Augusta.

The effort to stir up interest in direct trade was
taken up by other men whose names were better
known and whose position was more powerful. At
Athens, Ga., July 21, 1837, appeared a circular
signed by William Dearing, who had been a delegate
to the Knoxville convention, and by some others
which invited their correspondents to attend a con-
vention of Southern and southwestern merchants to
be held in Augusta in the next October. The reason
for the call of the convention was the cris<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>