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A Review




The New England Quarterly, Vol. 15, No. 1, March 1942 by Roy F. Nichols
“Umbreit’s book is the work of a historical scholar with a flair for popularizing biography and drawing clever character sketches,” wrote Roy F. Nichols in The New England Quarterly.

Nichols continued: “Skillful strokes make intriguing portraits of Jefferson, John Adams, Hancock, Samuel Adams, Patrick Henry and George Washington. …One gets the impression that somehow Jefferson is the villain of the piece. Hancock is displayed as an astute self-serving politician whose vanity made it possible for clever men to use him. John Adams appears as usual. Samuel Adams and Patrick Henry are master politicians with the latter treated more gently than usual of late because the author thinks him the victim of Jefferson’s talent for “the assassination of reputation.” The hero is Washington, without whom Umbreit thinks “there would never be a United States.” Umbreit thinks of him as one of the “fierce men” in history,” like William the Conqueror with a talent for organization and money-making. Thus these six men are portrayed with a wealth of detail illuminating the complexities of their characters.”
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Foreword

Despite the fact that there are such things as good portraits of Washington, our dollar bills continue to be adorned by a bad one. Even Gilbert Stuart would not dissent from that statement. He painted better pictures, even better pictures of Washington, than the one on the dollar bills. What appears on the dollar bills is a more or less fictionalized and popularized portrait invented by Stuart for the purpose of keeping him well supplied with Madeira. His purpose was successful and for the rest of his life he had a steady trade in replicas, so steady that there are over a hundred of these replicas left, each cherished by some museum or collector as a Stuart Washington.

There is something more than passing strange about the continued use of this lifeless picture as the official portrait of Washington. But it is typical of our whole attitude toward that group of men who are generally included in the expression Founding Fathers. Stuart painted a nice, decorative picture. Who cares whether Washington really looked like that?

It is true there have been occasional debunking books. Those of them I have seen suffer from factual inaccuracy but there is a more basic reason why their influence has been negligible. Something does not come from nothing and a very distinct something came from these men.

Some of the most important events in the history of the world occurred along the Atlantic seaboard of North America in the latter part of the eighteenth century. It is contrary to all probability that the men responsible for the happening of those events were commonplace.

My object in writing this book was to select a few of these men; to take them apart; to try to find out what made them tick; in short, to find out what manner of men they were.

I suppose every reader will wonder at my choice of subjects. The best answer I can make is that I do not think it would be possible to select a list of six which would not arouse equal wonder. Certain practical considerations entered into the choice of subjects. One of the reasons for omitting Franklin, for example, was that he would have taken up at least as much space as Hancock, Sam Adams and Patrick Henry combined. And I was anxious to investigate what manner of men had borne those imposing names for they have not been investigated as often as some of the others.

Jay, John Rutledge and Ellsworth I have already reported on in Our Eleven Chief Justices.

Biographies, as commonly written, should properly be entitled The Life and Times of . . . In most of them the subject of the biography is used merely as a center around which to write history.

My interest is in personality rather than achievement; in what manner of men they were rather than in what they did. I want to get at the truth behind the libel on our dollar bills. It is not necessary to discover some long-lost painting in order to get a better picture than Stuart’s; there are better portraits; the trouble is they are seldom used.

Nor is it necessary to discover unknown manuscripts in order to get behind the literary equivalents of Stuart’s best-known Washington. Volumes and volumes of the letters of Washington, Jefferson and John Adams have been preserved. Lesser, but still ample, records remain of the other three men I have discussed. There are, in addition, volumes and volumes of the letters, journals and diaries of their contemporaries.

The chief use to which this mass of material has been put is to serve as a quarry from which to unearth texts for political disquisitions. There is, for example, a book on Jefferson by a well-known historian, published a few years ago, in which one of the conclusions is that if Jefferson were alive today he would be opposed to perpetual railroad bonds and that therefore perpetual liens should be forbidden.

The trouble in the case of Washington and Jefferson, at least, is, of course, that they have been deified and have thus become subject to the rule that each generation recreates its gods in its own image.

What I have done is to examine the mass of material with as open a mind as possible and to report as well as I am able what I have found out about the nature of these six men.




K. B. U.

New York, N.Y.
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Washington at the age of forty 
Detail from a portrait byCharles Willson Peale
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WASHINGTON WHEN PRESIDENT

Detail from a portrait by Charles Willson Peale
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Washington when President 
From a portrait by Christian Gullager
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WASHINGTON

Detail from the Vaughan-Harrison portrait by Gilbert Stuart
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PATRICK HENRY


From a miniature bv Lawrence Sully
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John Hancock Detail from a portrait byJohn Singleton Copley
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John Hancock Detail from Trumbull'sDeclaration of Independence
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Samuel Adams

After a portrait by John Johnston
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John and Abigail Adams From pastels taken by Benjamin Blyth about the time of their marriage
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John Adams After John Trumbull




The picture on the top is a detail from a portrait;

the picture below is areproduction of a miniature
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John Adams when minister to England

From a portrait by Mather Brown
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Left: John Adams From a portrait by Charles Willson Peale
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[image: Thomas Jefferson]


Courtesy of American Philosophical Society


Thomas Jefferson

From a portrait by Thomas Sully

















CHAPTER I

Thomas Jefferson



THOMAS JEFFERSON resigned as governor of Virginia because of the public clamor against his administration; few presidentshave closed their terms as unpopular as he was when he left the WhiteHouse, “I verily believe,” his warm supporter, A. J. Dallas, wrote tohis Secretary of the Treasury, Gallatin, about seven months before theclose of the Jefferson administration, “one year more of writing, speaking, and appointing would render Mr. Jefferson a more odious President, even to the Democrats, than John Adams.” It took nearly twentyyears—until a new generation had had time to arise—for his popularprestige to recover from the unpopularity of his presidency. Anotherperiod of twenty years separates his resignation of the governorshipfrom his election to the presidency.

What then is the reason for the tremendous space he occupies in American tradition? So far was he from being a popular orator that hedeclined throughout life even to attempt to make a public speech. Hewrote very little for publication. He was the draftsman of the Declaration of Independence, and very proud of it. But the draftsmanship ofimportant state papers seldom confers immortality. Who knows thedraftsman of the Constitution? Certainly Jefferson’s drafting of this onestate paper—excellent job though it was—cannot account for his fame.He left behind him a correspondence which competes with Voltaire’sfor the position of being the largest ever left by any man. This correspondence is like scripture; it furnishes excellent quotations on almostany side of almost any question. He purchased Louisiana—without intending to do so—and immediately set up an autocratic territorial government—over considerable opposition in Congress—which kept the inhabitants on the verge of rebellion. He is sometimes given credit forthat provision of the Ordinance of 1787 which forbade slavery in the oldNorthwest Territory but he seems to have forgotten the fact when hewrote letters right and left denouncing that provision of the MissouriCompromise which forbade slavery in the remaining territory north ofthe southern boundary of Missouri. He is frequently celebrated as thechampion of agriculture against industry but no protective tariff has everbeen half so effective in developing manufacturing—has ever paid suchsubsidies to industry or has had such a disastrous effect on farm prices—as Jefferson’s pet policy of an embargo. “Peace,” he said, “is our passion,”but even Napoleon did not covet his neighbor’s property more eagerly.Indeed, there is no long-range American policy which is so definitelyJeffersonian as manifest destiny.

Some of this contradiction, of course, represents changes of views but most of it does not. He never doubted, for example, that “peace is ourpassion,” but to his dying day he was writing letters to his successors inthe presidency suggesting methods for acquiring Florida, or Texas, orCuba, or Canada—methods which paid very little attention to the wishesof the inhabitants of those countries. There is nothing dishonest aboutthis contradiction. When Jefferson said that no foreign nation had anything to fear from us because “peace is our passion” and when helamented the passing of a favorable opportunity to seize Texas or WestFlorida by force, he saw no occasion for cynical smiles. No one who readsany substantial portion of his correspondence can doubt the utter honestyof the man while he will equally easily note the characteristics whichmade many of his contemporaries regard him as wholly unscrupulous.If Jefferson had been told that the principle of his foreign policy wasnever to covet any territory we did not want, he would have regardedthe speaker as a man in whom political opposition had destroyed thepowers of reason or—perhaps—he might have assented to it. For Jefferson was wholly devoid of the sense of humor, never able to see himselfas others saw him.

He is celebrated in current school texts as the founder of American democracy. That might be of some use if we knew what democracy was,but when a word has become a political shibboleth it loses its value for conveying thought among intelligent people. No demonstration, at least, is necessary to prove that the word ‘‘democracy” now means something very different from what it did in 1800. But, in any event, ifJefferson founded American democracy he did not do it intentionally.He himself seldom, if ever, used the word. His own adjective for thepolitical movement which he led was republican, and that word constituted his whole platform. His opponents he described as monarchists.That makes an intelligible distinction when we read the ridiculousinsinuation in one of Jefferson's letters that the opposing party wasplotting to make John Adams the hereditary chief magistrate of thecountry. It seems utterly incomprehensible when we read his assertionin letter after letter that those who opposed the admission of Missourias a slave state were “monarchists.” The mental processes of a statesmanwho could regard opposition to the spread of slavery as evidence of asecret hankering for monarchy are worthy of examination.

There is one other distinction which should be considered in analyzing the sources of that continuing hold which his name has had on theAmerican people. As Washington was the father of his country, soJefferson was the first of our statesmen to be celebrated through thelength and breadth of the land as “the friend of the people.” Anybodywho should scientifically ascertain the qualities which cause a statesmanto be accepted as the friend of the people would probably find betteruses for the information than to publish it, but one thing is clear: Jefferson did not have the qualities which are commonly reputed to entitle aman to that distinction. It cannot be attributed to the popularity of anylaw passed during his administration. His presidency was very barren oflegislation. The only laws passed under his auspices which impinged onthe lives of all the people were the laws providing for the Embargo—and they were so unpopular that before he left the White House he wasforced by an angry public opinion to sign an act repealing, or at leastmodifying, them.

Nor did he have the personal qualities which are usually regarded as essential for a friend of the people. He could not make a speech, hehated crowds, he disliked mingling with people, he freely expressedhis contempt for all popular amusements. He did like to entertain individuals and small parties. He went to the utmost trouble to make theseprivate dinner parties outstanding. He imported chefs from Paris, he kept the American diplomatists in Europe busy scurrying around after delicacies for him; his wines, said one of his political opponents, were the best I ever drank . . . I wish his French politics were as good ashis French wines.”

These are not traits which usually make for political popularity. He was denounced by no less a popular orator than Patrick Henry as aman who had “abjured his native vittles,” while a New Englandpamphlet warned the people against entrusting the presidency to a manwho lived on “fricassed bullfrog.” But even in these small gatherings—for he seldom invited more than twenty people—his dislike of crowdsappears. He installed any number of gadgets to reduce or eliminate thepresence of servants. At Monticello, this may have been due to his dislikeof Negroes but in Washington his servants were white.

Nearly all his contemporaries who have recorded the impression which he made on them at their first meeting have remarked on his“coldness.” This was not confined to casual visitors. Distinguished foreigners who traveled many miles to visit him at Monticello on hisurgent invitation have recorded their astonishment at the coldness withwhich they were received. But they all add that this mood soon passedand that he then became the most charming of hosts. That is the role inwhich he exerted his influence. Publicity of any kind he hated. He wouldtrust himself to private correspondence but it was always under theinjunction of secrecy and sometimes in cipher. His rostrum was hisdinner table. With the cloth removed, the servants out of sight, a fewpolitical associates around the table and a glass filled with one of hiscarefully selected wines in front of each man, he would unburden hismind. More of a monologist than a conversationalist, his talk never gavethe impression of having been thought out. He was as loose and disjointed in his conversation as his movements. “He treated,” wrote theFrench minister to Talleyrand, “twenty-seven different subjects in aconversation of half an hour.”

He was the easiest man in the world to attack. With all his love of secrecy, he always managed to be indiscreet and he was thin-skinned toa degree which can properly be described as abnormal. A stormy sessionof Congress would make him ill; if the British minister refused to callat the White House, Jefferson would be so upset that the French minister was highly amused. But the social slight, however keenly felt, did not cause Jefferson to change his foreign policy. Nor did the personal hatred that his embargo policy aroused cause him to change his views.He backed down a little on this policy, it is true, but that was onlybecause he did not have the votes.

He has one undisputable distinction. Of all the great reputations in history, his is the easiest to run down. It has been done any number oftimes. The process of running him down is simple. I have already demonstrated the technique. It is only necessary to select almost any principlewhich he is credited with initiating or advocating and to show how itcontradicts other policies which are equally closely associated with hisname or the ends which he claimed to have in view. This can be donereadily, honestly, and accurately with any number of his principles andpolicies. But it leads nowhere. The magic of his name remains undiminished.
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This complex individual was born in April, 1743, on a plantation named Shadwell in what became the year after his birth the County ofAlbemarle, Virginia. His father was Peter Jefferson, a surveyor bytrade, who in 1735 had “patented” one thousand acres of the plantation; that is, obtained title from the government. A few years laterPeter bought four hundred of the adjoining acres, including the site onwhich he afterwards built his house of Shadwell, from his good friendand patron, William Randolph of Tuckahoe, for the consideration, asexpressed in the deed, of “Henry Weatherbourne’s biggest bowl ofarrack punch.”

The Jeffersons were among the earliest settlers in Virginia—they had arrived so early that they themselves did not know when they hadcome or from where. One of them had been a member of the first Houseof Burgesses which had met in 1619 but the family had never been ofmarked importance. Peter was a younger son of a small planter inChesterfield County on the lower James. Huge of stature, strong ofbody and mind, plain in appearance, able, energetic and level-headed,he had had little formal schooling but had a taste for reading andstudying on his own.

As a very young man he was retained as a surveyor by William Randolph of Tuckahoe, the same who subsequently sold him four hundred acres for a bowl of punch. The business relationship ripened into the closest personal friendship and, with Randolph’s help, Peter, whenabout thirty, married Jane, the nineteen-year-old daughter of IshamRandolph of Dungeness.

This Randolph connection is important to an understanding of the character of Thomas Jefferson. The first member of the family in thecolony, William, came there about 1660 and settled on Turkey Islandin the James River. He married into the important family of Isham ofBermuda Hundred and, in the scramble for lands, slaves, and colonialoffices, he displayed a more than ordinary share of the acquisitive instinct. It is hardly possible to write a page of Virginia history fromthen well into the nineteenth century without mentioning a Randolph.At times they almost seem to have a monopoly both of the wealth andof the political offices of the country. They furnished the only nativeVirginian, Sir John Randolph, ever to be knighted, the most prominentVirginian royalist, John Randolph, and the President of the First Continental Congress, Peyton Randolph; one of them, Edmund Randolph,sat in Washington’s cabinet with Jefferson as Attorney-General andsucceeded him as Secretary of State; as President, Jefferson selectedJohn Randolph of Roanoke as his spokesman in the House of Representatives, and Jefferson’s hand-picked son-in-law was Thomas MannRandolph, later governor of Virginia, Peter Jefferson’s connection with the family did not end with his marriage. William Randolph of Tuckahoe died in 1745, leaving a willunder which Peter Jefferson was his executor and the guardian of hisonly son. The executor moved to Tuckahoe and for the next sevenyears lived as a master in the home of his deceased friend. Thomas’earliest recollection was of being handed up and carried on a pillow infront of a mounted slave when the family moved from Shadwell toTuckahoe.

All this brings us to the first contradiction in his character. In an oft-quoted passage of hisAutobiographyhe states that his mother’s family “trace their pedigree far back in England & Scotland, to which let everyone ascribe the faith & merit he chooses.” Peter Jefferson died whenThomas was fourteen but the son always had the greatest veneration forhis father’s memory. His mother did not die until after the outbreakof the Revolution. Can we read into this statement a certain condescension with which Mrs. Peter Jefferson and the Randolphs may have treated the Jeffersons? May not this condescension, acting on the supersensitive Thomas, account for the letter which he wrote to a friend inEngland, asking him to ascertain at the College of Heralds whetherthere was a Jefferson coat-of-arms. “It is possible there may be none. Ifso, I would with your assistance become a purchaser, having Sterne’sword for it that a coat of arms may be purchased as cheap as any othercoat.” Why did Jefferson in his old age write to John Adams that “aRandolph, a Carter, or a Burwell must have great personal superiorityover a common competitor to be elected by the people even at this day”?The only way that statement can be reconciled with history is to assumethat there must have been a great many Randolphs, Carters, and Bur-wells with “great personal superiority over their common competitors.”There is certainly no evidence that the name or blood of Randolph wasa political disadvantage. If there was, why did Jefferson, whose motherand whose son-in-law were Randolphs, escape? Nor did the son-in-lawfind it a barrier to his election as governor.

This attitude toward his Randolph ancestry is the more remarkable because there is ample evidence that there was a strain of snobbishnessin Jefferson. He found fault with Adams for employing in the lowlyposition of a diplomatic messenger “one Humphreys, the son of a shipcarpenter.” He refused to appoint a man, recommended by GovernorGeorge Clinton, as supervisor of the port of New York because of thecandidate’s inadequate “standing in society.” He proposed to appointSumter of South Carolina governor of New Orleans because, amongother things, of his “standing in society.” He was very careful aboutsuch men as Eli Whitney. When he wrote a letter of introduction forthe inventor to carry to Monroe, Jefferson was careful to limit it toWhitney’s qualifications as “a mechanic of the first order of ingenuity,who invented the cotton gin now so much used in the South.” Contrastthis with his letter offering the Secretaryship of the Navy to Robert R.Livingston. “Tho’ you are not nautical by profession, yet your residence[in a seaport] and your mechanical science qualify you as well as a gentleman can possibly be.”

Jefferson once even went so far as to suggest a scheme which, if advanced by a political opponent, he would certainly have denounced as a device for introducing hereditary aristocracy. “There is one other mode of recording merit,” he wrote to Doctor Benjamin Rush in 1800, “which I have often thought might be introduced . . . In giving, for instance,a commission of chief justice [associate justice of the Supreme Court]to Bushrod Washington [nephew of George], it should be in consideration of his integrity, and science in the laws, and of the services renderedto our country by his illustrious relation, etc.” How can we reconcilethis suggestion to Jefferson’s steady opposition to the organization of asociety to consist of the officers in the Continental Army and theirdescendants?

What are we to make of this hodgepodge? The interest is not confined to an analysis of Jefferson’s character. Like so many other of his contradictions, it reflects a similar contradiction in a large body of hiscountrymen. Whenever there was a sectional dispute Jefferson alwaysended up on the Southern side. Why was it the South which talkedmost about equality and remained the home of family influence? MarkTwain blamed it on Scott’s novels but it antedated Scott. Why did Jefferson, in his extreme old age, speak of his “near relationship of blood”which “interests me of course” in the “success” of certain girls “for byascending to my great grandfather and to their great, great, greatgrandfather, we come to a common ancestor”? That made them, according to my calculation, second cousins twice removed. Nobody who is interested in the success of a second cousin twice removed because of the“near relationship of blood” is a social equalitarian.

If this were a personal problem—if Jefferson were exceptional in exhibiting these contradictions—we might find a clue to the explanationin the relative social positions of the two sides of his family. The castesystem of the South naturally gave this importance to genealogy. Theproblem is, why did it at the same time develop that equalitarianismwhich is commonly known as Jeffersonian democracy.
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At five, Thomas went to the “English” school at Tuckahoe and at nine to a school kept by a Scotch clergyman named Douglass. Here hestudied Latin, Greek, and French. “His after-recollections of this place. . . were of mouldy pies and excellent instruction.” His father was agreat believer in the adage of a sound mind in a sound body and occasionally took Thomas hunting with him. But Peter died when Thomaswas fourteen and the latter spent the following two years at Maury’s, a school located about fourteen miles from Shadwell. The reason for thenext step in Thomas’ education we have in his own words, in a letterto his guardian, John Harvey. Colonel Peter Randolph, Thomas wrote,had told him that “he thought it would be to my Advantage to go tothe College, & was desirous I should go, as indeed I am myself forseveral Reasons. . .as long as I stay at the Mountains [where Shadwell was located] the Loss of one fourth of my Time is inevitable, byCompany’s coming here & detaining me from School. And likewise myAbsence will in a great Measure put a Stop to so much Company, & bythat Means lessen the Expences of the Estate . . . And on the otherhand by going to the College I shall get a more universal Acquaintance,which may hereafter be servicable to me; & I suppose I can pursue myStudies in the Greek & Latin as well there as here, & likewise learnsomething of the Mathematics.”

Neither Jefferson’s mother nor his guardian ever paid much attention to his education. So on the supposition that he could study Greek andLatin “as well” in college as at home, he started for William and Mary.His expectation of obtaining “a more universal Acquaintance” was soonrealized. On his way to Williamsburg, he spent the Christmas holidayswith Colonel Dandridge in Hanover. The Colonel did not draw thesocial line very carefully for Patrick Henry, young, poor, only slightlyeducated and already a bankrupt storekeeper, was another of his guests.In after life Jefferson did not like Henry and had much to say about hisignorance and vulgarity. But Jefferson’s taste had not yet been developed. Shadwell was located on the outskirts of civilization, and I doubtwhether the “much Company” which frequented it was less ignorantand vulgar than Henry. At this time a sort of friendship sprang upbetween them based, probably, as much as anything on their commonlove of “fiddling.” Three months later Henry called on the collegestudent in Williamsburg and told him that since their last meeting hehad studied law and was now in the capital to obtain a license. Jeffersonlater frequently expressed his dislike of the ease with which licenses topractice law were obtained in Virginia—on one occasion he referred tothe ill-prepared lawyers who were found throughout the state as “insects.” He and Henry were never intimates but for a time the youngerman had something at least akin to admiration for the older. The ignorant and vulgar ex-storekeeper rose so rapidly that before Jefferson was through studying in Williamsburg he stood at the door of the lobbyof the House of Burgesses (there was no gallery) and heard the “forest-born Demosthenes” offer his resolutions against the Stamp Act.

Jefferson later described William and Mary as “a college just well enough endowed to draw out the miserable existence to which a miserable constitution has doomed it.” This was based largely on those provisions of its endowment and charter which emphasized its religiousmission. His earlier criticisms were directed more to the elementarynature of its instruction. He complained that the college was “filled. . . with children,” that is, with “learners of Latin and Greek . . .The revenues, too,” he added, “were exhausted in accommodating thosewho came only to acquire the rudiments of science.” In other ways thanits curriculum it was more an elementary school than an institution ofhigher learning for in one of Jefferson’s college letters he relates that“Lewis Burwell, Warner Lewis, and one Thompson, have fled to escapeflagellation.”

William and Mary was not a great institution but Jefferson found in Williamsburg an education such as has fallen to few men. The essenceof a college has been defined as a log with a student on one end and aprofessor on the other. There were three professors on Jefferson’s log.The first of them was Francis Fauquier, the Governor, or, to be technical, the Deputy Governor, of the province—at any rate he was theKing so far as Virginians were concerned. The second was GeorgeWythe, already one of the leading lawyers in the colony, and the third,William Small, a professor in the college. For a considerable periodthe four dined together at least once a week.

The impress which the three older men made on the college student was deep and lasting. Wythe, the youngest, a native-born Virginian, wasthen in his late thirties. A self-educated man, he was already thinking ofthat theory of the British empire which Jefferson was to adopt—thetheory that England and Virginia were kingdoms independent of eachother and held together only by their common acknowledgment of thesame individual as king. Small, a man in his forties, while technicallya professor of mathematics, was a universal genius who had but recentlycome to Virginia. At various other times he taught philosophy, rhetoric,literature, and science; later he went back to England, became knownas “the great Doctor Small of Birmingham” and was the friend of Erasmus Darwin and James Watt. He was one of those men who aretoo unusual to be successful, for only some latent defect, some inabilityto be successful at home, drove men as brilliant as Small and Fauquierto a distant colony. In the Governor’s case we know what the defectwas: it was an immoderate love of those gaming-tables in London wheregentlemen of quality lost thousands of pounds in an evening. This wasthe cause which had driven the heir of the important English bankinghouse of Fauquier to accept, at the age of fifty-four, what his Londonfriends must have regarded as the very modest position of DeputyGovernor of a colony on the other side of the Atlantic and to die in thatposition.

Fauquier and Wythe were generally regarded as freethinkers in religion. Small was at least suspected of heterodoxy. Fauquier had somereputation as an economist—he had published a pamphlet on government finance which had gone through several editions—and he was notin entire accord with British colonial policy. At times he deliberatelyviolated his instructions. His personal attitude and the difficulties of hisposition were so well understood in Virginia that even when he dissolved the House of Burgesses because of its opposition to the StampAct, he did not incur the ill will of the colonists. Jefferson speaks of himin hisAutobiographyas “the ablest man who had ever filled that office”(Governor of Virginia).

Small was the first of the group to take up the seventeen-year-old Jefferson. He introduced him both to Wythe and Fauquier. To theformer he introduced him as a brilliant young man whom Wythe shouldbe proud to have as a law student after his graduation from college; tothe latter . . . ? The most obvious bond between Jefferson and Fauquier was their common love of music. That hardly explains why thecynical old governor invited the young student to intimate dinnersplanned for free and confidential intellectual conversation. Jeffersonwas a young man of family, of wealth, and of promise, who spent moneyfreely on clothes and fine horses—particularly horses, an extravagancewhich he never overcame although he later became quite careless abouthis clothes.

Anybody whom Fauquier invited to dine with Wythe, Small, and himself had to be carefully selected. How long would a colonial governor survive after it became known in London that he tolerated at his table discussions of the true nature of the relationship between GreatBritain and her colonies; discussions which tended to end in conclusionswhich London could not but regard as treasonable. Their discussionswere not much better fitted for local consumption. Religious freethinking was common in Virginia and could be tolerated. But these menviolated the mores of the community in their most sensitive point. BothWythe and Jefferson came out of these dinner parties convinced thatslavery was an evil which had to go. They were critical of other localinstitutions. Both before and since, the architecture of colonial Williamsburg has been regarded as beautiful but not many years after theseconversations Jefferson said that “the College and Hospital are rude,mis-shapen piles, which, but that they have roofs, would be taken forbrick-kilns. There are no other public buildings but churches and courthouses, in which no attempts are made at elegance.” As to the “privatebuildings,” “It is impossible to devise things more ugly, uncomfortable,and happily more perishable.” When Jefferson made those statementshe had never been out of America and he did not think the architecturein other parts of America was much better than in Virginia. Where didhe get his standards? Do we see the influence of Fauquier in the statement of a later French visitor at Monticello that “Mr. Jefferson is thefirst American who has consulted the fine arts to know how he shouldshelter himself from the weather”?

Several later observers remarked on a certain “cynicism” in Jefferson. Perhaps this reflects the influence of the intelligent, worldly-wise andfrustrated governor who first admitted him to a circle in which allthings were submitted to reason. Certainly there is more of the governorthan of the frontier plantation-owner in Jefferson’s later statement thatthe “most remarkable” qualities of “my countrymen” are “indolence,extravagance, & infidelity to their engagements.”
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He did not spend all his time in Williamsburg in the company of men of the age of Fauquier and Small. Jefferson, in his own opinion,led quite a wild life and many of his letters are dated from “Devilsburg.” It is difficult to see what wickedness he found in the hamlet offifteen hundred people. It is true, there was gambling and card-playing,but Jefferson never gambled or played cards. What certainly seemed to him his chief vice in college was the amount of money he was spending.Most of it was spent during his first year and was spent on horses. Hemust have pretty well stopped that source of expenditure later if we areto believe his assertion that during the latter part of his stay in Williamsburg—while he was studying law with Wythe—he studied fifteenhours a day and, as his only recreation, ran a mile or so out of towneach evening.

He did not, like John Adams, leave a diary filled with references to “the girls” but despite the fifteen hours a day he did not entirely neglectthem. In one of the very few of his early letters which have been preserved he asks his lifelong friend John Page (afterwards Governor ofVirginia) to remember him to “Belinda . . . particularly, as also toSukey Potter, Judy Burwell, & such others of my acquaintance as enquireafter me.” “I do not,” he wrote after one vacation, “like the ups anddowns of a country life: to-day you are frolicking with a fine girl andto-morrow you are moping by yourself.” At the instant he liked it solittle that he forgot that love of study which was the dominant motiveof his life. Later in the same letter he wrote “Dear Will, 1 have thoughtof the cleverest plan of life that can be imagined. You exchange landsfor Edgehill, or I mine for Fairfields, you marry S—y P—r [SukeyPotter], I marry R—a B—1 [Rebecca Burwell] join and get a polechair [a kind of carriage] and a pair of keen horses, practice the law inthe same courts, and drive about to all the dances in the country together.”

There are many things about Jefferson’s mind which call up the adjective “feminine.” One of them is that he did not care greatly for the society of women nor were they much attracted to him. His appearance,while not handsome, was masculine enough. He was six feet two and ahalf inches tall and, throughout life, slender. His bones were large andhe was not graceful in his movements. His hair was reddish. His fulland deep-set eyes were a mixture of hazel and gray and reflected everyemotion. He was as thin-skinned physically as mentally and, since heburned on the slightest exposure to the sun, his complexion was generally reddish and freckled. He never suffered from any serious ailmentbut he was easily afflicted with headaches, seasickness and vertigo. Hisinterest in all natural curiosities later led him to acquire title to the Natural Bridge of Virginia but when he went to view his property he discovered that looking down from the Bridge “about a minute, gave a violent head ach [sic].”

He did not marry until what was, under the circumstances, late in life. His wife died in a little over ten years but he never became attached to any other woman. During the period he spent in France, hehad a number of feminine correspondents but his letters to them do notrise above the level of politeness and a rather heavy persiflage. Therewas one exception. Most of Jefferson’s letters both to men and womenseem to have been written from behind a mask but one of the fewinstances in which we seem to catch a glimpse of the real man is in hisletters to Mrs. John Adams—Abigail Adams. Perhaps that is chiefly atribute to Mrs. Adams—she could write such clever letters that eventhe shy and self-contained Virginian lowered his mask a little in replying. And then he was desperately lonely in Paris.

He did not abandon his clever plan to marry Rebecca Burwell. He intended to carry it out—sometime. But first he intended to tour theworld. His proposed itinerary was England, Holland, France, Spain,and Egypt. While he was laying these plans, she married JacquelinAmbler, which may be important, for the daughter of Jacquelin Amblerand Rebecca Burwell married John Marshall. Jefferson was a manwhose views of policy were often affected by personalities. He dislikedMarshall—hated him is a more accurate term—in a way and to anextent that he never disliked any other public man. Even Hamilton’sbust was to be found at Monticello. Can it be that somewhere in thestrange crucible of the subconscious the love which Thomas Jeffersononce had for Rebecca Burwell laid the groundwork for the hatred whichhe afterwards had for her son-in-law?

As it was, Jefferson, for some now unknown reason, did not make his contemplated tour but contented himself with a trip to New York. Thatmay not seem like much of a journey but it gave him a wider knowledge of British America than most of his fellow Virginians had. Allthe routes of trade and travel ran from the colonies to England. Therewas almost no communication north and south. There was little communication even among the New England colonies. John Adams, forinstance, wrote letters home from Connecticut describing it as if it werea foreign country.

The one thing that Jefferson acquired on his trip in addition to a somewhat fuller knowledge of America was a friendship. In NewYork he happened to lodge in the same house with a young man fromMassachusetts who was likewise there to see America. The two struckup a fast friendship which, as was characteristic of Jefferson’s friendships, lasted through life. The friend was Elbridge Gerry who waslater to be immortalized in our wordgerrymander.
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Jefferson has left no record of why he took up law—probably he thought the question superfluous. His later letters to his future son-in-law, Thomas Mann Randolph, consist largely of advice. The Randolph who developed from this advice was a sort of caricature of Jefferson, having a great many traits in common with him but lacking hisbalance. In these letters Jefferson advises the younger man, then at theUniversity of Edinburgh, to take a course each in astronomy, naturalphilosophy, natural history, anatomy, botany, and chemistry. “Whileyou are attending these courses you can proceed by yourself in a regularseries of historical reading. It would be a waste of time to attend a professor of this. It is to be acquired from books and if you pursue it byyourself you can accommodate it to your other reading so as to fill upthose chasms of time not otherwise appropriated. There are portions ofthe day too when the mind should be eased, particularly after dinner itshould be applied to lighter occupation [sic]: history is of this kind.”Jefferson never doubts that if Randolph takes up any profession itwill be the law. The only question was whether he should take up anyprofession at all or confine himself to his hereditary position as awealthy plantation-owner. The same alternative had been before theyoung heir of Shadwell when he graduated from William and Mary.The answers which he passed on to Randolph were the answers he hadgiven for himself. “The study of the law is useful in a variety of pointsof view. It qualifies a man to be useful to himself, to his neighbors, &to the public. It is the most certain stepping stone to preferment in thepolitical line.” “Besides it is a source of infinite comfort to reflect thatunder every change of fortune we have a resource in ourselves fromwhich we may be able to derive an honourable subsistence. I would therefore propose not only the study, but the practice of the law for some time.”

This is exactly the course which he himself pursued. But the consequences were far wider than any he suggested to Randolph. Jefferson brought out of his law studies a theory that was to be of profound effect.

In his later political life Jefferson frequently disclaimed any special knowledge of the law—claimed that he had forgotten all the law heever knew—but this did not prevent him from having very strongopinions on legal education. One of these was that Blackstone wasworthless. Another is that Mansfield, who is universally regarded asthe leading English judge of the eighteenth century, was ruining thecommon law; that any decision he might render wasprima faciewrong.Even when Jefferson, in his extreme old age, was selecting the firstfaculty of the University of Virginia, he wrote to Madison of the carethat must be exercised lest some admirer of Blackstone and Mansfieldget into the professorship of law.

These opinions of Blackstone and Mansfield are not eccentricities. They fit definitely into Jefferson’s political philosophy. The eighteenthcentury was the pregnancy of the modern world but the men of theeighteenth century found themselves actually living in a world governedby precedent. It is, therefore it is just. But, in the eighteenth century,men began to want to know how it came to be. Nothing seems strangerin reading English literature of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries than the apparently almost complete lack of knowledge of English history—at least of older English history. It is somewhat odd thata self-taught man like Wythe, in a remote colony where materials ofany sort must have been most difficult to procure, should have feltimpelled to plunge into this field but he did, and Jefferson after him.While studying law under Wythe, Jefferson acquired a reading knowledge of two languages, Law French and Anglo-Saxon. A knowledge ofeither of these languages was extremely rare in America and, at leastas regards the latter, even in England. The former may have beenhelpful to him in the study of law but it is the latter which is importantin the development of his political philosophy.

John Adams relates that when, in 1776, the Continental Congress was debating the question of a device for the arms of the United States,Jefferson wanted the device to be a portrayal of “Hengist and Horsa,the Saxon chiefs from whom we claim the honor of being descended, and whose political principles and forms of government we have assumed.” That, symbolically, expressed the dominant idea in Jefferson'smind during the period of the Revolutionary War. The foundation ofthe American colonies he likened, with some degree of truth, to theearlier colonies which the Saxons of Germany had established to thewestward of the North Sea. The statements in his draft of the Declaration of Independence that “We have reminded them [“our BritishBrethren”] of the Circumstances of our Emigration and Settlementhere . . . That these were effected at the expense of our own Blood andTreasure, unassisted by the Wealth or the Strength of Great Britain;that in constituting indeed, our Several Forms of Government, wehad adopted one common King, thereby laying a Foundation for Perpetual League and Amity with them; but that Submission to their Parliament, was no Part of our Constitution, nor ever in Idea, if Historymay be credited,” are substantially true.

Jefferson never doubted that the English settlers who landed in Virginia in the beginning of the seventeenth century landed there inprecisely the same political condition in which their Teutonic forbearshad landed in Britain. It is difficult for us of the twentieth century torealize the force of this discovery. We have seen governments comeand go for a century and a half; we have seen them organized on everyconceivable principle. Our natural inclination in reading the Declarationof Independence is to ignore the oblique references to Hengist andHorsa and to emphasize the references to “the Laws of Nature and ofNature’s God.”

This introduces us to one of the major mysteries of American history. Throughout our formative era we hear of “natural rights”; to be triedby a jury, for example, was a “natural right.” Even assuming thatpremise we always find, in practice, that a jury meant a jury of twelve.In what revelation did “Nature’s God” reveal the natural right of aman to be tried by a jury of twelve? Why, in all the governmental experiments which took place in America in the late eighteenth and earlynineteenth centuries did no one think of experimenting with a jury often or thirteen? It is true that twelve is a mystic number but what havemystic numbers to do with the natural rights of man? Why was it thatall discussions of “natural rights” were settled on the inarticulate premisethat the natural rights of man and his rights under the common law are the same?

The most difficult thing that the mind can attempt to grasp is the intellectual climate of a bygone age. These dead men talked the samelanguage but how do we know that they understood it the same way?Why was it important to Jefferson and to many others to prove thesimilarity between the early settlers of Virginia and the Saxons whocrossed the North Sea from the lower Elbe? Is it conceivable, if adispute were to arise at the present day between the Dominion of Canada and the United Kingdom, that the example of Hengist and Horsawould seem of importance to anybody? Precedent, it is true, was thedominant principle which underlay all the governments of eighteenth-century Europe and the analogy of Hengist and Horsa at least furnisheda precedent. But how account for this perfect fusion of natural rightand precedent? To us, the Saxon invaders of Britain were merely agang of savages out looking for plunder.

A clue to this mystery is to be found in a sentence penned by that representative man of the eighteenth century, Diderot, the editor ofthe FrenchEncyclopédie.“I am convinced,” he wrote, ‘that the industry of man has gone too far and that if it had stopped long ago and ifit were possible to simplify the results, we should not be the worse. Ibelieve there is a limit in civilization, a limit more conformable to thefelicity of man in general and far less distant from the savage state thanis imagined; but how to return to it, having left it, or how to remainin it, if we were there? I know not.”

To a man of the eighteenth century there was nothing startling about this statement. One of the favorite topics of conversation was the evilsof “luxury” which, on closer inspection, usually turns out to be thedegeneracy evidenced by the insistence of people on fresh meat whentheir ancestors were content with salted or something of that nature.We should call that progress or a rise in the standard of livings theeighteenth century did not. The air was still full of such phrases as“the Golden Age,” “Arcadian simplicity,” “the Garden of Eden,” and“the fall of man.” Our word “idyllic” still retains something of itsearlier meaning and the eighteenth-century idea of progress was ofprogress toward an idyllic existence. The very phrase, “the fall of man,”is repugnant to modern ideas. From what did he fall? Our assumptionis that he is a beast who by his own efforts has raised himself above other beasts and hopes to rise still higher. But the eighteenth century liked totalk of the simplicity and innocence of ancient times before luxury hadcorrupted man. Such novels asPaul et Virginierather than the phrase“every man a king” expressed its ideal of the perfect existence. “If weexpect to inherit the blessings of our fathers,” Abigail Adams wrote herhusband, “we should return a little more to their primitive simplicity ofmanners.”

This attitude long antedated the eighteenth century. It was helped out, or reflected in, the religious tradition. Christian, Hindu, andBuddhist saints had won to Paradise by going without washing, bysitting on the points of nails or living on pillars, by denying themselveswholesome foods or by otherwise making themselves miserable. Howdifficult it is for us to understand the mentality of generations whofound intrinsic meritoriousness in such things as sackcloth and ashes,virginity and self-flagellation.

Jefferson, at times, seems almost typical of the eighteenth century and it was in this mental climate that he plunged into the study of Anglo-Saxon law. To us those laws are merely another group of barbariancodes. But he did not view them through the same spectacles. He, likeDiderot, believed that “there is a limit in civilization, a limit more conformable to the felicity of man in general and far less distant from thesavage state than is imagined,” but, unlike Diderot, he also thoughthe had found out what it was and how to return to it.

This Arcadian perfection which poetic tradition ascribed to the Golden Age of Saturn, he found in the age of the Anglo-Saxon Heptarchy. It was then that we truly found “nature” and it followed, without dispute, that the rights which had been enjoyed in England underthe Heptarchy were “natural rights.” That might have left mankindin a rather sad condition but fortunately the materials in Virginia forthe study of Anglo-Saxon law and history were limited. Jefferson hadearly acquired that love of the common law which seizes on all herserious votaries and included in the common law, as he understood it,were what the age was pleased to regard as “the immemorial rights ofEnglishmen.” It had been sufficient for the seventeenth-century Whigs—for those who led the Long Parliament and for those who crownedWilliam of Orange—that these rights were immemorial. That did notsatisfy the eighteenth century. It knew that there were immemorial wrongs as well as immemorial rights. It proposed to tell the differenceby the use of reason, but reason requires a premise. That premise, theeighteenth century said, was nature, and Jefferson found the perfectspecimen of nature in the Saxons of the Heptarchy. Only one link wasmissing to complete the chain and that, too, he found. “The commonlaw,”he states, “is that system of law which was introduced by theSaxons, on their settlement in England.” Blackstone and Mansfield haddeparted from this law; they had introduced innovations and thatclearly proved that they were Tories.

These concepts taken together—that common law and natural law were the same thing, and that the common law had been handed downfrom the Anglo-Saxons—had a profound effect both on the developmentof Jefferson personally and on the development of the United States.It is not so clear to what extent the influence which they exerted inAmerica for at least two generations should be ascribed to him personally. It is always difficult to say whether a particular man is theleader of a procession or whether he merely happens to be walking atits head. But I think it is safe to say that in this case Jefferson hadconsiderable influence on the course which the procession took. Thecommon law by no means enjoyed that acceptance and popularity incolonial America which it was later frequently assumed that it had had.In New England, at least, it was positively unpopular. There it waslargely regarded as an engine of royal tyranny or, as one of the earliestAmerican law books, written and published in Connecticut, expresses it,as only “adapted to a people grown old in the habits of vice.” It hadstronger roots in Virginia but even there its preservation through therevolutionary era can be ascribed to Jefferson. A few months after thepassage of the Declaration of Independence the Virginian legislatureappointed a committee consisting of Jefferson, Wythe, Edmund Pendleton, George Mason, and Thomas L. Lee to revise the laws of the state.When the committee met, Pendleton, “contrary,” says Jefferson in hisAutobiography“to his usual disposition in favor of antient things,”wanted “to abolish the whole existing system of laws, and prepare a newand complete Institute” as he supposed Justinian to have done. Leeagreed with him. Jefferson and Wythe opposed it and induced Mason,a layman, to vote with them.

But all these things were in the future when Jefferson studied law with Wythe and when he practiced immediately afterwards. He hadno trouble in obtaining clients but again those peculiarities of his character which made it so strange that he should have ever become apolitical leader appear. There is nothing remarkable about an officepractice in a highly developed and densely populated country, butJefferson, from the day of his admission, was an office lawyer—not somuch a draughtsman of documents as a giver of opinions.

The ability of such a young man to do this successfully can only be ascribed to the support of Wythe and Fauquier. That the adventure wassuccessful is apparent from the personal financial records which Jefferson, as throughout life, kept so carefully. In 1767, the year of his admission, his fees totalled nearly three hundred pounds and by 1770they had reached four hundred and twenty-one pounds, five shillings,ten and a half pence. His average for the seven years of his practice wasabout three thousand dollars, which was not very far under what theleaders earned. All things in Virginia then and long afterwards were oncredit. Jefferson himself was accustomed to ask for credits which seemalmost Incredible but as a young lawyer he did not like the system. In1773 an advertisement appeared in theVirginia Gazettesigned by Jefferson, Patrick Henry, Pendleton, John Randolph, and two othersstating “that after the 10th day ofOctobernext we will not give anOpinion on any Case stated to us but on Payment of the whole Fee, norprosecute or defend any Suit or Motion unless the Tax, and one halfof the Fee, be previously advanced, excepting those Cases only wherewe choose to actgratis.” He still had the income from his plantation tosupport him and he treated his gains from practice largely as capital.He invested it in land and thus added three thousand acres to whathe had inherited.

The greatest addition to his fortune came, however, with his marriage. This happened in January, 1772. His wife, Martha Wayles Skelton,was a childless widow six years younger than he. She was the daughterby a third marriage of John Wayles, a native of England and a verysuccessful lawyer whose practice, according to Jefferson, was due “moreto his great industry, punctuality&practical readiness, than to eminencein the science of his profession.” Even if John Wayles was not verylearned, his practice had been profitable and his daughter inheritedforty thousand acres and one hundred and thirty-five slaves, subject to certain debts which afterwards troubled Jefferson greatly. Immediatelyafter their marriage he took steps to sell part of the land in order touse the proceeds to pay the debts.
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Mrs. Skelton is supposed to have been beautiful and she was undoubtedly an heiress. She had many suitors and the tradition is that Jefferson won her through his musical skill. When he called on herthey would spend the time in duets, she playing the spinet or harpsichord and he the violin while they both sang. Jefferson always gave asthe reason for his life-long refusal to speak in public that his voicewould not stand the strain, but in his younger and musical days he neveradvanced this as a reason for refusing to sing. The story runs that oneevening another of Mrs. Skelton’s suitors came to call, heard Jefferson’ssinging coming through an open window and, instead of knocking, satdown on the doorstep to consider the situation. Soon still another suitorappeared and joined the first in his meditations. As the singing andplaying continued, interspersed with snatches of conversation whichshowed the pleasure the two inside were having, the two on the doorstep gradually lost all hope of winning the red-haired Mrs. Skelton andslunk off into the darkness.

It was not much of a home which Jefferson had to offer his wife, Shadwell had burned to the ground in the winter of 1770 with, asJefferson wrote Page, “every paper I had in the world, and almostevery book. On a reasonable estimate I calculate thecostof the booksburned to have been £200 sterling. Would to God it had been themoney,thenhad it never cost me a sigh! ” One anecdote of the fire afterwards amused him greatly. His first inquiry of the slave who broughtthe news was, “Were none of my books saved?” “No, master,” was thereply, “but,” with a look of satisfaction, “we saved the fiddle.”

Even in his college days it had been his custom, when vacationing at Shadwell, to walk in the evenings to the top of a neighboring hill whichwas included in the thousand acres his father had originally patented.It was the highest hill in the vicinity, except for one neighboring mountain, and commanded an extensive prospect. His father had found hisoriginal estate deficient because it did not contain a suitable place for adwelling and had therefore obtained the neighboring four hundredacres which included the gap where the Rivanna flows through the Southwest Range on its way from Charlottesville to the James. It wasat this gap that Peter had built his house of Shadwell. Thomas was ofdifferent stuff. He had no regard for those factors of water and convenience which brought about the location of so many colonial mansionsat what appear to us far from desirable spots. Height, isolation, andsuperiority to the world appealed far more to his spirit. The year beforethe burning of Shadwell he had built a “pavillion” of a story and a half,containing one full-sized room, on this hill which he named Monticelloand had planted an orchard of various fruit-trees on one of the slopes.This was the only home he had to which to take his bride.

The marriage was in January and Jefferson and his wife set off for Monticello on horseback. There had been an unusually heavy fall ofsnow and the farther they advanced, the deeper was the snow. The firstnight they stopped with an overseer and, at dusk of the second night,they reached Monticello. Nobody was there and no fires were lit. Theonly nourishment they could find was part of a bottle of wine on a shelfbehind some books. Due to the unusually heavy snowfall, it was severaldays before they could get the household going.
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A little over two years after his marriage, Jefferson gave up his practice and referred his clients to Edmund Randolph. He thus retired permanently at thirty-one. He never expressed any desire to go back topractice but he did not give up his interest in the law. Even as Presidentwe find him sending to Madison “2 sheets of my commonplace, becauseon the 5 last pages of them are my abridgments of certain admiraltycases.” Throughout life, he was willing to supervise the legal educationof young relatives and of the sons of his friends. Although he providedfor a professorship of law in the University of Virginia he stuck fairlyconsistently to his opinion that law, “like history,” is “to be acquired frombooks. All the aid you will want will be a catalogue of the books to beread & the order in which they are to be read.” He had little use forthe customary method of studying law. “It is a general practice,” hewrote to a young cousin, “to study the law in the office of some lawyer. . . But I have ever seen that the services expected in return have beenmore than the instructions have been worth.”

His own method was to prescribe a course of reading and to make hislibrary freely available to enable the student to carry out the course, “I will arrange” he wrote further to this cousin, “the books to be readinto three columns, and propose that you should read those in the firstcolumn till 12. oclock [sic] every day: those in the 2d. from 12. to 2,those in the 3d. after candlelight, leaving all the afternoon for exercise and recreation.” The first column starts with Coke on Littleton,contains many of the early English reports and ends with the statutesof Virginia; the second column lists such books as Dalrymple’sFeudalSystems,Hale’sHistory of the Common Lawand Smith’sWealth ofNationsand the third column consists entirely of history, includingVoltaire’s historical works.

Why then did Jefferson retire? What did he want to do with his time? The answer, for once, is clear. He wanted to study, not for thepurpose of establishing a reputation as a scholar but for the sheer pleasureof knowing, for the purpose of personal culture. As so often in an attemptto understand Jefferson, it is necessary to turn back the pages of history.Jefferson was intensely fond of the classics—in his old age they becamealmost his only reading—and when we look for the pattern of life whichhe hoped to follow we must look at some such Roman noble as theyounger Pliny. It is safer to do this with Jefferson than with most menfor he was pre-eminently a man of books. The Roman example explainshis assumption that it was appropriate for every wealthy slaveowner tostudy law, not to practice it for a living but so he could be helpful to hisneighbors, as the Roman senator studied it so that he could defend theinterests of his personal and family retainers, his “clients.” It was likewise the duty of such a gentleman to devote a certain part of his timeto the public good and to that end to hold political office without salary.In one of his drafts of a constitution for Virginia, Jefferson went so faras to provide that even the judges were to serve without salaries, butafter a few more years he changed his mind and complained of theinadequacy of judicial salaries.

Jefferson’s intellectual interests were unlimited. He wanted to study everything; to learn every language, to cultivate his mind in everyconceivable manner. He had always made it a point to practice theviolin at least an hour a day. He now increased this to three hours butlater, when he was involved in revolutionary activity, he abandonedit entirely. About the last we hear of his early musical interest was a scheme he advanced to a European correspondent in 1778. “I retain . . , he wrote, “among my domestic servants a gardener (Orto-lano), a weaver (Tessitore di lino e liii), a cabinet maker (Stipeltaio) and a stone cutter (Scalpellino laborante in piano) to which I wouldadd a vigneron. In a country where like yours music is cultivated andpracticed by every class of men I suppose there might be found personsof those trades who could perform on the French horn, two clarinets, &hautboys & a bassoon.” Jefferson played with this scheme because, ashe said in the same letter, “the bounds of an American fortune will notadmit the indulgence of a domestic band of musicians, yet” music “is thefavorite passion of my soul, & fortune has cast my lot in a countrywhere it is in a state of deplorable barbarism.”

About this time he started the regular thermometric readings which were one of the strongest of his scientific interests. His interest inweather was early and life-long and seems to have been inspired in partby a peculiar sensitivity to cold. “I live,” he wrote a few months beforehis inauguration as President, “in a temperate climate, and under circumstances which do not expose me often to cold. Yet when I recollecton one hand all the sufferings I have had from cold, & on the other allmy other pains, the former preponderate greatly.” His custom was tokeep a temperature diary in which he recorded two readings daily, onetaken early in the morning, and the other at about four o’clock in theafternoon. He endeavored to induce all his acquaintances to do likewiseso as to establish bases for comparison. Madison, whose estate of Montpelier was about fifteen miles from Monticello, was among the first todo so. When Jefferson was in New York as Secretary of State he tookobservations there while his son-in-law, Thomas Mann Randolph, tookthem at Monticello. As he rose in public office, he managed to get temperature diaries from more distant points, and records in the same letterthe receipt of such diaries for both Quebec and Natchez. He never gaveany reason but curiosity for collecting this information and, in fact,never drew any conclusion from it except that the gradual deforestation of the country was affecting the climate. His interest in otheraspects of climate, such as precipitation, was slight.

In all Jefferson’s scientific activities we are distinctly aware that he was the product of an age which regarded scientific investigation as apolite amusement for gentlemen. His basic assumption was not that thediscovery of scientific laws would lead to inventions which would increase the comfort of human beings but that the knowledge of scientific lawswould itself increase the happiness of those who possessed that knowledge—that the possession of knowledge is itself a form of happiness.“Mathematics, Natural philosophy, Natural history, Anatomy, Chemistry, Botany,” he wrote to Thomas Mann Randolph “will becomeamusements for your hours of relaxation.” And he advised his daughterto acquire “that degree of science which will guard you at all timesagainst ennui, the most dangerous poison of life.”

This love of knowledge for its own sake merged into something close to a collector's mania. He was insatiable in his desire to collect thevarious “big bones” which the pioneers in what later became West Virginia and Kentucky were finding. “And,” he added in one letter askingfor these relics, “there is no expense of package or of safe transportation which I will not gladly reimburse to procure them safely. Elkhorns of very extraordinary size, or anything else uncommon would bevery acceptable . . . Descriptions of animals, vegetables, minerals, orother curious things, notes as to the Indians . . He had theories asto the “mammoth” to whom these bones had belonged ; he was sure thatfurther exploration would result in the discovery of live mammoths,for the “annihilation of any species of existence, is so unexampled in anyparts of the economy of nature which we see, that we have a right toconclude, as to the parts we do not see, that the probabilities againstsuch annihilation are stronger than those for it.”

This collector’s mania appears most strongly In his interest in Americana—for Jefferson was one of the first to appreciate the difference between an American and a European. Any book or record which boreon the history of America in the broadest sense—North, Central, andSouth—was of interest to him. In the midst of the Revolution he prepared a catalogue of American state papers beginning with the commission to John Cabot and ending with the deed of 1768 from the SixNations to the Crown which, although Jefferson himself never published it, covers fifteen pages of fine print. In 1783, when he, in common with all his countrymen, felt an extreme want of cash, he offeredten guineas for a copy of Catesby’sNatural History of Carolina, Florida and the Bahama Islands.He sent to Spain for a copy of a book hehad heard about and the title of which he did not know but which was supposed to contain copies of Cortez’s correspondence. He sent to Florence for portraits of “Columbus (if it exists), of Americus Vesputius [sic], Magellan etc.” and when in England he saw, and attempted topurchase, a portrait of Raleigh.

He did not neglect the opportunities for collecting valuable records which he found at his own doorstep. Peter Jefferson had been the colonel of Albemarle County and as the chief militia officer in a countyon the westernmost fringe of the settlements he had had frequentcontact with the Indians, “I knew much,” Thomas Jefferson wrote inhis old age to Adams, “the great Outassetè, the warrior and orator ofthe Cherokees; he was always the guest of my father, on his journeysto and from Williamsburg. I was in his camp when he made his greatfarewell oration to his people the evening before his departure forEngland.” Jefferson did not keep up these connections, for hunting,fishing, and camping out had no appeal for him, but he early began tostudy Indian languages. Here, again, his interest was more in collecting than in analyzing. He collected vocabularies—not complete vocabularies but vocabularies showing the equivalents in the different Indianlanguages of selected English words.

This trait of his character is most manifest in his collection of the laws of Virginia. Almost from the day he began to study law he beganto collect the statutes of the colony—which at that time was a realtask. Nobody had a complete collection; nobody, in fact, even had acomplete list. No public record office contained all the laws of the colony.In the early days they had not even been printed but had been published in manuscript volumes. “Some of these volumes,” Jeffersonwrote to a prospective editor, “seem to have been records of the council,and to contain interspersed copies of some laws. These volumes arc in ablack letter, illegible absolutely but to those habituated to it.” Theywere in such bad condition that Jefferson refused everyone access tothem, explaining that “some of the volumes are in such a state ofdecay, that the leaf falls to pieces on being turned over. Consequentlyas they never can be examined but once I reserve that to the momentwhen the legislature shall decide to have an authentic copy taken. Inthe meantime I have sewed them up in oil cloth, and seared the jointsto preserve them from the air.” Even the printed laws were so scarcethat, when President, Jefferson claimed to have the only copy of thevolume containing the statutes passed between 1734 and 1772 and, he adds, “this fact being generally known, the courts in the different partsof the state are in the practice of resorting to this volume for copies ofparticular acts called for in the cases before them.”

When Jefferson gave up his practice, he gave up all intention of struggling for fame or fortune. Partly through inheritance, partlythrough marriage and partly through his own exertions he had a fortune which was adequate to his wants. He had, and retained throughlife, a taste for fame. But his experience of the world had taught himthat, in his case at least, the game was not worth the candle. He hadno taste for intriguing, boasting, backbiting, and struggling with othermen. Even the presentation of a legal argument as an advocate withhis opponent a personal friend or acquaintance, drawn from the samesmall bar and governed by the same code of manners, was more thanhe cared for. He abhorred congregating in taverns and that was whathis brethren of the bar did. He disliked horse-racing, hunting, cardplaying, cock-fighting, smoking and drinking and that dislike isolatedhim from his class—the gentlemen of Virginia. It isolated him evenmore from the common people. He liked to think of himself as typicalof his class and, as such, claimed to have an interest in agriculture—inthe business of running a plantation—which it is quite plain from theresults was not entirely genuine. At times he tried to identify himselfwith other classes, with the yeomen planters and with the backwoodsmen. The similarity is even more farfetched. Jefferson sympathizedwith them and tried to look out for their interests but it was never thegreedy, rough, hard-drinking yeomen and frontiersmen whom hefound about him with whom he tried to identify himself but an idealized group of idyllic farmers whom he found more often in his booksthan among his neighbors. Nor was he ever entirely accepted by hisfellow citizens of Albemarle County as typical or representative. Evenafter his death, when he had been apotheosized by the nation, detractors could always find plenty of malicious gossip and slander about himin the neighborhood in which he had lived.

How did such a man ever rise to political eminence?

Jefferson’s natural tendency was to live in an ivory tower, to have as little as possible to do with his fellow men, to learn about their habitsthrough books rather than contact. His strongest urge was for personal independence. He yielded to this urge when he retired from practice and when he built Monticello, on top of a hill, far from the habitations of others, as the home of an ideal country gentleman, immersedin his books and his studies. In an older civilization he might have remained there. But Jefferson was too near the frontier both in ancestryand environment to permit his dilettante tendencies to gain full swayover him. He recognized that he had political obligations. He accepted,as they came, the various duties which were expected of a man of hisposition. Soon after he became of age he was appointed a justice of thepeace—an office worth holding in colonial Virginia. He was also a vestryman—another worthwhile office when the church was a branch ofthe state—and a member of the House of Burgesses.
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His career in the House did not start very auspiciously. He devoted his attention first to the improvement of the laws regarding slavery.One thing he wanted to do was to provide a method by which masterswho wished to do so could free their slaves—a privilege which did notthen exist in Virginia. He proceeded, as he considered, very cautiously.“In the first or second session of the Legislature after I became amember,” he relates, “I drew to this subject the attention of Col. Bland,one of the oldest, ablest, & most respected members, and he undertook to move for certain moderate extensions of the protection of thelaws to these people. I seconded his motion, and, as a younger member,was more spared in the debate; but he was denounced as the enemyof his country, & was treated with the grossest indecorum.” The lessonwas not lost on Jefferson. He soon gave up any desire he may havehad for Negro emancipation—his settled view became that emancipation would only make a bad situation worse; that Negro slavery couldnot continue indefinitely but that the only solution was to provide forthe transportation of the Negroes to some other country. Freedomcould only result in amalgamation and “their amalgamation with theother color produces a degradation to which no lover of his country,no lover of excellence in the human character can innocently consent.”But this one experiment of the temper of his fellow Virginians taughthim to keep from taking any public position on the subject. He steadfastly refused to allow his name to be connected in any way with anymovement designed to affect the institution of slavery. He went even further; he refused to accept membership in a society for the suppression of the slave trade even though the previous year he had writtento Edward Rutledge, who was endeavoring to stop the importationof slaves into South Carolina, that “this abomination must have anend, and there is a superior bench reserved in heaven for those whohasten it.”

Here we see one of the most definite aspects of Jefferson’s mind. He had few opinions which remained fixed throughout life but one ofthe few was that slavery was an institution which could not last. Yethe had objections to every proposal which was advanced for doing awaywith slavery. There was a widespread feeling in his time that thesolution was to provide for the re-migration of the Negroes to Africa.Many of his fellow Virginians—notably John Marshall—devoted bothtime and money to this project. Jefferson refused to have any part init. In his opinion it was not practical. It was too expensive; the Negroesmultiplied faster than provision could be made for their migration.Yet he lived in constant terror of a Negro insurrection. “If somethingis not done, & soon done, we shall be the murderers of our own children . . . the revolutionary storm, now [1797] sweeping the globe,will be upon us, and happy if we make timely provision to give it aneasy passage over our land.” His own scheme was to make provision,at government expense, for the migration of the infants. But where?Africa he dismissed as too distant to be practical. The West Indiesstruck him, especially after the Negro revolution in Hayti, as the solution. He was convinced that those islands were destined ultimatelyto be inhabited exclusively by Negroes. If he ever thought of the possibility of finding a habitat for the Negroes in the southern part ofthe United States he did not commit it to paper.

One would expect from this a sympathy with Toussaint’s revolt. This was far from the case. Jefferson reacted to the slave revolt inHayti like the most hardboiled plantation owner in the deepest South.Yet he had little sympathy with the French refugees from that revolt.He regarded them as “aristocrats” and wished that It were possibleto distribute them among the Indians where they might learn lessonsIn equality. He was shocked when “even South Carolinians” voted fora bill providing for commercial intercourse with the Negro republic.

During his presidency he remedied this. At the demand of Napoleon that American commerce with the Haytian Negroes “must” cease, Jefferson’s administration got an act through Congress forbidding it. Thisact, says Henry Adams inHis History of the United States During theAdministration of Thomas Jefferson“violated the principles of international law, sacrificed the interests of Northern commerce, strainedthe powers of the Constitution . . . and, taken in all its relations,might claim distinction among the most disgraceful statutes ever enactedby the United States government. . . . The opportunity to declare thenegroes of Hayti enemies of the human race was too tempting to berejected.” Yet at the time Jefferson put his signature to this act hebelieved that a speedy means must be found for getting rid of theinstitution of slavery, that the Negroes could not be permitted to liveas free people in the United States, that the only practicable place forthem to migrate to was the West Indies and that in any event thoseislands were destined ultimately to have an exclusively Negro population.

The burden of any number of his letters is that “something must be done, & done quickly.” “The hour of emancipation is advancing, inthe march of time. It will come; and whether brought on by thegenerous energy of our own minds; or by the bloody process of St.Domingo . . . is a leaf of our history not yet turned over.” But whatdid he do about it? The answer must be—nothing. He may have beenresponsible for the provision of the Ordinance of 1787 which forbadeslavery in the old Northwest Territory. If so, he must have regrettedit later for he was very indignant when Congress, in the MissouriCompromise, undertook to forbid slavery in the more northern territories. He would never allow himself to be quoted as opposed in anyway to slavery and he opposed every measure which anyone else advanced which seemed to be harmful to the institution. He knew thatsomething must be done; he wrote to all his confidential friends thatsomething must be done; why didn’t he do something? What couldhis friends do that he could not do?

The subject gives some indication of why both Jefferson’s attempts at executive leadership—as Governor and as President—ended in a general atmosphere of futility and incompetence. It casts light on anotherpoint, for it gives some indication of the basis of his political strength.

Whatever Jefferson might think about slavery when seated in his library or at his writing-table, his fellow planters knew that when confronted with the necessity for action he would react like any other planter. Northern statesmen might call him a “visionary’’ but slaveholders knew that he was “safe.”

He had talents, too, which most of them lacked and for which the political community soon felt a want. These talents began to come to thesurface as soon as the troubles with England began. There was neverany question as to the side he was on, although it must be rememberedthat in 1774 few people expected any war at all, and none expectedone of the duration and intensity that actually occurred.

The first talent which Jefferson had to offer the cause was a theory. That may not seem important today, when every library is full oftheories for the reorganization of society. But some sort of theory isnecessary for a political or social upheaval to be successful, and suchtheories were scarce in 1774.

Jefferson’s usual response, when he was asked to define his political philosophy, was that he was a Whig. That was the word by which theAmerican revolutionists described themselves. Patriot and Whig weresynonymous and their antitheses were loyalist and Tory. But to Jefferson, Whig was more than a mere party label. When he was selectinga faculty for the University of Virginia, for example, he laid it downas essential that the professor of law be a Whig. In Jefferson’s mindWhig was the name of a definite political philosophy. It is thereforenecessary to attempt to ascertain the meaning which the word hadfor him.

Jefferson always expressed the highest admiration for the political writings of Locke and Sidney. “Descending from theory to practice,”he wrote, “there is no better book than theFederalist.”Montesquieuhe dismissed as containing “a great number of political truths; but alsoan equal number of heresies.” The mere knowledge that Jeffersonthought that “Locke’s little book on government is perfect as far as itgoes” does not help us much. The Whiggism which had adoptedLocke as its political philosopher was triumphant in Great Britain.The reigning family itself owed the throne to the Whig revolution.Yet Jefferson never expressed any admiration of the British constitution even as a form of government for England itself.

More light is cast on why Jefferson called himself a Whig by a study of what the word Tory meant to him. This is the natural approach, for in England at the time it was the Tories, rather than theWhigs, who were the dynamic party—the party of change and progress. The word “Tory” is so associated in our minds with the idea ofconservatism that it is a little startling to say that it ever describedthe party of progress. Yet the Tory renascence under (George III isproperly described as a progressive movement. It is true it had a reactionary fringe who thought that the power of Parliament should bedecreased in favor of the Crown, but this was not the aspect of themovement which interested America. In fact, Jefferson’s own theory ofthe relation between England and Virginia was the one most conduciveto increasing the power of the Crown. If the only tie was the possessionof a common king, and if the king was the king of a number of countrieseach of which had a separate and independent parliament, the personalpower of the king would be much greater than if he had to sharehis power over his overseas possessions with the English parliament.In the conservative and reactionary sense, Jefferson could have described himself as a Tory in his view of the nature of the British Empire.

To understand the other aspect of Toryism, the progressive aspect, the aspect which brought on the American Revolution, it is necessaryto consider generally the political organization of the British Empire in the eighteenth century. At the beginning of the century that organization was as bad as bad could be—there really was none. It startedwith two kingdoms and two parliaments—England and Scotland—which everybody agreed were completely independent except for acommon king. Ireland was also a separate kingdom but subordinate Insome by-no-means clear manner tothe kingdom of England. The Island of Man was some sort of a separate kingdom—at least the Earls ofDerby were hereditary “Kings in Man” and the island had a localparliament known as the House of Keys. The Channel Islands werepart of the Empire because at one time a Duke of Normandy hadbecome King of England.

England itself was full of any number of political curiosities. Durham, for instance, was unlike any of the counties around it. It was a county palatine, governed by a sort of local king, the Bishop of Durham. There were other counties palatine, Lancaster, Chester, Cornwall.Ireland was a reservation for such animals as an hereditary Lord Treasurer. But Scotland was the home of hereditary government. The Highlands were governed by a patriarchal organization which antedated theMiddle Ages, while the Lowlands were overrun by hereditary sheriffsand hereditary local magistrates of all sorts.

There was nothing peculiar about the British Isles in this. All Europe was filled with titled racketeers who practiced their respective rackets under the protection of ancient charters and immemorial usage.But the world was getting very tired of it.

When the eighteenth-century Englishman looked at the overseas portion of the Empire he found the situation no different. Some colonies were governed by local kings—proprietors, they called them inAmerica. Others—Connecticut and Rhode Island—elected their owngovernors and were in practice local republics. In other colonies therewere governors sent out from London who found all their efforts,however well intentioned, thwarted by local politics and local jealousies, expressed through local assemblies. In Asia he found an evenstranger situation—although it largely developed in the eighteenthcentury itself—for there he found the government of millions ofpeople in the absolute control of a mere trading company—of a merecorporation for profit.

The century had hardly opened when the separate kingdoms of England and Scotland were abolished, and by the Act of Union weremade into one kingdom. The support which the Highlanders gaveto the Jacobite rebellion of 1745 led to the abolition of the governmental rights of their chieftains. These things happened during theperiod of Whig dominance and this far the Whigs were willing to go.Scotland and the Scotch Highlands were the chief centers of loyaltyto the exiled Stuarts. Both the merger of Scotland with England andthe abolition of the power of the Highland chieftains were designedchiefly to minimize the danger of a Jacobite restoration. These actionswere favored by the Whigs because of their practical advantages. Anygeneral attack on this congeries of medievalisms was contrary to Whigprinciples.

That was fortunate for the American colonies. The reigns of George I and George II were filled with increasingly frequent complaints fromcolonial officials about the unsatisfactory nature of government in British America. Pirates were harbored in some of its ports, smugglingwas rampant, almost every effort to get effective military cooperationamong the colonies, even for their own defense, ended in failure. Disputes between the royal governors and the colonial assemblies were sucha regular occurrence that it is not surprising that the authorities inLondon decided that the cause was more often the narrow-mindedobstinacy of the assemblies than the unreasonableness of the governors.Many Englishmen found it difficult to understand why the charterrights of American colonies were any more sacred than the immemorialrights of the Macdonald and the McLean. In fact, the situation inBritish America was so generally unsatisfactory that the only surprisingthing is that no attempt was made at a comprehensive reform priorto the reign of George III.

That it was not, may be ascribed to the Whig ascendency. The administrative officials of the government frequently suggested the interference of Parliament in American affairs. One such scheme wasrejected by that prototype of the practical politician, Walpole, on theground that parliamentary interference in American affairs promisedno political advantage and was full of political dynamite. He was notthinking of the repercussions in America—after all, Americans hadno vote. The political troubles he feared were parliamentary troubles,and the reason he feared them was that he knew that any attempt tochange the government of the British colonies in America by act ofParliament would run counter to Whig instincts.

This reaction would not be due to the writings of Locke and Sidney England, under the first two Georges, was governed by an oligarchy—the Whig aristocracy, it is called. By our standards the governmentwas infinitely corrupt. It seemed to consist chiefly of sinecure officeswhich entitled the holders to huge fees and perquisites. These officeswere generally treated quite frankly as private property. But for thesame reason that the Whig aristocracy protected this system, it protected the Americans. It is not an accident that throughout the revolutionary period the Americans had no firmer friend in England thansuch a great noble as the Duke of Richmond. The eighteenth-centuryWhigs regarded government as an institution designed for the protection of property. There was no aspect of colonial affairs which irritated British officials more than the practical independence of Connecticut. In the earlier part of the century several attempts were made to get Parliament to abolish it but none of these attempts got anywhere.This was not because of any sympathy the Whig nobles had for theCongregational republic of Connecticut; it was because the colony ofConnecticut had a charter. If Parliament once abolished a colonialcharter for the convenience of the Commissioners of Trade and Plantations, what protection was there for any or all the privileges andsinecures of the great Whig families? So far as the English Whigs wereconcerned, the American Revolution began as a conflict between “biggovernment’’ and private property interests. A Whig was not a believer in the natural rights of man but one who believed that individuals had vested rights with which the government could not interfere—that such interference was “tyranny.” Jefferson himself believedthat these vested rights were defined by the common law as handeddown from Hengist and Horsa. Blackstone and Mansfield had attempted to improve upon that common law; it was for that reasonthat he called them Tories.

But a very important distinction must be noted between the attacks which the British government made on feudalism in Europe and inAmerica. When the Scotch Parliament disappeared, Scotland receivedrepresentation in the English Parliament. When the hereditary jurisdiction of the Highland chieftains was abolished those chieftains received cash bonuses. When the Duke of Athol lost his dignity ofKingin Manhe was paid £70,000 and given an annuity.1When the charterof the Colony of the Massachusetts Bay was abolished no compensationof any sort was offered to anybody. The new deal in America wasconceived of as strictly a one-way proposition.

Why the difference? Why all this consideration for Highland chieftains and kings in Man when there was none at all for American colonists?

The answer lies much deeper than the conflict between the UnitedKingdom and the colonies—so deep that Jefferson himself did not fully appreciate it until after his residence in Paris.

The American Revolution has commonly been treated as an intra-British affair. I do not think that view is correct. The colonies did not break away from Great Britain; they broke away from Europe.The attitude of Europe toward the Americas has always been peculiar.Europe has never been willing to admit that the Americas are a legitimate part of the earth, inhabited by nations who have as much rightto exist as any other nations. The European attitude has always beenthat the Americas exist for the purpose of being exploited for thebenefit of Europe. “What,” wrote Jefferson in 1811, “is the wholesystem of Europe towards America but an atrocious and insultingtyranny?” The purpose of the western hemisphere was to produceriches for Europe, not to make homes for men. It was impossible forany culture to exist there save as a pale reflection of European culture.That was one reason Europe took so to Franklin. To wrest the lightning from the heavens was marvelous enough, but that an Americanshould do it . . . It was like a talking dog.

In the eighteenth century Europe even had a scientific law to justify its attitude. Buffon was regarded as Europe’s greatest biological authority and Buffon had laid it down as a law of nature that all formsof animal life tended to degenerate in America. Oh, yes, he had areason; it was because of the excessive humidity.

Jefferson combated this theory in hisNotes on Virginia,which was published when he was in Paris, and sent a copy to Buffon. Later theMarquis de Chastellux took Jefferson to call on the scientist andintroduced him as a man who had disputed this statement. Buffonsimply stepped to a bookcase, took down a copy of his book, handed itto his caller and said, “When Mr. Jefferson shall have read this, hewill be perfectly satisfied that I am right.”

Buffon had also published the opinions, in support of this alleged law, that the deer of America were the same species as the deer ofEurope—only smaller—and that the moose was a degenerate reindeer.“I told him,” so Jefferson related the story of his call on Buffon toDaniel Webster many years later, “that our deer had horns two feetlong; he replied with warmth, that if I could produce a single specimen, with horns one foot long, he would give up the question. . . .

I told him also that the reindeer could walk under the belly of our moose; but he entirely scouted the idea.”

Jefferson immediately wrote to Virginia for the antlers of a deer “and obtained a very good specimen, four feet long.” He likewise wroteto President Sullivan of New Hampshire and asked him to send theskeleton of a moose, together with the skin and antlers. John Sullivanwas not the man to take such a request casually. It was the dead ofwinter when he received Jefferson’s letter but he immediately assembled a company of about twenty and went after a moose. After severaldays hunting they killed one but they had to cut a road through thewoods in order to get the skeleton back. Jefferson was much pleasedwhen he received what he had asked for, but not so well pleased whenhe received Sullivan’s draft for £50 to cover the costs of the expedition. However, he paid it. The moose and the Virginian antlers wereimmediately sent to Buffon, who promised to correct his statementsin regard to those animals in his next edition. He did not abandonhis general theory about the degeneracy of life in America.

The obvious concomitant of that theory had not been overlooked. Much ink was wasted explaining to the literate public of Europe howman degenerated physically, intellectually, and morally when transported to the new world. In England this attitude was aided by aknowledge of one of the sources of American immigration. “Sir,” saidDr. Johnson, the Americans “are a race of convicts, and ought to bethankful for any thing we allow them short of hanging.”
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The Revolution started in Virginia when news arrived of the passage of an Act of Parliament providing in certain cases for the transportationof Americans to England for trial. The immediate reason for this Actwas the burning of an English revenue cutter, theGaspee,by theRhode Islanders. But the passage of the Act aroused Jefferson, as itdid many others who hardly knew that Rhode Island existed. Thiswas real tyranny.

A century and a half of explaining away the Revolution is apt to make us forget that when the patriots talked of tyranny they were notalways indulging in pure rhetoric. It is true this particular Act remained a dead letter, but that was because the British officials discoveredthey could only enforce it at the head of an army. It required abstract reasoning for every man in the colonies to feel a personal danger if the principle on which the Act was based was once admitted.No American believed that if he were transported to England fortrial, he would receive a fair trial. What chance would he have alone,in prison, in a foreign country, without friends or witnesses? Evenif he was acquitted, transportation to England in irons at a time whenthe best ships frequently took three months to make the crossing wasitself a severe punishment. Did this mean that the next time a Britisharmy marched through Virginia as Braddock’s had done, if the quartermaster decided that some farmer had not been “cooperative” in lettingthe army have his wagons and horses, the redcoats would put a balland chain on the farmer, send him to the coast at their leisure, and shiphim to England in the hold of a windjammer, so that he could behanged at Tyburn a couple of years later for the amusement of aLondon mob? That, I am afraid, is the way the majority of the peoplein America interpreted this Act. They were satisfied that the onlypurpose of providing for transportation to England for trial would beto enable any British official in America to railroad any American tothe gallows any time he pleased.

To Jefferson this Act was not only tyranny; it ran counter to his firmly held conviction in regard to the true nature of the relationshipbetween England and America. He could not induce any of the olderWhigs in the House of Burgesses to take the lead but he arrangedwith Patrick Henry, Richard Henry Lee, and several others to meetone evening in the early part of 1773 in a room of the Raleigh Tavernin Williamsburg to consider what should be done. This group produced a set of resolutions which set forth that the minds of HisMajesty’s faithful subjects were being upset by various rumors andthat therefore it was advisable to provide “a Standing Committee ofCorrespondence and Inquiry” to obtain the best information fromEngland and the other colonies. The resolutions sounded so innocuousthat they passed the House with little difficulty but there was dynamitein them. The gunfire of the Revolution had hardly ceased when thequarrel began whether the Committees of Correspondence had originated in Massachusetts or Virginia. The reason the matter seemedso important afterwards was that these committees had, for the firsttime, furnished the American Whigs with an organization. Massachusetts had originated them among townships; the example of Virginia was followed by the other colonial legislatures. I have already remarked on the slight amount of normal communication there was among the colonies. These legislative committees furnished the basisfor uniting “the Continent.”

Jefferson, Henry, R. H. Lee, Pendleton, and Benjamin Harrison were among the ten members of the Virginia committee which had asits chairman the Speaker of the House, Peyton Randolph.

The first activity of the Committee was to prepare a set of resolutions denouncing the transportation Act. These were apparently prepared byJefferson, but, at his request, for he would never make a speech, werepresented to the House by another member of the committee. Theypassed without difficulty. The Governor—the Earl of Dunmore—promptly dissolved the House. The next day the Committee met andprepared a circular which it sent to the other colonial assemblies settingforth the resolutions which it had prepared and requesting the othersto appoint similar committees. The Revolution was on.

But the average man in Virginia had yet to feel the force of the revolutionary activities of the British government. Most of the members of the old House of Burgesses were re-elected to the House whichmet in 1774—indeed, such a local magnate as Jefferson practicallyowned his seat. The Boston Port Bill—the Act of Parliament closingthe Port of Boston because of that city’s wickedness—had been passedbut there was a general lethargy in Virginia about it. It was difficultfor the rural Virginian—the inhabitant of a province which had no cities—to understand either the object or the operation of such an Act. Thescholar of Monticello could see further than his fellow planters. Againhe went to Patrick Henry; again Henry agreed that there was needfor action.

Jefferson arranged a meeting of himself, “Mr. Henry, R. H. Lee, Fr. L. Lee, 3. or 4. other members . . . in the council chamber, forthe benefit of the library in that room.” The last phrase shows whohad made the arrangements. It was in a library that Jefferson shone.The world was still very much governed by precedent. Henry couldarouse the passions of the people, but in order to produce the steadyconviction of righteousness which was necessary for the ultimate successof the American cause, that cause had to be based on precedent. Onlya man of books could do that.

But Jefferson was more than a man of books. He knew that Henry’s oratory was not the only instrument with which to arouse the people.At the suggestion of this young freethinker the group which had metin the library met again the next morning, put on grave faces, andcalled on Robert Carter Nicholas, an elderly and pious member of theHouse, much respected in the community and a pillar of the Church.Their object? They related how they had meditated on the BostonPort Bill; how they were unable to reach any conclusion; how they hadimplored heaven for assistance—and how they were still in the dark.

Nicholas, too, had been thinking about the Boston Port Bill; he, too, had implored heaven for assistance, and he, too, was still in thedark. He talked for some time—while they listened respectfully—aboutthe perplexities of the situation and the need of relying on heavenlyguidance. But did they have anything to suggest?

That was where the library had come in. As Jefferson afterwards related the story of their meeting: “With the help of Rushworth, whomwe rummaged over for the . . . forms of the Puritans . . . preservedby him, we cooked up a resolution, somewhat modernizing their phrases,for appointing the 1st day of June, on which the Port bill was to commence, for a day of fasting, humiliation & prayer, to implore heavento avert from us the evils of civil war, to inspire us with firmness insupport of our rights, and to turn the hearts of the King & parliamentto moderation & justice.”

Nothing was said to Nicholas of the puritan origin of the resolution which they handed to him. Nothing seemed more innocuous. He wassurprised at the source; he had never thought of Thomas Jefferson asa man who got down on his knees and asked God for guidance; butas men grow older they are frequently touched by grace and forgettheir youthful infidelity; such a student as Jefferson was certain to discover the truths of revealed religion sooner or later; now that he haddone so it would certainly be acting the part of an infidel not to encourage his faith. Nicholas therefore agreed to introduce the resolution.

As Jefferson afterwards said, Nicholas’ “grave & religious character was more in unison with the tone of our resolution” than was that ofJefferson. Will any member of any legislative body oppose a resolution, offered by a member respected for his piety, asking the people to pray to heaven for guidance?

The people, in truth, did not know what it was all about but the Governor helped out materially. Instead of ignoring the matter asroutine and unimportant, he promptly dissolved the Burgesses. “Weall agreed,” said Jefferson later, “to go home and see that preacherswere provided in our counties, and notice given to our people. I camehome to my own county, provided a preacher, and notified the people,who came together in great multitudes, wondering what it meant.”

The Committee of Correspondence meanwhile suggested to the similar committees which had been organized in the other colonies that the time had come for a congress of representatives from all the colonies and “we further recommended to the several counties to electdeputies to meet at Wmsbg [Williamsburg] the 1st of Aug ensuing, toconsider the state of the colony, & particularly to appoint delegates toa general Congress, should that measure be acceded to by the commeesof correspdce generally.”

The idea of holding a convention in the colony which could calmly consider the matters in dispute, without fear of dissolution by theGovernor, had a universal appeal. There was no difficulty in carryingit out; no danger of interference. The Governor had no troops or evenpolicemen. The royal government existed only by the sufferance ofthe inhabitants.

The county authorities conducted the elections to the convention in the same manner as if they were elections to the House of Burgessesand Jefferson was one of those elected to represent Albemarle County.At last he had hope of having his Anglo-Saxon theory authoritativelyaccepted; his theory that the settlement of Virginia by Englishmen nomore bound Virginia to England than the settlement of England byHengist and Horsa bound England to Germany.

He was taken ill as the convention was about to meet but he had prepared a paper setting forth his theory. He sent copies to PatrickHenry and Peyton Randolph, the latter of whom was almost certainto be the presiding officer. “Whether,” said Jefferson in hisAutobiography,“Mr. Henry disapproved the ground taken, or was too lazyto read it (for he was the laziest man in reading I ever knew) I neverlearned; but he communicated it to nobody.” It was the beginning of the estrangement between the two men. After all, if an author’s friends won’t read his writings . . .

Randolph presented his copy to the convention without further identifying the author than as a member absent on account of sickness. The convention ordered the paper to be printed but did not otherwise giveit its approbation. It appeared under the title ofA Summary View ofthe Rights of British America.“It found its way to England,” saysJefferson in hisAutobiography,“was taken up by the opposition, interpolated a little by Mr. Burke so as to make it answer opposition purposes, and in that form ran rapidly thro’ several editions.” Whichstatement is not altogether accurate but, Jefferson was afterwards proudto relate, it “procured me the honor of having my name inserted in along list of proscriptions enrolled in a bill of attainder commenced inone of the houses of parliament, but suppressed in embryo.” The othernames in the bill, Jefferson says, were “Hancock, the two Adamses,Peyton Randolph . . . Patrick Henry” but unfortunately for thereputation for veracity of autobiographies there does not seem to havebeen any such bill. Jefferson in his old age was not behind other meneither in claiming credit or in relating the risks he had run.

Men who could speak were commoner in Virginia than men who could write, but the ability to write does not lead to as rapid recognitionas the ability to speak. Jefferson was not among the Virginia delegatesto the first Continental Congress. When the delegates to the secondCongress were elected in the following year he was an alternate. PeytonRandolph, one of the delegates, was unable to attend and, accordingly,in June of 1775 Jefferson appeared in Philadelphia as one of the Virginian representatives.
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Men who could write were not much more common in Philadelphia and what America needed most at the moment was men who couldstate her case—men who could tell why she was in arms, for the battleof Lexington was only two months old. There had been a desperateattempt to make writers of orators. John Rutledge, whose ability tosway a South Carolina mob no one disputed, had recently prepareda declaration of the reason for taking up arms. It was a failure, themembers of the Congress reluctantly admitted. Jefferson arrived while they were considering what next to do. They heard that he had some reputation for writing ability. Another young lawyer with no specialability to speak—John Jay—had not long before produced a very satisfactoryAddress To The People Of Great Britain.Perhaps this youngVirginian was just what they needed.

He was added to the committee and soon drafted a declaration to take the place of Rutledge’s. Afterwards Jefferson complained much ofthe way it was mutilated both in the committee and in the Congress,for he had considerable pride of authorship. With these amendmentsit proved satisfactory to his colleagues. He was clearly a valuable man.

He was put on other committees and drafted other papers. He never made a speech; he never spoke more than a sentence or two fromthe floor. But the Congress was tired of speechmaking. The oratorshad aroused America to the point of resistance and, to the generalsurprise, it appeared that the English intended to test the genuinenessof that resistance. The military situation had not yet become acute. FewAmericans believed at the time that the British would embark on themad experiment of conquering a continent. What was needed at themoment was a theory—a series of written instruments which, whilepurporting to make the position of the Americans clear to the world,would serve principally to make it clear to themselves.

Jefferson made many new friends and acquaintances in Philadelphia, but the most interesting to him at the time and to us later was JohnAdams. The factors which drew the two men together are easily apparent. The factors which estranged them for a period were not toappear until later.

Adams was nearly eight years older than Jefferson and his background was very different. But both men were scholars. Jefferson called Adams “a profound lawyer” and that was a compliment he didnot give to many. In this respect, Adams was a sort of New Englandcounterpart of Jefferson. He, too, had delved deeply into medievallaw. Jefferson’s Anglo-Saxon theory was a little too romantic to haveoccurred to Adams, but by another route—a much more closely reasonedroute—he had arrived at much the same conclusion: that Americawas bound to England only through a common king.

Many members of Congress feared Adams; many people in Philadelphia feared him to such an extent that they avoided being seen in public with him. He was the leader of the radical element in the Congress, he was always for vigorous measures, he had been amongthe first to advocate resistance by force, among the first to advocate theorganization of a continental army. He was even suspected on goodgrounds of wishing for independence, and that, in the minds of manymembers of Congress and of a majority of the people of Philadelphia,was still regarded as treasonable.

He was precisely the kind of man that Jefferson had been seeking. The ideas expressed inThe Summary Viewcould lead only to independence. Virginia as a separate constitutional monarchy, with Georgeof Hanover as king, would still be independent even though Georgewas also King of the United Kingdom and Kurfürst of Hanover. ButJefferson had so far been unable to get anyone to take up his ideaseriously. Unable to speak himself, easily wounded by scorn, abuse orinsults, what he needed was a partner. His first efforts in Virginia hadbeen to act through older, more respected, men. Colonel Bland hadtaken the insults on Jefferson’s early slavery proposals. But he was verylukewarm on the Anglo-Saxons. Jefferson had then had hope of Patrick Henry. It was true the man was an ignoramus, but how he couldsway the people . . . Jefferson himself could supply the learning andthe ideas. All Henry had to do was to speak them. But the man wasimpossible. He could not even be induced to readThe Summary View.Peyton Randolph, it is true, had read it. He had even seen to it that itobtained some publicity. But he had not been willing to commit himself. None of these Virginians were. They might encourage Jefferson,but they would not stand forth themselves. Either they were afraidof hanging or they did not understand what it was all about.

This New Englander was different. He would go wherever the argument led him. It is true, as Jefferson wrote to Madison not somany years later: “His want of taste I had observed.” Adams wasrough, he was impetuous, he did not mind insults, but after workingwith an ignorant popular orator like Patrick Henry, and a cautiousaristocrat like Peyton Randolph . . . To find a man who could speak—well, maybe he could not speak like Henry but at least he couldspeak—and who was almost as learned as oneself . . . It was marvelous.A man who could speak and could also read Law French—a manwith whom one could converse with understanding about the Greektragedians and the Latin historians—a man who could understand, and understand intelligently, one’s own political theories—a man whose ownprevious meditations pointed to the same daring end . . . Such a colleague was more than Jefferson had hoped for.

Adams made himself both disliked and dreaded because of his steady advocacy of independence; the silent Jefferson escaped this. The Congress found itself gradually forced into the position of declaring independence. Various local resolutions showed the direction of public opinion. Yet many members were undecided. Some of the hesitancy wassentimental; some of it conservative—what precedent was there forsuch action? Despite innumerable jokes among themselves, they hadlittle real fear of being hanged as traitors. Much of the military incompetence was due to the inability of the Americans to believe thatthe British seriously thought they could establish a military government over a continent. No part of America was very far from the frontier and even the city-bred delegates thought that in case of necessitythey would flee to the backwoods. Such a conservative as Jay waswilling to suggest, at one point, the destruction of the city of NewYork in order to keep it out of the hands of the British while Adamsseveral times advised his wife that if the British were successful inMassachusetts she should take their children and “fly to the woods.”If the British had been successful in the war, the patriots, like the Boers,would have fled into the interior and founded one or more little republics.

On June 7, 1776, Richard Henry Lee, pursuant to directions from the convention of Virginia, offered several resolutions, one of whichwas that “these United States are, and of right ought to be, free andindependent States, that they are absolved from all allegiance to theBritish Crown, and that all political connection between them and theState of Great Britain is, and ought to be, totally dissolved.” The Congress went into a committee of the whole to consider the matter andshortly after appointed a committee to prepare a declaration, to beissued in the event this resolution was adopted. The members of thiscommittee were Jefferson, Adams, Franklin, Roger Sherman, and Robert R. Livingston.

“It will naturally be inquired,” Adams says in hisAutobiography,“how it happened that he [Jefferson] was appointed on a committee of such importance. There were more reasons than one. Mr. Jefferson had the reputation of a masterly pen; he had been chosen a delegate inVirginia, in consequence of a very handsome public paper which he hadwritten . . . Another reason was, that Mr. Richard Henry Lee was notbeloved . . . and Mr. Jefferson was set up to rival and supplant him.This could be done only by the pen, for Mr. Jefferson could stand nocompetition with him or any one else in elocution and public debate.”

In order to understand the proceedings of the Continental Congress one should always use, not the analogy of the later Congress of theUnited States, but the analogy of a diplomatic congress. When Jefferson speaks of “my country” he means Virginia. He even spoke onoccasion of “the nation of Virginia.” He was not peculiar In this. Adams’fatherland was Massachusetts; Roger Sherman’s fatherland was Connecticut. The geographical distribution of this committee was no accident. One member was from Massachusetts, one from Connecticut, onefrom New York, one from Pennsylvania, and one from Virginia. Norwas it an accident that the member from Virginia was the chairman.Adams, as the principal advocate of independence, would appear tohave been the logical choice to head the committee, but the chief dutyof Adams as the diplomatic representative of Massachusetts was to winthe support of Virginia. The same considerations which led to the choiceof Washington as commander-in-chief led to the choice of a Virginianto draft the Declaration.

Adams says simply that Lee was not chosen because he was not “beloved.” The Virginian delegation was torn by dissension and divided generally into two factions, headed by Lee and Harrison. Lee was oneof those men who are born with a knack for making enemies and hewas later refused re-election to the Congress on the ostensible groundthat he was subservient to the New Englanders—indeed, the radicalparty was frequently referred to as the “Adamses and Lees.” Harrison—the father of one president and great-grandfather of another—was abig, stout, red-faced planter, who had been elected as the representativeof great wealth and established social position. Nobody wanted himto draft the Declaration. There was even considerable doubt whetherhe would sign it, but he did so after commenting to the diminutiveGerry: “Gerry, when the hanging comes, I shall have the advantage; you’ll kick in the air half an hour after it is all over with me.”

The urbane and tactful Jefferson had managed to keep on good terms with both factions. He liked Harrison personally. He did notlike Lee but he liked his policies. When it came to the election of acommittee, Jefferson received the most votes, which automatically madehim chairman, and as chairman it was easy to appoint himself a subcommittee of one to prepare a draft.

Jefferson never underestimated the honor of drawing the Declaration of Independence—in fact, at times he seemed to believe the Revolution was accomplished because of his excellent draftsmanship and that the war itself was a mere detail. No task could have suited himbetter. He was not overly fond of ordinary authorship but there wasnothing he liked better than the drafting of state papers. When he wasPresident, his enemies accused him of attempting to wage war byproclamation.

He was at this time making his home in Philadelphia with a bricklayer named Graaf, the son of a German immigrant. Graaf had a new brick house of three stories, which was located, said Jefferson manyyears later, “on the south side of Market street, probably betweenSeventh and Eighth streets, and if not the only house on that part ofthe street, I am sure there were few others near it.” Jefferson hired theentire second floor, consisting of a parlor and bedroom, ready furnished, for thirty-five shillings a week. There was another reason besides price for putting up with the inconvenience of the location. Theday of the individual hotel room had not yet arrived, but that streakin Jefferson which made him build his own house on top of the mostisolated hill available always made him insist on individual and roomyquarters. “A room to myself,” he wrote Madison in asking the latterto reserve accommodations for a subsequent session of the Congress,“if it be but a barrack, is indispensable.”

This trait immediately became apparent when Jefferson now sat down with his writing table. The draft which he brought back to his committee did not, in the familiar language, merely declare that “all menare created equal” but that “all Men arecreated equaland independent-2which is not exactly the same thing. The words “and independent”were struck out before the document left the committee butit is not known who suggested the change.

Jefferson’s apartment was ostensibly furnished but he had added some articles of his own. Among these was a writing table fourteeninches long and ten wide which had been “made from a drawing ofhis own, by Ben. Randolph, cabinet-maker at Philadelphia, with whomhe first lodged on his arrival in that city” and before he found hisquarters with Graaf. He held this table in his lap or on his knee whilehe wrote. The quotation is from an inscription he caused to be put onthe underside of the table identifying it as “the identical one on whichhe wrote the Declaration of Independence” when he gave the tableto his granddaughter, Ellen (Mrs. Joseph Coolidge).

When he had finished his draft he submitted it privately to Adams and Franklin. They suggested only a few changes and since they, withJefferson, constituted a majority of the committee, the document reachedthe floor of the Congress largely as he had drafted it, with the notableelimination of the statement that all men are created independent.

It did not fare so well here. Jefferson stuck to his policy of never making a speech but he visibly suffered under the attacks on his handiwork. John Adams, he said later, was “our colossus in that debate.”Those who could not bear to give up the British connection fought abitter rear-guard action. Their leader was John Dickinson, but whoeverrose to attack the Declaration was answered by Adams. He had longbeen known as the advocate of independence; he now became the special guardian of Jefferson’s Declaration. He defended it as jealously asif it had been his own production but at the same time he developeda certain contempt for its thin-skinned author who writhed in silencewhen he heard the attacks but still could not bring himself to stand upand defend what he had done. That contempt bore fruit when laterAdams thought his own services forgotten while every Fourth of Julyhe listened to patriotic orators extol Thomas Jefferson as the authorof the Declaration of Independence.

The differences between the document as finally signed and Jefferson’s draft are slight. The changes in phraseology were generally improvements. But the eliminations cast the most light on Jefferson’s personality. One of the eliminations was of the charge that GeorgeIII had “incited treasonable Insurrections of our Fellow Citizens, withthe allurement of Forfeiture and Confiscation of our Property.” Another was of several paragraphs in which Jefferson charged that GeorgeIII had forced the continued importation of Negro slaves despite the efforts of the Americans to prevent it. Another was of the charge thatthe King, in order to enforce his tyrannical will, had employed “notonly soldiers of our common Blood, but Scotch and foreign Mercenaries.” This “unlucky” expression, Jefferson later said, “excited the ireof a gentleman or two of that country” and is the more remarkablebecause what little evidence there is indicates that the Jeffersons themselves were Welsh rather than English.

Reference has already been made to the comment of several contemporaries that there was a certain cynicism in Jefferson. His draft set forth that “for the Truth” of the facts therein stated “We pledge aFaith, as yet unsullied by falsehood.” What well of cynicism there mustbe in a statesman who is willing to declare publicly on the very day thathis nation declares its existence that its faith isyetunsullied byfalsehood.”
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The Declaration of Independence ushered in the equally important question of the form of government which the newly emancipated stateswere going to adopt. There were innumerable other important matters.What should be their attitude toward Europe? Should they make alliances, and, if so, on what terms? What about finance? A navy? Butovershadowing all was the military situation. They had declared independence; how were they going to make that declaration good?

None of these matters interested Jefferson greatly. If he had thought of the Declaration as establishing an American nation they might have.In his view the action of the Congress had merely resulted in dethroning George III in his various American kingdoms. The nations ofAmerica—the nation of Virginia, the nation of Pennsylvania and thenation of Massachusetts—had now to work out new governments forthemselves. To Jefferson, the provisions of the intestate laws of Virginiawere of far more importance than the terms of the treaty of alliancewith France.

He resigned his seat near the end of the summer and returned to Virginia because, as he says in hisAutobiography,“I knew that ourlegislation under the regal government had many very vicious pointswhich urgently required reformation.” Congress was anxious not to lose him and in the autumn elected him to a position which was really tempting. It was that of one of the three commissioners to representthe United States in Paris; the other two being Franklin and SilasDeane. Jefferson received the offer at Monticello and hesitated forseveral days. It had been the dream of his youth to see the worldoutside America. It is true, negotiating with the French court wouldbe far less interesting than reforming the vicious laws of Virginia, farless interesting or useful than abolishing primogeniture and the established church. Franklin would probably do well enough without himin Paris. Yet it was tempting. To visit France, not as a humble touristbut as the first accredited diplomatic representative of a new nation,as the author of a political document which had been published inevery newspaper . . . He would be lionized, he would go everywhere,he would meet everybody. Think of the books he would buy and thewines he would drink . . . He declined the offer on the ground of hiswife’s poor health.

At the session of the assembly in the fall of 1776 he proposed the appointment of a commission to revise the laws of the new state. Theproposal was adopted and Jefferson, of course, was made a member ofthe commission. It met a few weeks later. The commissioners, afterdetermining that they should merely prepare reformatory statutesrather than attempt to codify the law, divided the task among theirthree lawyer members, Jefferson, Wythe, and Pendleton. The divisionof labor was far from equal. Wythe took the British statute law betweenthe founding of Jamestown and the Declaration of Independence;Pendleton, the statute law of Virginia; and Jefferson all the law, bothstatute and common, in existence at the founding of Jamestown. Hewas not led to take this assignment merely because of his love of medieval learning. Statutes were still comparatively unimportant. Thecommon law as it had stood at the settlement of Virginia comprisedthe major portions of the criminal law, of the property law and ofthe church law of the new state. The only other field in which hewished to wield the reformatory axe was education. The only lawsin existence having anything to do with the subject were “the acts ofassembly concerning the College of Wm. & Mary,” and these, Jeffersonconcedes, “were properly within Mr. Pendleton’s portion of our work.”But Pendleton’s interest was codification, and since that proposal hadbeen defeated he was perfectly willing to yield the acts concerning William and Mary to his colleague.

Two and a half years later the commission made its report. Most of the work had been done by Jefferson and, while the other members ofthe commission had gone over the results, we know from Jefferson'sown account how few the changes were which they made. The resultscast much light on his processes of thought.

The revision contained a complete penal code and in reading it we can easily see why Jefferson is sometimes dismissed as a typical productof the eighteenth century. The basic principles of this code would havereceived the heartiest approbation of any progressive thinker of thetime. It was intended to be a humane code. The death penalty waslimited to high treason, petty treason, murder, and the second offense ofmanslaughter. There were gradations of the death penalty. High treason was punishable by hanging and forfeiture of lands and goods; petty treason by hanging, “dissection” and forfeiture of one-half thelands and goods. If a murder was committed in a duel the criminalwas to be gibbeted if the challenger but not otherwise. Most lessercrimes were to be punished by imprisonment at hard labor but nolatitude was allowed in the period of imprisonment. The punishmentfor the first offense of manslaughter was seven years; counterfeiting,six; arson, five; robbery and burglary, four; house-breaking and horsestealing, three; grand larceny, two 3 petty larceny, one.

It is its precision which makes this code so typically eighteenth-century. There is not an iota of discretion allowed anywhere. The judge had no power over the sentence; it was useless for the jury to recommend mercy. This was done deliberately. In one of his draft constitutions Jefferson expressly provided that there was to be no power ofpardon. This was not based on any jealousy of the power of the executive or of the judiciary for the prohibition against pardons extended tothe granting of pardons by the legislature. Jefferson frequently saidthat mathematics was his favorite study and his penal code bears outthe assertion. It reminds one of his farming.

Peter Jefferson, like other settlers in the backwoods, cleared patches of his land from time to time as he had opportunity and, when hecleared a patch, surrounded it with a rail fence. The result was certainlyirregular and, in Jefferson’s eyes, unsightly. After he retired from the secretaryship of state he tore down all these fences and divided the cultivated portion of his Monticello estate into quadrilateral fields offorty acres each. These fields were separated by rows of peach trees.It was much more mathematical but the lack of fences made the keeping of cattle very difficult.

This desire to eliminate discretion was characteristic of all the innumerable penal codes which came into being in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. The results of this mathematical regularity were as unsatisfactory in the treatment of criminals as they werein the management of Jefferson’s plantation. And with all the booklearning which he brought to the subject he was a notoriously unsuccessful farmer.

There is one other aspect of his penal code which deserves attention. In the case of a few crimes the punishment is based on the Mosaic principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. Thus, he provided that in the case of murder by poison, the criminal was to beexecuted by poison, and in the case of rape or sodomy, he was to bepunished by dismemberment. “How this last revolting principle,” hesays in hisAutobiography,“came to obtain our approbation, I do notremember.” I am afraid it was the Anglo-Saxons. After all, do notthe Laws of Ethelbert provide that if a man commit adultery withanother man’s wife, he shall buy him a new wife? Jefferson also suspected that this was the source from which the principle had madeits way into his code but hastened to add that the Anglo-Saxons had“copied probably from the Hebrew law.” It was another one of thecorruptions introduced by Christianity.

Otherwise he pretty well purged the criminal law of its Christian corruptions. The only one of the religious crimes which survived was“pretensions to witchcraft,” for which the punishment provided was“ducking.” The other religious crimes—suicide, apostasy, heresy—were,he said, “to be pitied, not punished.”

The two most important changes which he proposed in the law of property were the abolition of primogeniture and the abolition ofentails. These are not the same thing. Primogeniture was in the natureof a law of intestacy. If a man did not provide otherwise by will, hisreal estate descended to his eldest son. Jefferson, for example, althoughthe eldest son, had not inherited all his father’s real estate; his fatherhad left a plantation named Snowdon, on James River, to a younger son, Randolph Jefferson. Entail was not a rule of descent but thename of a particular kind of estate. The possessor of an entailed estatewas not the owner of the estate but “the tenant in tail,” the man whowas entitled, for the time being, to enjoy the benefit of the estate. Theoretically, he had no control over the disposition of the estate after hisdecease, but actually, in England, ever since the fifteenth century ithad been possible for the tenant in tail, by going through an elaboraterigmarole, to turn his tenancy in tail into an estate in fee simple.What held the great English estates together was not that the possessorswere tenants in tail but an elaborate system known as a “family settlement” which had been worked out by astute family solicitors. Thesecret of a successful family settlement was that the man in possession of the estate was never the tenant in tail and thus was never in aposition to dock the entail. The bill to abolish entails was introducedinto the legislature separately by Jefferson, before the report of therevisors, and there opposed by Pendleton but passed.

These technicalities are important because they bring out, in sharp relief, one of the outstanding characteristics of Jefferson’s mind. Hetook great pride in the abolition of primogeniture and even greaterpride in the abolition of entails. “The repeal,” he said, “of the laws ofentail would prevent the accumulation and perpetuation of wealth inselect families . . . The abolition of primogeniture, and equal partitionof inheritances removed the feudal and unnatural distinctions whichmade one member of every family rich and all the rest poor, substituting equal partition, the best of all Agrarian laws.” Neither of theseconsequences followed from Jefferson’s bills. These changes, it is true,came about but not because of any legislative action. What happenedwas a change in the outlook of the people. They no longer thoughtprimogeniture just. Anybody who wanted to do so was still able toleave his entire estate to his eldest son by will. Entail fell partly because it was based on the idea of primogeniture and partly because itsassumption of the continued residence of a family upon a particular plotof ground was absurd in the migratory era into which America wasentering.

This conclusion in regard to Jefferson’s law abolishing entails can be stated with the certitude which is usually found only in the exact sciences. We have a well-nigh perfect control. The social structure of Maryland was almost the same as that of Virginia, and Maryland didnot abolish entails—indeed, it is still possible to create them in thatstate. Has anyone ever noticed the divergent social evolution of Maryland and of Virginia due to the existence of entails in one state andtheir non-existence in the other?

This matter of the abolition of primogeniture and entail shows more clearly than any other incident in Jefferson’s career why it was thathe is so frequently referred to by his contemporaries as a “visionary.”It was not that he was an enthusiast—he was too perfect an eighteenth-century gentleman for that. It was not because he was the slave of someism—he had too strong a dash of cynicism for that. Nor was it thathe was too remote from all practical concerns. But, somehow, he alwaysmanaged to be practical without being too practical; to keep his feeton the earth and still avoid coming to grips with reality.

This peculiar ability to be practical and yet not effectively practical is best displayed by his careful avoidance of the two changes in theproperty laws of Virginia which would have produced the results whichhe claimed that the abolition of primogeniture and entail had produced. The first of these would have been to make real estate subjectto execution. That sentence sounds unintelligibly antiquated but whatheld the English family estates together more than anything else wasthe inability of creditors to force a sale of their debtor’s real estate. Thesame thing was true in Virginia. Nearly all the great planters werehabitually in debt. It was beneath the dignity of a gentleman to pay hisbills promptly. Nothing would have broken up the great estates faster—nothing would have more speedily destroyed the power of the greatfamilies—than a law enabling creditors to force the sale of their debtors’real estate. The other change he might have made was to provide, aswas done in France as a result of their revolution, that a parentmustleave a certain proportion of his property to each of his children. Thisis a very different thing from providing that, unless the parent willsotherwise, it is to be divided equally.

His educational bill provided for the division of the counties into hundreds, in each of which was to be a free elementary school. Thestate was further divided into twenty districts, in each of which was tobe a grammar school. It contained other provisions designed to convert William and Mary into a true university. But the most interesting part of the plan I shall give in his own words. Each elementary schoolwas “to be under a visitor who is annually to chuse the boy of bestgenius in the school, of those whose parents are too poor to give themfurther education, and to send him forward to one of the grammarschools . . . Of the boys thus sent in any one year, trial is to be madeat the grammar schools one or two years, and the best genius of thewhole selected, and continued six years, and the residue dismissed. Bythis means twenty of the best geniuses will be raked from the rubbish annually, and be instructed, at the public expence, so far as the grammarschools go. At the end of six years instruction, one half are to be discontinued (from among whom the grammar schools will probably besupplied with future masters) j and the other half, who are to be chosenfor the superiority of their parts and disposition, are to be sent andcontinued three years in the study of such sciences as they shall chuse,at William and Mary college.” This merely applied to free education.Anyone could go to these schools who could pay his own expenses.

One advantage, he pointed out, of having the state establish elementary schools was that it would prevent “putting the Bible and Testament into the hands of the children at an age when their judgments are not sufficiently matured for religious inquiries.”

Which introduces what he regarded as the crowning achievement of his revision of the laws. This was the bill for establishing religiousfreedom. This statute was not strictly a law. It was a declaration ofpolicy. Like the other great Declaration, it abounded in those quotablegeneralities which make the heart of the reader beat faster. “Truth isgreat and will prevail if left to herself . . . errors ceasing to be dangerous when it is permitted freely to contradict them.”

This time Jefferson had some difficulty in finding an Adams. He had prepared the bills; it goes without saying that he made no attempt toget them adopted by the legislature. The bills abolishing primogenitureand entails he was willing to sponsor for there was little opposition tothem. But the bills for a new penal code, for a state educational system,and for religious freedom were different matters. The opposition to thelast was not based on a desire to keep the established church. Publicopinion had moved beyond that point. But it had not moved beyond thepoint of believing that it was the duty of the state to provide some form of religious establishment for the people. The weight of enlightened opinion at the time was that while every man should be required tocontribute to the support of some religious establishment, he should beallowed to select the establishment to which he made his contribution.The majority of Virginians, for example, were probably Episcopaliansbut in the western regions there were numerous bodies of Presbyteriansand Baptists. The opposition to Jefferson’s bill would not derive itsstrength from those who thought that the state should suppress thePresbyterians and Baptists. It would rather be derived from those whothought that every man should be bound to contribute to the supportof some religious establishment but that the taxpayer himself shouldselect the sect. This, for example, was Washington’s attitude. Jeffersonhad left no room for ambiguity on this point. The preamble of his billstates: “That to compel a man to furnish contributions of money forthe propagation of opinions which he disbelieves and abhors, is sinfuland tyrannical; that even the forcing him to support this or that teacherof his own religious persuasion, is depriving him of the comfortableliberty of giving his contributions to the particular pastor whose moralshe would make his pattern, and whose powers he feels most persuasiveto righteousness . . It reflected the strong hostility which Jeffersonalways had to every form of ecclesiasticism.

The going was likely to be rough for anyone who attempted to get Jefferson’s bill for religious freedom passed. So far as the public wasconcerned, he himself left the matter severely alone. Bland had takenthe punishment for his early slavery bill; Patrick Henry had given lifeto the idea of colonial committees of correspondence; John Adams hadfought for “every word” of the Declaration of Independence; someonewould arise to champion the bill for religious freedom. So far thesechampions of Jefferson’s ideas had been older and better-known men,who had aided him with prestige as well as debating ability. But thereputation of the author of the Declaration of Independence was alreadysuch that there were few men left to whom he could be consideredjunior. He had been elected Governor at the same session at which therevisors presented their report but he did not attempt to use his position to get his bill for religious freedom passed.

He was still waiting for a legislative champion but this time he wasgrowing his own. The day when older and more important men took up Jefferson’s ideas and put them into effect was past.

James Madison was eight years younger than Jefferson and, like Jefferson, he belonged to what might be called the junior aristocracy.He had inherited one of the most important plantations in OrangeCounty, the county which adjoined Albemarle, but he first met Jeffersonabout the time of the Declaration of Independence. Superficially, therewas much in common between the two men. Madison attempted to livethe life which Jefferson thought proper for a wealthy plantation owner.His intellectual interests may not have been as wide as Jefferson’s butthey were deep. He devoted the leisure which his wealth gave him tostudy, principally to the study of political science. He was much moreplodding and matter-of-fact than Jefferson but he was also a much betterlogician.

These intellectual traits naturally appealed to Jefferson but the bond between them was deeper. There is no denying the fact that Madisonwas always unpopular. None of his contemporaries but Jefferson reallyliked him. Jefferson made him Secretary of State and he made himPresident. The South and West acquiesced because he was a Virginian.The Northeast was helpless. He had, said an early historian, “thepower of completely interesting and amusing Jefferson in any of themoods of his mind.” He tried out all Jefferson’s schemes. He kept athermometric diary; he read the books Jefferson recommended; whenJefferson discovered a pedometer Madison bought one.

He was almost as much of an introvert as Jefferson but he was not quite so thin-skinned. In his early twenties he had buried himself in hislibrary and had shunned all contact with the world. But he had madea deliberate effort to overcome this; had set out deliberately to establisha place for himself in the political world.

Madison was sent to Congress by the same session of the legislature which elected Jefferson governor. A few years later, when Jeffersonwas in France, Madison returned to the legislature and devoted hisefforts successfully to obtaining the passage of the bill for religiousfreedom. This bill was disliked by many of the older leaders but it hadreal popular support behind it. This support came from various divergent sources. A large proportion of the Virginians were freethinkers—how large, may be judged from the statement, made without comment indignant or otherwise, by a later Episcopal bishop of Virginia that at the time of his ordination there was a common belief that the firstholder of the office, Bishop James Madison (a cousin of the statesman)was an ‘Unbeliever.” The established church was not popular even withmany of those who accepted its doctrines. For too many years it hadbeen more of a tax-gathering agency than a religious institution. It wastoo closely allied with the royal government; it was, after all, theChurch of England. The backbone of the revolutionary movement wasin the western part of the state and very few of the westerners wereEpiscopalians.

But Madison was a prudent man. He did not take the risk of trying to get all Jefferson’s bills passed. His penal code was a quarry fromwhich a later penal code was constructed. His educational bill remainedin the archives. Above all, the Virginians hated taxes and they felt noparticular need for a system of free public education. A bill Jeffersonhad drafted providing for the emancipation and transportation of allNegroes born after a particular date was left severely alone. The onlypart of his slavery bill which ever became law was a section whichprovided that slaves were to be considered personal property insteadof, as theretofore, real estate. The object Jefferson had in mind inmaking this change is not clear.

Jefferson worked hard during the two and a half years that he spent on the revision of the law's. There were hours to be spent in his libraryand other hours at his desk but Jefferson was not a man who was afraidof congenial work. Except for the occasional sessions of the legislaturehis time was spent at Monticello. His wife’s health was poor but shewas still alive and he had, in addition, two young daughters. He roseat daybreak, worked until breakfast and then worked again until noon,when he would mount his horse and ride over his plantation until thedinner hour, which was about three o’clock. It was very pleasant.Nothing, I am sure, in all Jefferson’s career gave him so much pleasureas this opportunity to revise the everyday laws of his state. The thoughtthat it might all be useless labor, that the war might be lost after all,seems never to have occurred to him. It is true he heard occasionallythat fighting was still going on further north, that the British sometimeswere successful, that even Philadelphia had been captured. But he wassure that all would come out right in the end. Had not he himself drafted the proud Declaration of Independence?
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Washington was at Valley Forge while Jefferson was revising the laws and the outlook at Valley Forge was very different from the outlook at Monticello. The enthusiasm of the early days of the Revolutionhad long vanished. The popular attitude in the army was to blameeverything on Congress. The lack of food, the lack of clothing, the lackof ammunition, the lack of pay, it was all the fault of the politicians inCongress. No wonder they were defeated. How could they make brickswithout straw? Washington went further. How could you expect anything from the second-raters now in Congress? Where were the leaders?‘I cannot help asking,” wrote Washington in the winter of 1778-1779,“Where is Mason—Wythe—Jefferson—Nicholas—Pendleton—Nelson—and another I could name . . .” They were all Virginians whom henamed for he was writing to Harrison, who was now the Speaker of theHouse of Delegates and, doubtless, the “other I could name.” “To howlittle purpose,” Washington pointed out, “the States individually areframing constitutions, providing laws, and filling offices . . . These, ifthe great whole is mismanaged, must sink in the general wreck.”

But the war seemed very far away to Virginians in the summer of 1779. Philadelphia was at least a week’s journey away and the Britishhad by now been compelled to evacuate even it. All they had seen of thewar were a few skirmishes in the course of getting rid of their ownroyal governor and an occasional British warship. Another British armyhad begun to operate in the extreme south but that seemed even farther away.

Virginians, for generations, had looked on governors as their natural enemies. It was probably necessary to have some sort of head man butin setting up their new constitution they had taken care to make him asinnocuous as possible. They intended that their governor should havethe dignity but not the power of his royal predecessor. Patrick Henrywas a great friend of the people but what was the use of providing foran election each year if you always elected the same man? In fact, theirconstitution forbade his re-election for more than three successive one-year terms. Tom Jefferson was doubtless somewhat queer and keptaltogether too much to himself, but underneath he was a fine fellow and certainly both dignified and harmless. Why not elect him?

Jefferson was elected Governor in the summer of 1779 for a one-year term and was re-elected the following summer. He himself never exhibited that jealousy of adequate executive power which was one ofthe most pronounced features of “Jeffersonianism.” It was one of theprincipal planks in the platform of his party even when he was activein politics. It is always necessary to distinguish between the views ofJefferson and the principles of Jeffersonianism. Hamilton noted thedifference on this point. “I admit,” he wrote in 1800, that Jefferson “isnot scrupulous about the means of success, nor very mindful of truth,and that he is a contemptible hypocrite. But it is not true, as is alleged,that he is an enemy to the power of the Executive, or that he is forconfounding all the powers in the House of Representatives . . . whilewe were in the administration together, he was generally for a largeconstruction of the Executive authority, and not backward to act uponit in cases which coincided with his views.”

When Jefferson was elected Governor he agreed in theory with the attitude on this question which was afterwards known as Jeffersonian.The Governor of Virginia had very little power. He really had noother function than to act as the titular head of the government onstate occasions. The governorship was an honor rather than a job. Everypower which could be lodged elsewhere had been taken from the executive and even what little power was left in the executive departmentthe Governor shared with the Council. He was, in truth, merely thechairman of the Council. All Jefferson accomplished in his civil capacityas Governor was to bring about the abolition of the professorship ofdivinity at William and Mary.

All this worked after a fashion in peace time. Jefferson was a man of peace. He was in every fiber a civilian. But the author of the Declaration of Independence suddenly found himself under the necessity ofmaintaining his Declaration by force of arms.

If the British ever had a plan to solve the question of North American sedition, all knowledge of it went to the grave with Lord North. They started by camping an army in Boston. When it was chased outof there it went to New York, where it learned after a while that NewYork City is not America. The next thing that happened is that oneBritish army devoted its attention to making Englishmen unpopular in Pennsylvania while another got lost in the woods of northern NewYork. The English are notoriously slow but after a few years theynoticed that this sort of thing was not getting them anywhere. Theythen decided that the thing to do was to make themselves as obnoxiousas possible. What they now decided to do was, as Jefferson later expressed it of the War of 1812, to let their“military heroes, by land andsea . . . sink our oyster boats, rob our hen roosts, burn our negro huts,and run off.” To add insult to injury the British sent the one Americanof any consequence whom they had been able to seduce by bribes, Benedict Arnold, on this errand.

The geography of Virginia is such that while it was very difficult to conquer, it was very easy to harry. For the most part, the settled portion of the state consisted of long, narrow peninsulas bounded on thetwo longer sides by navigable rivers and on the end by Chesapeake Bay.This was the reason the state did not have any cities. Cities did notgrow up because there was little need for middlemen between the English merchants and the planters. For years the English ships had comewithin a few miles of every plantation. Their warships could do whattheir merchant ships had done.

The task of defense was almost impossible. Any sort of naval force which could have closed the entrance to Chesapeake Bay could havedone it easily but Jefferson had no naval force. He did not have troopsenough to keep a sufficient force in each peninsula and while the soldierswere going the long, roundabout land route from one peninsula to theother, the marauders could easily get away. That was really all theywere—marauders. They were not carrying out any deep-laid militaryplan. They were merely venting their spite on the Virginians by burningdown their houses, killing their horses and carrying away their Negroes.

Jefferson did the best he could. Whenever an alarm was raised he called out the militia but the Virginian militia . . . The subject hadbetter be left to Washington. When the British approached Richmond,the new capital of the state, Jefferson worked hard getting the munitions and public records out of town. He sent away his family andthereafter he remained on the outskirts of safety. He had neither aides,staff, nor even a bodyguard. He rode around the countryside trying toget the stores concealed, trying to get the militia organized, trying to get information. He hated the work but he did his best. Once his horse sank under him on the road. He took off the saddle and bridle, walkedwith it to the nearest farmhouse and borrowed an unbroken colt withwhich he continued on his way.

The British, now under the command of a general named Phillips, who was Arnold’s superior, occupied Richmond and sent Jefferson wordthat unless the town was ransomed they would burn it. He indignantlyrefused even to discuss the proposal. They then partially burned thetown and retired to their ships for further raids.

The pace of the war was increasing. Washington had first sent Steuben to assist Jefferson with military advice. He was followed byContinental detachments under Muhlenberg and Lafayette. Cornwallis was approaching from the south. Greene, who was in commandof the army watching Cornwallis, decided to march off and attack theBritish outposts in South Carolina. This left the road open to Virginia.

Jefferson had summoned the legislature to meet in the village of Charlottesville near Monticello and Cornwallis now detached Tarleton,the ablest of his cavalry commanders and a man whose name was abyword for speed and cruelty, to seize Jefferson and break up themeeting of the legislature. A private citizen saw Tarleton’s troops pass,noted their direction, suspected their design, mounted a fleet horse,arrived at Monticello “about sunrise,” warned Jefferson that Tarletoncould be expected any minute and went on to Charlottesville. Jeffersonimmediately sent off his family by carriage under the protection of ayoung man who was studying law with him, but remained himself,busily securing his papers. About two hours later another man rode upand said the British had been seen in the vicinity. Jefferson then orderedhis horse to be brought from the smithy at Shadwell Ford, where it hadbeen shod that morning, to a point on the road between Monticello andCarter’s Mountain, which could be reached by a path running throughthe woods behind his house. He then walked over to this point with histelescope in his hand but was still unwilling to mount and ride off. Hewas convinced Tarleton would go to Charlottesville first and he nowclimbed a rock from which, with his telescope, he had a good view ofthe streets of that village. Not a redcoat was in sight. He climbed downand started back to the house when he noticed that in stooping toadjust his telescope his sword had slipped from its sheath. He climbedup again to get it and, while on the rock, took another look through his telescope at Charlottesville, The streets were swarming with redcoats. He then mounted his horse and rode off.

It was the sheerest accident that he escaped. Tarleton, on his way to Charlottesville, had detached a troop under a Captain McLeod to seizeJefferson and this troop had actually reached the house before Jeffersondecided it was time to mount his horse. As an early historian puts it, wemust give the devil his due. There is no other known instance ofTarleton’s humanity but he apparently gave McLeod orders to touchnothing at Monticello. When the redcoats came in sight two slaves wereengaged in secreting the silverware under the plank floor of the frontportico. For this purpose they had raised some of the planks and oneof the slaves had gone down in the hole thus created. The other slaveremained above handing the silverware to him. When the enemy appeared the one above hastily replaced the planks and the faithfulCaesar remained under the portico without food or water for theeighteen hours that McLeod remained.

There was a reason for Tarleton’s unusual treatment of Jefferson. The prisoners taken at Saratoga had for a time been kept at Charlottesville and Jefferson had distinguished himself by his kindness to them.Then, too, Tarleton may have felt it advisable to make a friend at courtfor his recent defeat at Cowpens must have impressed him with thepossibility that he himself might some day be captured. That hishumanity in this instance was not due to any superior orders is certain,for shortly after this Cornwallis in person camped on another plantationJefferson owned called Elkhill.

There, Jefferson wrote, “He destroyed all my growing crops of corn & tobacco, he burned all my barns containing the same articles of thelast year . . . he used, as was to be expected, all my stocks of cattle,sheep & hogs for the sustenance of his army, and carried off all thehorses capable of service: of those too young for service he cut thethroats, and he burned all the fences on the plantation, so as to leave itan absolute waste. He carried off also about 30 slaves. Had this beento give them freedom he would have done right, but it was to consignthem to inevitable death . . . Wherever he went, the dwelling houseswere plundered of everything that could be carried off . . . that histable was served with the plate thus pillaged from private houses can be proved by many hundred eye witnesses.” Those who wonder at the anti-British feeling which still exists in this country should rememberCornwallis. As Jefferson most truly said, “The spirit in which she [GreatBritain] wages war . . . does not seem the legitimate offspring eitherof science or of civilization.” He himself had much to do with the perpetuation of anti-British feeling. “That nation,” he said at anothertime, “hates us, their ministers hate us, and their King more than allother men.”

Cornwallis’ depredations found Jefferson in a poor mood to withstand misfortunes. So far he had really had none. So far everything in his career had been successful. Nor did he ever admit that anything hehad done as Governor had contributed to the British successes. He wassatisfied that he had done everything that any holder of the office couldhave done. But when he had assembled the legislature at Charlottesville their first action was to entertain a motion for an inquiry into hisconduct. He promptly resigned. But the insult was almost more thanhe could bear. This resignation had occurred just before Tarleton’s raid.Jefferson, when he fled from that raid, went with his family to hisplantation at Poplar Forest, near Lynchburg. His friends did not approve of his conduct. They wanted him to come forth and make adefense but he refused. He was satisfied that he was through;that he,had had more than enough of trying to serve the public.

He returned to Monticello a few days after the British had left, determined to stay there for the rest of his life and to devote himself to his family, his books, and his farming. He had hardly settled downwhen Congress again asked him to go to Europe and again he refused.The following winter he was re-elected to his old seat in Congress butdeclined to serve. Then came the death of his wife.

It is difficult to determine the relations between the Jeffersons. None of their letters survive. He seldom spoke of her to others and he didnot take her with him on his trips to Philadelphia so the letters andmemoirs of the other eminent men of the time have nothing to sayabout her. According to the recollection of their elder daughter, writtendown many years later, when his sister led him from the side of hiswife’s deathbed, “he fainted, and remained so long insensible that theyfeared he never would revive . . . the violence of his emotion, whenalmost by stealth I entered his room at night, to this day I dare nottrust myself to describe. He kept his room three weeks, and I was never a moment from his side. He walked almost incessantly night and day,only lying down occasionally, when nature was completely exhausted. . . When at last he left his room, he rode out, and from that time hewas incessantly on horseback, rambling about the mountain, in the leastfrequented roads, and just as often through the woods.”

This sounds as though the relationship between the husband and wife had been one of the utmost love and intimacy but one should notforget that beneath a rather thick eighteenth-century crust Jeffersonhad unusually strong emotions. It is almost certain that there was nointellectual companionship between Mrs. Jefferson and her husband.Women of any intellectual culture were so rare in Virginia that if shehad had any inclination that way some record of it would have survived. A more certain reason for believing she was in no sense herhusband’s intellectual companion is that he avowedly disliked intellectual women. He was shocked at the way the women in Parisian societytalked politics and in writing home of it added that he hoped “our goodladies . . . are contented to soothe & calm the minds of their husbands returning ruffled from political debate.” Gallatin, his Secretary ofthe Treasury, once hinted at taking women into the public service.“The appointment of a woman to office,” Jefferson wrote in reply, “isan innovation for which the public is not prepared, nor am I.” In hisold age he pointed out that even in the purest of democracies it wouldbe necessary to exclude women from the suffrage “to prevent depravation of morals and ambiguity of issue.”

There are occasional expressions in Jefferson’s letters indicating that he did not find his married life altogether satisfactory. Thus, he warnedJames Monroe that “matrimony illy agrees with study.” After his defeatfor the presidency in 1796 he wrote Edward Rutledge that he did notregret it; that “the honey moon would be as short in that case as in anyother, & its moments of extasy [sic] would be ransomed by years oftorment & hatred.”
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His immediate reaction to the death of his wife was a desire to leave the familiar scenes. Congress was anxious to send him to Europe as oneof five commissioners to negotiate peace with England and this time he accepted. The British blockade made it difficult to leave the country and Jefferson was still in Baltimore awaiting an opportunity to get toEurope when news arrived that Jay, Franklin, and Adams had concluded a treaty. The next winter was spent in Congress, which now satin Annapolis, and the following spring he was elected minister toFrance. He sailed from Boston in the summer, taking with him hiselder daughter, Martha, who was about twelve at the time.

“You replace Mr. Franklin?” said Vergennes, the French foreign minister, on first meeting him. “I succeed him,” said Jefferson, “no onecan replace him.”

He made an excellent minister. He was unwilling to trust himself to oral negotiations in French, so much of his activity can still be followed on paper. He usually wrote in English. His primary purposewas to open direct commercial relations with France and, despite thefact that he had always expressed a complete lack of interest in commercial matters, he plunged into this task with zeal if not enthusiasm.His greatest success was in increasing the market for New Englandwhale oil.

These activities taught him a lot about the nature of the French government and the lesson he learned was that that government was ingreat need of reform. It had been found at the close of the Revolutionthat American foreign trade immediately went back into its old channels, that is, it was almost exclusively with Great Britain. Such changesas there were, were to the disadvantage of the Americans since they nolonger had the same privileges, in the British West Indies for example,which they had had as colonials. It seemed absurd to Jefferson that allthe tobacco from Virginia went to Great Britain and that even theFrench imported their Virginian tobaccos from England rather thandirectly from Virginia. This procedure deprived both the French andthe Americans of the fruits of their successful war. Both were stillpaying tribute to the British navigation acts. This would seem a simplesituation to remedy; under a free economy it would have remedied itself.

Jefferson did not find the French ministers deaf to logic. The trouble was that the tobacco trade was a state monopoly in France, which wasleased out to the Farmers-General who were unwilling to make anychange in the established routine. No French minister felt himselfstrong enough to challenge the Farmers-General. It was the same ineverything. Everybody agreed that something should be done and everybody agreed that nothing could be done because anything thatmight be done would interfere with some vested racket.

Jefferson was more of an American and less of a Virginian during his stay in Paris than at any other time of his life. He was so alive to theinterests of other sections of the country that he even recommended theestablishment of a small American navy to be used against the Barbarypirates. The interests of his own section affected his diplomatic conductin only one particular. In season and out of season he tried to convincethe French that Alexandria in Virginia, rather than New York or Philadelphia, was the coming commercial center of the country.

He liked the people but on the whole it all made him very sad. The run of the population led such a miserable existence. He had not conceived it possible. He traveled extensively. He went down into Italy andup into Germany. His love of wines led him to visit all the famousRhineland vineyards. Everywhere he went he was on the lookout fornew agricultural products which could be cultivated successfully inAmerica. He sent back olive trees, capers, and new varieties of rice. Buthe sent no vines. Even before the Revolution he had tried to introducethe growing of wine into Virginia but what he saw in Europe made himchange his mind. Better to import our wines than to develop a peasantrysuch as that found in these European wine-growing districts.

He found many new taste-sensations and a chef of whom he thought so much that he subsequently took him to America. But there were alsotaste sensations that he missed—corn and pecans and hominy.

“I am here,” he wrote from Paris, “burning the candle of life without present pleasure, or future object.” No doubt he had met some interesting people but, he wrote to Francis Hopkinson, “I envy yourWednesday evening entertainments with” Rittenhouse and Dr. Franklin.They would be more valued by me than the whole week at Paris.”

The one definite principle that he acquired in France was the paramount necessity of protecting the Arcadian simplicity of America from the contamination of European civilization. “The pleasure” of a tripto France, he wrote Monroe, “will be less than you expect but the utilitygreater. It will make you adore your own country, it’s [sic] soil, it’sclimate, it’s equality, liberty, laws, people & manners. My God! howlittle do my country men know what precious blessings they are in possession of, and which no other people on earth enjoy. I confess I had no idea of it myself . . . Come then & see the proofs of this, and onyour return add your testimony. . . to satisfy our countrymen howmuch it is their interest to preserve uninfected by contagion thosepeculiarities in their government & manners to which they are indebted for these blessings.” That was the spirit in which he himselfreturned—a great desire to keep America from becoming like Europe;a great desire to keep out “monarchism,” under which term he comprised all that he had found in Europe which was absent in America.

This desire to protect the Arcadian simplicity of America made him look with grave doubt on the current wish of his countrymen to increaseimmigration. He had long been skeptical on this point. Before he hadever left America he had inquired “are there no inconveniences to bethrown into the scale against the advantage expected from the multiplication of numbers by the importation of foreigners?” In Europehe discovered that the slanders disseminated by the English “preventforeign emigrations to our country . . . which I consider as advantageous to us.”

This doubt of the wisdom of unrestricted immigration clashes harshly with the traditional political conception of Jefferson. In reality, it tellsus why he should be regarded as a wise statesman. It is a commonplacetoday that a system of government, in order to work, must be adaptedto the traditions of the people to whom it is applied. That is a bit ofwisdom that has become a commonplace since Jefferson’s time. Helived in a world in which intelligent opinion agreed that the organization of a new government was simply a matter of reason—and reasonwas the same whether the government was designed for Hottentots orVirginians. The extent to which he had his feet on the ground is apparent by comparing him with the reformers of the next generation—with Jeremy Bentham calmly sitting down in London to draw a constitution for Chile and with John Stuart Mill coming to the surprisedconclusion that the problems of India could not be solved by supplyingit with a constitution on the latest European model. This type of practicality Jefferson shared with a great many of the founders of ourrepublic but not with Hamilton. The latter had an executive capacitywhich Jefferson wholly lacked but he always thought in terms of “people” rather than of Americans, Russians, or Chinese. The one was practical; the other had a sense of what was practicable.

Jefferson’s divergence from advanced political thought in Europe appeared before he left France. He was no admirer of the Englishconstitution, he thought it only a slight improvement on the absolutemonarchies of continental Europe. Jefferson loved Lafayette as heloved no other man and the only fault he ever found in him was “acanine appetite for popularity.” When the possibilities of a reformationof the government of France first began to appear, Lafayette turned toJefferson for advice and the advice he received was to keep “the goodmodel of your neighboring country before your eyes.” Actual observation of the States-General in action made Jefferson, if possible, moreconservative as to the amount of popular government which was practicable in France. That liking for the drafting of state papers whichmade him draft constitutions only for private circulation among hisfriends and statutes which were never introduced in any legislature nowmade him draft a constitution for France. It was very short and leftconsiderably more power in the Crown than was the case in England.The composition and method of election of the States-General were leftunchanged, but that body was to assemble annually without being calledand was to have the sole right to levy taxes. The King retained anabsolute veto on legislation and the right to appoint all executive andjudicial officers. There was a very incomplete bill of rights. In general,this constitution would have brought France about as far along the roadto representative government as England was at the death of Elizabeth.

Jefferson’s plan had no appeal for the French revolutionists. Perhaps some word of Jefferson’s conservatism had gotten around because, whena commission was appointed to draft a constitution, its head, the Archbishop of Bordeaux, an adherent of the court, requested Jefferson, bya formal written invitation, to join their deliberations. This he promptlyrefused to do on the ground of the extreme impropriety of a foreignminister meddling in the domestic concerns of the country to whichhe was accredited.

One day Lafayette asked Jefferson whether he could bring six or eight friends to dinner with him. On arrival they all turned out to beleading reformers but representing varying shades of opinion. “Thecloth being removed, and wine set on the table, after the American manner”—Jefferson liked his wine after his dinner, not with it—he discovered that they had come on business. It was to discuss variouspoints in the proposed constitution on which they differed. Jeffersonstates he was a “silent witness” to a discussion beginning at four in theafternoon and continuing until ten at night which was “truly worthy ofbeing placed in parallel with the finest dialogues of antiquity.” Thereis no doubt that he enjoyed it but a night’s reflection convinced him hehad gotten himself into a scrape. He called on Montmorin, who hadsucceeded Vergennes as Minister for Foreign Affairs, the next morningto explain “how it had happened that my house had been made thescene of conferences of such a character. He told me, he already kneweverything which had passed, that so far from taking umbrage at theuse made of my house on that occasion, he earnestly wished I wouldhabitually assist at such conferences, being sure I should be useful inmoderating the warmer spirits, and promoting a wholesome and practicable reformation only.” Yet Jefferson was commonly regarded inAmerica as impractical and doctrinaire, which explains a lot of thingsabout the French Revolution and the American Revolution.
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He returned to America in the fall of 1789 only, he thought, for the winter. On his arrival he was offered and accepted the position ofSecretary of State in the newly organized government under the constitution.

He had changed but little in his absence. His hair had begun to turn gray and he was beginning to have rather frequent and severe headaches. He still had the spare figure of his youth. His right wrist hadbeen broken in an accident in France and never healed properly. Thisstopped forever what little violin-playing he had still done. His teethremained good and his eyesight did not begin to fail until extreme oldage. He had been unable to keep a riding-horse in France and had substituted a two-hour walk each day for his previous habit of a dailyride. This walk he took after dinner as the time he could most conveniently spare from his desk and he took it, rain or shine. “A person notsick,” he said, “will not be injured by getting wet.” Walking he thoughtwas twice as valuable for exercise as riding and it would appear fromwhat he says of his habits that he sometimes took walks of as much asfifteen or twenty miles. Yet when his own stable was again available he soon went back to riding. Despite all the exercise he wrote, four or fiveyears later, that he was “in bed, under a paroxysm of the Rheumatismwhich has now kept me for ten days in constant torment, & presents nohope of abatement.”

After spending the winter in Monticello he arrived in New York in March, 1790 rented a house in Maiden Lane and was ready for hisnew duties. The new government was nearly a year old. Most of hiscolleagues were old friends and acquaintances. Jay, who, as Secretaryfor Foreign Affairs, had been Jefferson’s superior on his French missionand had continued to manage the state department pending Jefferson’sarrival, was Chief Justice. Jefferson’s relations with him, while cordial,had never been intimate. His old friend Adams was Vice-President.Their friendship had increased through the years. Adams had beenminister to England while Jefferson was minister to France. They hadbeen in constant correspondence and had occasionally met. The two ofthem had spent one summer touring England together. Mrs. Adams didJefferson’s shopping for him in London and he did her shopping forher in Paris. When Jefferson’s younger daughter went to Europe tojoin him Mrs. Adams met her at the boat in England and kept heruntil Jefferson could send his maitre d’hotel to bring her to Paris. Andwhen he did come, little Polly Jefferson, then not quite eleven, criedand clung about Mrs. Adams’ neck until she was “forced” away.

Jefferson was greeted warmly on his arrival in New York. He found that the new government was the center of a very lively social life—the“court,” some people called it—and he found himself a very importantfigure in this social life. He found, too, that his reputation had growngreatly in his absence. The country was prosperous, the new government was an evident success, his old friends were in control of thegovernment, he himself was near the top. All seemed well and yet . . .What, for instance, was this frequent reference to the “court”? Andthen the President had receptions which were called “levees”? Wherehad he heard that word before? And then it seemed that on the President’s birthday there were balls. Birthday balls? It was like the celebrations on the King’s birthday in Europe. Was it possible there was a plotafoot to make Washington king? Not that he had any fear in regard toWashington himself but the great man was getting old—he was altogether too open to persuasion by those about him. Who was this stupid fellow Knox who was Secretary of War? Washington said he was a fineartillery officer and no doubt Washington was the best judge of that,but what was that story Jefferson had heard about him? That he hadbeen the ringleader in some scheme at the end of the war to have thearmy seize the principal cities and proclaim Washington king? Certainly he was not a man to be trusted.

What were the ramifications of this thing? There were some queer stories going around about his old friend Adams. And Jay? It is trueJay was notoriously circumspect but many of his friends and relations,including his brother, had been prominent loyalists.

Where did all this head up? What about this man Hamilton? Jefferson had met him before and had liked him. When in Europe, an Englishman had asked Jefferson to recommend a lawyer in New Yorkand he had recommended Hamilton as “much to be relied on.” Then,too, he was a great friend of Jefferson’s friend Madison. Had not thetwo of them, with some little assistance from Jay, produced a mostexcellent book? When Jefferson accepted a position in the cabinet hecertainly did not anticipate trouble with Hamilton.

Jefferson afterwards adopted as one of the planks in his party platform, opposition to Hamilton’s financial schemes. The first one of these, the adoption by the new government of the debts of the old atface value, had occurred before his arrival. He later said in hisAutobiographythat this was wrong; that these debts should only have beenadopted at their cost to their then holders. If he believed this at thetime his ideas must have undergone a rapid change for only a fewmonths previously he had written to a Dutch banker that “some peoplein America have seriously contended that the certificates & otherevidences of our domestic debt ought to be redeemed only at what theyhave cost the holder . . . But this is very far from being a generalopinion; a very great majority being firmly decided that they shall bepaid fully. Were I the holder of any of them, I should not have the leastfear of their full paiment.” In a later letter he cautioned the samebanker that speculation in these debts “is a science which bids defianceto the powers of reason”.

When Jefferson arrived in the capital the great political question was whether the new government should adopt the debts which the statesindividually had incurred for the prosecution of the war. Here the division was largely between the members of Congress from stateswhich had such debts and members from states which did not have suchdebts. The northeastern states had the largest debts to pass on to thenew government; “Massachusetts particularly,” said Jefferson later,incurred “in an absurd attempt, absurdly conducted, on the British postof Penobscot.” This measure was defeated in the House by a very fewvotes. Hamilton went to Jefferson and asked his assistance. It was not aparty question; there were as yet no parties.

If Massachusetts wanted the federal government to assume its debts, Virginia also wanted something. The Constitution provided for a federal capital city but did not name the place. Rivers then had an importance which it is difficult for us to grasp and everybody took it forgranted that the new city was to be on the banks of some importantriver. There were four possibilities, the Hudson, the Delaware, theSusquehanna, the Potomac. Any rivers east or south of those four wouldbe too far from the center. Jefferson invited Hamilton and several ofthe Virginia congressmen to dinner and, over the wine after dinner, theymade a deal. The war debts of the states were assumed by the federalgovernment and the capital went to the Potomac. The new city, Jefferson wrote to a friend in Virginia, “will vivify our agriculture & commerce by circulating thro’ our state an additional sum every year ofhalf a million of dollars.”

He afterwards became very much ashamed of this transaction and blamed it on his ignorance and the duplicity of Hamilton. His contemporary explanations are much more convincing. Unless the questions of the assumption of the state debts and the location of the capitalare settled at this session of Congress, he wrote, “there will be no billpassed at all for funding the public debts, & if they separate withoutfunding, there is an end of the government.” And he wrote his futureson-in-law, Francis Eppes, a few days later that “I see the necessity ofsacrificing our opinions some times to the opinions of others for the sakeof harmony.”

The historic break between the two Secretaries came when Hamilton advanced his scheme for the creation of a national bank, with branchesthroughout the country, to act as the fiscal agent of the government. Inresponse to a request from Washington for his opinion Jefferson prepared an elaborate and able paper coming to the conclusion that the proposed institution would be unconstitutional. It was the beginning ofthe dispute which once loomed so large in American politics over strictconstruction and loose construction. Too much weight should not begiven to this dispute in analyzing Jefferson’s character. He could belegalistic enough when he chose and in this instance he chose to be so,but when it suited him he could just as readily stretch the constitutionto the extreme limit of power. Perhaps the purchase of Louisiana shouldnot be cited since he himself at the time recognized its incompatabilitywith his professed theories of the constitution. The Embargo is a betterexample but still not the best. In a letter written a short time before hisdeath, advocating his favorite scheme for the transportation abroad ofthe Negro population, he admitted that “this subject involves someconstitutional scruples” but urged that “a liberal construction” is “justified by the object.” His identification with the doctrine of narrow construction was one of the chief causes of the barrenness of his Presidency.He would have liked so much, for example, to have had the federalgovernment establish a national university.

There was an unorganized, leaderless group in Congress which regarded Hamilton’s schemes with grave suspicion. At first this groupwas equally suspicious of Jefferson. Hamilton, they thought, was tryingto introduce the financial aspects of the royal government of Britain;Jefferson, its navy and diplomatic establishment.

One of the planks on which Jefferson was elected President was the abolition of the navy since it was an instrument of monarchism. Yearslater Adams asked him directly in a confidential letter whether he hadnot been the member of Washington’s cabinet who was responsible forits founding. He knew, Adams wrote, that Hamilton was opposed tothe creation of a navy because Hamilton had come to him and askedhim to use his influence against it. “That Washington was averse to anavy,” he added, “I had full proof from his own lips, in many differentconversations.” On the other hand, “you frequently proposed it to mewhile we were at Paris.”

In this Adams was right. Jefferson had first become an advocate for a navy as a result of his experience as Governor in trying to keep theBritish out of the Chesapeake Bay region. When in Paris he had beendirected to obtain the release of American sailors held as slaves in Algiers and evolved a scheme for a combination of the smaller naval states to keep up a joint patrol in the Mediterranean. He took it upwith a number of foreign governments and it might have gone intoeffect if the United States had been able to furnish its quota of onefrigate.

One of the senators from Pennsylvania, William Maclay, is now frequently referred to as “the first Jeffersonian.” He was in no sense agreat man but he probably deserves the appellation. He kept a diarywhich is our best evidence of the reaction of the average reasonablyintelligent rural and small-town American to the goings-on of theirnew government.

The first question Jefferson took up as Secretary of State was that of the Algerine captives. The report which he transmitted to the Senate,said Maclay, “seemed to breathe resentment, and abounded with martialestimates in a naval way.” A month later, Maclay commented onanother “report from the Secretary of State . . . respecting the fisheries of New England. The great object seems to be the making them anursery for seamen, that we, like all the nations of the earth, may havea navy. We hear every day distant hints of such things as these; in fact,it seems we must soon forego our republican Innocence.” Note that“republican innocence” and remember the Arcadian ideal of society.

Maclay found even less “republican innocence” in Jefferson when he appeared before a senate committee to give his views as to the diplomatic service. “The information which he gave us respecting foreignministers, etc., was all high-spiced. He had been long enough abroad tocatch the tone of European folly.” Nor were the senator’s suspicionsallayed by a dinner which the Pennsylvania congressmen gave to thecabinet. “Jefferson,” he said, “transgresses on the extreme of stiff gentility or lofty gravity.” I do not know what made Jefferson curl up thatevening but Maclay’s comment calls to mind the statement of Jefferson’s personal physician that he was “by no means easy of approachto all.”

How did Jefferson become the political organ of the group of which Maclay was typical? Why do these far-from-sympathetic commentsappear in the diary of “the first Jeffersonian”?

There is a personal equation to be considered. It was impossible for anyone to get along with Hamilton. This does not mean that he did not have many devoted friends and followers. But no one could associate with him as an equal. He was not unpopular. He was not popular in the political sense—he was not a vote-getter—but he had a remarkable power to draw individuals to himself. And he stood loyally by thosewhom he considered his friends. But Hamilton’s idea of a friend wasof a man who took orders. He was consumed by the primitive desireto be first. Even Washington did not escape and Hamilton as a youngaide-de-camp in his twenties resigned in a huff because he did not thinkthe commander-in-chief treated him with proper respect. His competition with Jefferson has become classic but Adams disliked Hamilton toan extent which Jefferson never reached.

“Hamilton and myself,” Jefferson later said, “were daily pitted in the cabinet like two cocks.” The situation was undoubtedly disagreeableto Jefferson. He hated arguments. He was inclined to compromise;indeed, he firmly believed that every dispute was capable of compromise. The difficulty was not that the disputes were not capable ofcompromise but that Hamilton was not interested in compromise.Nothing but domination would satisfy his ego.

Jefferson hated disputes; he hated to be forced to argue. He had a liking for Hamilton, a liking which survived all the vicissitudes of politics. Nor was it impossible for them to agree—there are too many instances of record where they did. But there was one precedent whichwas difficult to surmount. Hamilton viewed the United States as another and newer England. Now whatever expressions might be used incommon speech, everybody knew that legally there was no such officialin England as a Prime Minister. By a long course of evolution it hadbeen established that the domination of the British government wasvested in the first Lord of the Treasury. And Hamilton was the chieffinancial officer of the American government.

Washington was well aware of the disputes between the two secretaries but considered it entirely a conflict of personalities. That was what it was in the beginning and that is what it would have remained if ithad not been for one circumstance—the French revolution.

It is easier for us to appraise the influence of this event in America than it was for all the generations between 1790 and today. We haveseen the effect of the anti-religious policy of the Bolsheviks and thealleged anti-religious policy of one faction in the Spanish civil war onAmerican opinion. We have some measure by which to gauge the reaction of American opinion to the installation of the Goddess of Reason in Notre Dame.

Other factors with which we are familiar were apparent. England—that terrible power, whom every American a few years before had beentaught to abhor—was the champion of civilization and religion againstthe terrorism and atheism of France. As on similar occasions since, therewas a substantial group of Americans who felt that it was the moralduty of America to give England—as the bulwark of civilization—allthe aid in its power. Sympathy with England was overwhelming amongthe wealthier classes in the larger cities of the northeast. Anybody whoexpressed any sympathy with the French revolutionists was immediatelydenounced as a Jacobin. Substitute the words “Red” or “Nazi” and youwill have no difficulty in appreciating the situation.

“There was no exclusiveness,” said an elderly Philadelphia lady many years later, “but I should as soon have expected to see a cow in a drawingroom as a Jacobin.” That was where Jefferson found himself classified—as a Jacobin. “You & I,” he wrote Edward Rutledge, “have formerlyseen warm debates and high political passions. But gentlemen of different politics would then speak to each other . . . It is not so now.Men who have been intimate all their lives, cross the streets to avoidmeeting, & turn their heads another way, lest they should be obliged totouch their hats.” There is a tradition that at one time Logan, Thomson, and Rittenhouse were the only people in Philadelphia who receivedJefferson socially. In reply to a Philadelphia friend who inquired whyhe had not called, Jefferson wrote that “on perceiving that many declined visiting me with whom I had been on terms of the greatest friendship & intimacy, I determined, for the first time in my life, to standon the ceremony of the first visit, even with my friends; because itserved to sift out those who chose a separation.”

Extremes always produce extremes. While one group was laboring to convince the country that the defeat of England would mean thedownfall of civilization, Jefferson was collecting evidence that therewas a plot afloat to introduce a king and house of lords. Political science—the proper organization of a government—was the common staple ofconversation. Whenever Jefferson heard, through however roundabouta course, that anybody had said anything in favor of Britain or the British form of government, he put the speaker down as a “monarchist.” He made memoranda of all this information, which he afterwards bound together in a manuscript volume which he called hisAnas.The pressure of this pro-British feeling only increased Jefferson’shatred for the government of Great Britain. He completely forgot thathe had in Paris advised the French revolutionary leaders to model theirconstitution on that of England. At times the destruction of Englandseemed to be almost as much of an obsession with him as the destruction of Carthage had been with Cato. Even as late as 1815 he described“the government of England as totally without morality, insolent beyondbearing, inflated with vanity and ambition, aiming at the exclusive dominion of the sea, lost in corruption, of deep-rooted hatred towards us,hostile to liberty wherever it endeavors to show its head, and theeternal disturber of the peace of the world.”

This hatred for England and sympathy with France did not mean that Jefferson had any confidence in the various schemes of government which were succeeding each other so rapidly at Paris. His judgment was sound on all of them. But the misery and degradation of themasses which he had seen in Europe had by now convinced him thatbefore a better order could be established the old must be completelydestroyed. It was necessary to destroy all this pomp and abuse whichHamilton called civilization in order to bring Europe back to thatArcadian simplicity in which alone free republican government couldexist. “I cannot but hope,” he wrote when the Terror was at its height,that the attempt of other countries to interfere, “is destined . . . tokindle the wrath of the people of Europe . . . and to bring at length,kings, nobles, & priests to the scaffolds which they have been so longdeluging with human blood. I am still warm whenever. I think of thesescoundrels.” In reply to a letter from Short, who had been his secretaryof legation in Paris and who remained an intimate friend, he admittedthat probably many innocent people, including some of his personalfriends, had been executed but insisted that the result was worth theprice. “Were there but an Adam & Eve left in every country, &left free, it would be better than as it now is.”

While Jefferson was thinking of European civilization in these terms, the majority of the men in power were bending their energies to making America more like Europe. England had a central bank of issue soHamilton provided the United States with one. All the countries of the world had armies, so Hamilton thought the United States shouldhave one. All progressive countries in Europe encouraged manufacturing, so the monarchists thought the United States should developmanufacturing. All Jefferson could think of was the wretched proletariats he had seen in the industrial sections of Europe. Such men, hewas confident, could not be entrusted with the ballot, and the establishment of a similar class in America meant the end of republican government. For Jefferson was not strictly a democrat properly so called. Hedid not believe that government by the people was an end in itself buta means to an end. Under the peculiar social conditions then prevailingin the United States he believed it offered the best chance of preventinggovernment from becoming a tyranny.

For the last century, material progress has been so universally accepted in the United States as the end of existence that it is difficult for us to conceive how Jefferson managed to rise to power on the basis of anopposite principle. Yet there is no doubt about it. America in the eighteenth century was one of the backwashes of civilization. Americans didnot yet claim to be shrewder or more enterprising than Europeans;they claimed to be more virtuous. Fitch's steamboat traveled against thecurrent of the Delaware for a whole summer but no passengers appeared; if it had been advertised as an importation from Europe thestory might have been different. A bill to improve the roads was defeated in the legislature of Rhode Island on the ground that good roadshad originated in England, which was a priest-ridden monarchy. Ittook twenty years before, as President Dwight of Yale sarcastically observed, “free-born Rhode Islanders bowed their necks to the slavery oftravelling on a good road.” Jefferson's attitude was not very differentfrom that of the Rhode Island legislature. “As for France and England,” he later wrote to Adams, “with all their preeminence in science,the one is a den of robbers, and the other of pirates. And if scienceproduces no better fruits than tyranny, murder, rapine and destitutionof national morality, I would rather wish our country to be ignorant,honest and estimable, as our neighboring savages are.”

As Jefferson watched Hamilton’s fondness for all things English and Hamilton’s desire to make the United States a materially progressivenation, it became his dominant purpose to keep the United States as faras possible from Europe, “where war seems to be the natural state of man.” His experiences in Paris had convinced him that it was unwiseto send young Americans abroad for an education. As Secretary ofState he advanced the suggestion that the United States should claimthe Gulf Stream as its boundary and keep all European warships fromcoming west of it. He was so fearful of the contamination of Europethat he doubted the wisdom of encouraging immigration from there.As to those who had already come, he raised the question as late as1797, “whether the safety of the citizens of this commonwealth . . .does not require that the capacity to act in the important office of ajuror, grand or petty, civil or criminal, should be restrained in futureto native citizens of the United States?” In his old age he called theFourth of July “the day which divorced us from the follies and crimesof Europe.”

His isolationist views and his dislike of Britain are not alone sufficient to account for the fanatical hatred which was beginning to arise againsthim. The other factor was his religion—or, rather, his lack of it.

Only a few years before, Washington had been exerting himself to prevent the New England soldiers in his army from burning the Popein effigy on the fifth of November. Now the Congregational clergy losttheir horror of the Pope in their greater horror of the Goddess ofReason. At the outbreak of the Revolution many a New England mobhad gone hunting for Anglican clergymen but now that England wasthe bulwark of civilization and religion the Church of England ceasedto look like an enemy. It was the start of the movement which turnedso many Congregational churches into Episcopalian ones. Yale had givenJefferson an LL.D. in 1786 and Harvard in 1788. A few years later Idoubt whether his life would have been safe on the Yale campus. Thespirit which prevailed there can be gathered from an oration deliveredby Theodore Dwight, the brother of the President of Yale and himselfone of the leading literary men of the country shortly after Jeffersontook office as President of the United States. With pardonable zeal, inview of the certainty of the event, the orator used the present tense forthe future. “We have a country governed by blockheads and knaves;the ties of marriage with all its felicities are severed and destroyed; ourwives and daughters are thrown into the stews; our children are castinto the world from the breast and forgotten; filial piety is extinguished,and our surnames, the only mark of distinction among families, are abolished. Can the imagination paint anything more dreadful on thisside hell?”
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This is mild compared to many of the sermons preached against Jefferson. The best evidence of his lack of religion which was availableat the time was his authorship of the Virginian statute of religiousfreedom and the statement in hisNotes on Virginiathat the Delugecould not account for the sea shells found on the tops of mountainssince “if the whole contents of the atmosphere . . . were water . . .the seas would be raised only feet above their present level.” Thisskepticism in regard to Noah was regarded as clear evidence of hisatheism. His own explanation was otherwise. “Besides the usual processfor generating shells by the elaboration of earth and water in animalvessels, may not nature have provided an equivalent operation, bypassing the same materials through the pores of calcareous earths andstones? As we see calcareous drop-stones generating every day by thepercolation of water through lime-stone, and new marble forming in thequarries from which the old has been taken out, which is said to be thecase in the quarries of Italy.”

It was difficult to prove his lack of religion since he had always outwardly conformed. For many years he was a vestryman. “Even Mr.Jefferson and Wythe,” Bishop Meade of Virginia records, “who did notconceal their disbelief of Christianity, took their parts in the dutiesof vestrymen.”

Jefferson was quite a regular attendant at church. One of the reasons in his youth was that he liked the psalm-singing; he said that he foundhymns “far less suited to the dignity of religious worship.” We havethe evidence of a Federalist minister that as President he “constantlyattended public worship . . . On the third Sabbath, it was very rainy,but his ardent zeal brought him through the rain . . . Although thisis no kind of evidence of any regard to religion” but rather, said theclergyman, that “courting popularity is his darling object.”

For many years there was no church in Charlottesville. The Episcopalians, Presbyterians, Methodists, and Baptists shared the use of the courthouse. Jefferson attended the various services in turn, bringing his own folding chair and a well-worn prayer-book, the latter of which he carried in his pocket. Among the debts which he left at his death was asubscription of two hundred dollars to build a Presbyterian Church inCharlottesville. It was paid by his grandson. When the Episcopaliansfinally built a church he acted as the architect. There is a delightfulletter written by Jefferson when in retirement to the minister of thischurch. “In the antient Feudal times . . . when the Seigneur marriedhis daughter, or knighted his son, it was the usage for his vassals to givehim a year’s rent extra in the name of anAid.I think it as reasonablewhen our Pastor builds a house, that each of his flock should give himanAidof a year’s contribution. I enclose mine.”

When in Paris he lived in a large house on the Champs Elysee, with a large garden and a number of outbuildings, but he was unable toobtain the solitude there which he at times desired. For that purposehe kept rooms in the Carthusian Monastery on Mount Calvary andwould sometimes go there for a week or more at a time. He placed hiselder daughter, Martha (Patsy), who accompanied him to France andwho was about thirteen at the time, at school in the convent of Panthemont. He wrote his sister that he was satisfied there was no danger ofany attempt being made to convert her but in the early part of 1789 hewas horrified to receive a letter from Patsy asking his permission tobecome a nun. He immediately called for his carriage, drove to Panthemont and when he returned Patsy was with him. He never discussedthe matter with her or anyone else. A few months later they returnedto America and shortly after their return she was married to ThomasMann Randolph. Jefferson could not bear to part with her and, although Randolph’s plantation of Edgehill was only three miles away,the Randolphs were soon living at Monticello. But when Jeffersoninvited Tom Paine to visit them, Mrs. Randolph rebelled and it waswith great difficulty that her father induced her to act as his hostessduring the visit.

That is one side of the picture. The first bit of evidence on the other side is an elaborate opinion, written when he was scarcely admitted tothe bar, to prove that Christianity was not part of the common law.Throughout life he always expressed the utmost dislike, in the abstract,for clergy of all persuasions. “I have contemplated their order fromthe Magi of the East to the Saints of the West,” he wrote In 1816 but never sent the letter, “and I have found no difference of character, but of more or less caution, in proportion to their information or ignoranceof those on whom their interested duperies were to be plaid off. Theirsway in New England is indeed formidable. No mind beyond mediocritydares there to develope [sic] itself.” There was a time when he thoughtclergymen should be excluded from all civil offices. One of his chiefworries in connection with his proposed system of public schools wasthat the clergy would exercise too much influence in the selection ofthe teachers. He said that Hampden-Sidney College “is going to nothingowing to the religious phrensy they have inspired into the boys youngand old.” The clergy, and especially the New England clergy, paidhim back in kind but, said Jefferson, “from the clergy I expect nomercy. They crucified their Saviour, who preached that their kingdomwas not of this world; and all who practice on that precept must expectthe extreme of their wrath. The laws of the present day withhold theirhands from blood; but lies and slander still remain to them.”

While President, Jefferson wrote, or rather prepared, “a wee-little book” which he called thePhilosophy of Jesus,It consisted of extractsfrom the four gospels, rearranged according to his idea of their propersequence. In four parallel columns the text was given in English,French, Latin, and Greek. He ultimately had this book bound in ahandsome morocco binding with the titleMorals of Jesuson the back.

It is not very difficult to pick out Jefferson’s religious beliefs from the evidence now available. He did not believe that Jesus was in anysense divine but he believed that he was the greatest moralist who hadever lived. In Jefferson’s opinion, the three greatest enemies of thehappiness of mankind had been Plato, Athanasius, and Calvin. One ofthe ties between Jefferson and Adams was that they were in substantialaccord on this point. Jefferson had no respect at all for metaphysics andhe regarded Plato as the father of all metaphysicians. He blamedAthanasius for combining Platonic metaphysics with Christianity andCalvin for developing the combination. In his old age Jefferson defined “the corruptions of Christianity” for which this trio was responsible as “the immaculate conception of Jesus, his deification, the creationof the world by him, his miraculous powers, his resurrection and visibleascension, his corporeal presence in the Eucharist, the Trinity; originalsin, atonement, regeneration, election, orders of Hierarchy, etc.” Jefferson did not deny the existence of a God but he regarded the question as immaterial. Any God or Gods who might exist were superior beingswho had no concern with the doings of men. The “firm reliance on theprotection of divine Providence” which appears in the Declaration ofIndependence was not in Jefferson’s draft nor in that reported by thecommittee.

When the government was located in Philadelphia Jefferson attended Priestley’s congregation and, after the Unitarian movement got going, he showed some inclination to join it. “I trust,” he wrotein 1822, “that there is not ayoung mannow living in the United Stateswho will not die an Unitarian.” But when his correspondent askedpermission to publish his letter he told him that “I should as soonundertake to bring the crazy skulls of Bedlam to sound understanding,as inculcate reason into that of an Athanasian.” While he sympathizedwith Unitarianism, it was only as a step in the right direction, as amovement which would at least wean the people from the Athanasiansects.
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Jefferson himself usually explained his election as President as a victory of the republicans over the monarchists. As it was too ridiculousto assume that all those who voted for Adams wanted to establisha king and house of lords, Jefferson would explain that the body ofthe Federalists was republican in principle but that the leaders hadconcealed aims. This was his standard explanation until his death butoccasionally he recognized that the division into parties was more aquestion of geography than of principle. As early as 1793 he told Washington that the belief was widespread in the South that his administration was conducted solely in the interests of New England. Inquestions of practical politics Jefferson usually reacted like any otherVirginia planter and there is ample evidence that he disliked NewEnglanders.

There was a widespread feeling at the time that the United States was too large, that it could not survive as a nation. There were varioustheories as to the probable solution. Many people believed that itmust ultimately divide into three countries, New England, the MiddleStates, and the South. The belief was probably general that the region west of the mountains would ultimately achieve independence as the United States had achieved independence from England.

Jefferson was resolutely opposed to all thinking along these lines. If America divided itself it would merely be another Europe; anotherchapter in the crimes, the follies, and the misfortunes of mankind. Allhis hopes centered on an America organized so that it would have nowars of its own and strong enough to keep out European influence.He did not wish to merge the various American nations of Virginians,Pennsylvanians, and so forth into one nation but to let them developtheir several nationalities independently and to be one nation only intheir relations with Europe. This was the happy result which he expected would follow from a federal form of government spread over acontinent or possibly a whole hemisphere. While, therefore, he regarded the central government under President Washington, andmore particularly under President Adams, as largely run in the interests of New England, he did not regard this as a sufficient reasonfor destroying the Union.

‘It is true,’ he wrote to Taylor of Caroline in 1798, “that we are completely under the saddle of Massachusetts and Connecticut, andthat they ride us very hard, cruelly insulting our feelings . . . in everyfree and deliberating society, there must, from the nature of man, beopposite parties, and violent dissensions and discords; and one of these,for the most part, must prevail over the other for a longer or shortertime. . . If to rid ourselves of the present rule of Massachusetts andConnecticut, we break the Union, will the evil stop there? . . . Immediately, we shall see a Pennsylvania and a Virginia party arise in theresiduary confederacy . . . If we reduce our Union to Virginia andNorth Carolina . . . they will end by breaking into their simpleunits. Seeing, therefore, that an association of men who will not quarrelwith one another is a thing which never yet existed, from the greatestconfederacy of nations down to a town meeting or a vestry; seeing thatwe must have somebody to quarrel with, I had rather keep our NewEngland associates for that purpose, than to see our bickerings transfered to others. They . . . are marked, like the Jews, with such a perversity of character, as to constitute, from that circumstance, the naturaldivision of our parties. A little patience, and we shall see the reignof witches pass over . . . who can say what would be the evils of a scission, and when and where they would end? Better keep together as we are, haul off from Europe as soon as we can, and from all attachments to any portions of it; and if they show their power justsufficiently to hoop us together, it will be the happiest situation inwhich we can exist.”

It is more accurate to say that Adams fell from power than that Jefferson rose to power. “If we had been blessed with common sense,”said Adams, “we should not have been overthrown.” His statement issubstantially true but a discussion of the nature of that lack of commonsense belongs more properly in the chapter on Adams than in the chapter on Jefferson. The two old friends were no longer on speaking termsand Adams even declined the courtesy of waiting in Washington forthe inauguration of his successor.

Jefferson was the first President to take office in Washington, that “wilderness city set in a mudhole.” There was almost nothing therebut the unfinished Capitol, a house for the President and a few scattered boardinghouses. It gave Jefferson a good opportunity to practice“republican simplicity.” He abolished “levees,” that is, formal presidential receptions. The ladies of Georgetown did not like it at all anddetermined to teach him a lesson by appearing as usual on levee day.They did so but the President had wind of the scheme. The ladies,and such men as they could muster, assembled at his home. The President was out riding. When he returned he went immediately intotheir presence, booted and spurred, covered with sweat and dust, carrying his hat and riding crop. He expressed himself as both pleased andastonished at their presence. Never did he play the host, as the rolewas understood among the plantation owners of Virginia, to greaterperfection, but it was the end of levees. In truth, there was littleopportunity in this Potomac village for the social pomp of PresidentWashington.

Jefferson sent his messages to Congress in writing instead of going and delivering them in person. This, he persuaded himself, was more“republican.” He kept a state coach—we know that he paid sixteenhundred dollars for four horses to draw it—with a coachman namedJoe Daugherty, but he seldom used it. Jefferson always preferred riding on a horse to riding behind it. On his journeys he used a phaeton.His dress was as simple as the greatest republican could desire. Oneof the rather numerous British diplomatists who had occasion to do business with him has left a complete description of his appearanceas President.“He was a tall man, with a very red freckled face, andgray, neglected hair; his manners good-natured, frank, and ratherfriendly, though he had somewhat of a cynical expression of countenance. He wore a blue coat, a thick gray-colored hairy waistcoat, witha red under-waistcoat lapped over it, green velveteen breeches withpearl buttons, yarn stockings, and slippers down at the heels,—his appearance being much like that of a tall, large-boned farmer.” Therewas another British diplomatist who thought that the offense of receiving the King’s representative in “heelless slippers” could only beexpiated in the blood of nations.

The simplicity of Jefferson’s attire did not extend to his table. He now brought into play all that he had learned of cooking during hislife in Europe. His fear of things European did not extend to thewaffles he had found in Holland, the macaroni he had found in Parisor the wines he had found on the Rhine. He had even brought backfrom France the recipe for a sort of ice cream, and Short, on a trip toNaples, had sent him a mold for spaghetti.

American cooking was in a state of deplorable barbarism. When Jefferson left Paris he was unable to induce his maitre d’hotel, Petit,to come with him. He felt the loss severely and wrote to Short, whohad remained in Paris as charge d’affairs, that Mad de Corny, whenshe reformed her house, parted with her maitre d’hotel, and with greatreluctance . . . she speaks of him to me in very high terms. I wishyou would enquire about him, and barely sound him to see if he willcome.” Petit himself changed his mind and came but it was only todiscover the limits of the American diet. “Petit informs me,” Jeffersonwrote a year later to Short, that “he has been all over the town [Philadelphia] in quest of Vanilla, & it is unknown here. I must pray you tosend me a packet . , . Petit says there is a great imposition in sellingthose which are bad; that Pictot generally sells good, but that still itwill be safe to have them bought by some one used to them.” Thereis a postscript to a letter Jefferson wrote to Monroe when the latterwas minister to France. “If you can send us with Froulles books asupply of 20 or 30 lb. of macaroni, they will be an agreeable additionto his bill.” He somehow lost Petit and as President his maitre d’hotel was Lemaire. Yrujo, the Spanish minister, obtained a chef for him for twenty-eight dollars a month. Jefferson had a complete collection ofcookbooks in every language and, as President, he set about “mitigatingbusiness with dinner.’ His culinary library was not limited to whatwas in print. For many years it had been his custom, when dining out,to ask the recipe for any dish which particularly struck his fancy andmake careful notes of it.

The type of public man had already changed considerably since the founding of the government. The scholars in the grand manner—theJeffersons and Adamses—were not being duplicated. The old revolutionary leaders were almost reduced to Gouverneur Morris, and thatcynical and one-legged bachelor was now regarded as the representativeof the highest aristocratic notions. As a whole, their successors lackednot only their scholarship and worldly wisdom but—shall I say it?—their cynicism. For the most remarkable aspect of the American Revolution is that it was a revolution of skeptics. From Washington evento Jefferson the leaders were doubters. The people? The people of theRevolution felt that they had a simple and uncorrupted way of life andthat it was important to keep that way of life free from the contamination of the advanced civilization of Europe. But even as Jeffersonbecame President the national attitude was beginning to change. Therewas a fundamental change in the national character between the eighteenth century and the nineteenth century. Americans were no longercontent to regard themselves as more innocent than Europeans; theywere beginning to regard themselves as the inventors of a differentand higher type of civilization. “It cannot be denied,” said Jeffersona few years later, “that we are a boasting nation.” That was a newnote.

The senators and congressmen who came to the mudhole of Washington to legislate under the auspices of President Jefferson had few outward signs of a justification for boasting. Neither did they at firsthave any inclination to do so. Some sort of a transformation was takingplace in the United States but its first outward aspects—as evidencedby the men it threw to the surface—were not encouraging. The outstanding trait of the Congresses which met in Jefferson’s administrations was their mediocrity. The only brilliant and quotable speecheswere those delivered by the few remaining Federalists. The politicians who had risen to power on Jefferson’s coattails—the politicians who claimed to represent the old ideal of an Arcadian America—were a sorrylot. There were a few exceptions, of whom the most conspicuous wereGallatin, the brilliant Swiss from Pennsylvania whom Jefferson madeSecretary of the Treasury, and the haughty and erratic John Randolphof Roanoke, who during the first part of Jefferson’s administration washis spokesman in the House.

Jefferson kept his sway over these men through his personal charm and his powers of conversation. He exercised these talents at the dinnertable, which was usually set in a room on the south front of the WhiteHouse. The hour was four in the afternoon and the usual numberof guests was fourteen. He evidently did not have a very high regardfor their manners for he was accustomed to have the floor coveredwith a green-colored canvas cloth “to secure,” he said, “a very handsome floor from grease and the scouring which that necessitates.” Forsmaller and more confidential dinners he invented a device to do awaywith the presence of servants. This was a set of revolving shelves builtinto the wall. The servants would place the dishes on to these shelveson the other side of the wall. When Jefferson touched a button whichreleased a spring, the shelves would turn around, bringing the dishesinto the room. The guests then helped themselves.

Despite his particularity in regard to food, Jefferson was not himself a heavy eater. He was fond of vegetables, particularly fresh vegetables, but ate relatively little meat. Even when dining alone he always had a light table-wine after dinner. The only time he drankwater was on his return from his daily horseback ride. Madeira andother heavier wines were available for those who desired them but oneVirginian who dined with Jefferson thought it was more proper todrink what his host drank. The next day this guest asked Madison“why a man of so much taste should drink cold, sour French wine,”insisted that it would kill Jefferson and that Madison was under aduty to remonstrate with him on this habit.

The political movement which had adopted Jefferson as its leader was essentially negative in character. It wanted to reduce the pompof government, to reduce or abolish the army, the navy and the diplomatic establishment, to reduce the number of judges and other officials,to reduce the national debt, to reduce expense, above all to reduce taxes.Intellectually, Jefferson was sympathetic to this negative program—it certainly was the best way to bring society back to its primitive simplicity. Emotionally, it was antagonistic to him. There was nothingsimple about Jefferson. He was willing seriously to consider the proposition that the organization of Indian society, because of the freedomit permitted to the individual, was superior to the organization of anywhite society. He was also the man who built Monticello, who collectedthe largest library in the country and who combed the globe for newtaste sensations. This conflict between his intellectual ideals and hisemotional reactions was matched by a somewhat similar conflict in thenation as a whole. Politically, Americans clung to the Arcadian principle of “simplicity”; in their private lives more and more of themwere being dominated by the desire to get rich.

To a greater extent than has been usual with most Presidents, Jefferson ran the government during his administration. This was partly due to the disintegration of the Federalist party and the consequentabsence of an effective opposition, and partly to the absence of strongpersonalities in his own party. But it is my purpose to portray the personality of Thomas Jefferson, not to write the history of the Jeffersonadministration. There is high authority for omitting all reference to hisPresidency for in the epitaph which he prepared for his tombstone, hedescribed himself asand failed to mention that he had been President of the United States. This was in accord with his long-held view that there were higher degrees of eminence than the possession of political power. In the midst of the Revolution, when Washington was wrathfully asking why so many first-rate men—naming Jefferson specifically-had withdrawn from Congress, Jefferson was advising the scientist Rittenhouse to retire from politics. “I doubt not,” he wrote, “there are in your country [Pennsylvania] many persons equal to the task of conducting government; but you should consider that the world has but one Ryttenhouse . . . nobody can conceive that nature ever intended to throw away a Newton upon the occupations of a crown.”
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Jefferson’s experiences as President caused only two important changes in his opinions. The first was in the functions of the judiciaryin republican government. In all the criticisms of the constitution ofVirginia which he made between the Revolution and his Presidency,he harped on the dependence of the judiciary on the legislature. Heinsisted that in order to secure the freedom of the individual it wasnecessary that the judges hold office for good behavior and that theirsalaries be fixed. “Anelective despotism”he said, “was not the government we fought for.” In his proposed constitution for Virginia hewent further than any constitution ever actually adopted in Americadid in giving power over legislation to the judiciary. One of his criticisms of the federal constitution was that the judiciary was not expressly vested with a negative on legislation.

These ideas in regard to the independence of the judiciary were changed completely during his Presidency. The reason was not logicalbut personal. Marshall, the Chief Justice, was a relative of Jefferson’sbut neither man ever claimed the relationship. They hated each otherwith that hatred peculiar to relatives. After Jefferson’s earlier views asto the necessity for judicial power over legislation it is startling to findhim complaining when the Supreme Court, through Marshall, for thefirst time exercised its power to declare an Act of Congress unconstitutional. Jefferson countered with an impeachment of one of the associate justices but found that he could not carry his party with him.

At least part of the angry tone in which Jefferson always spoke of Marshall must be ascribed to the President’s inarticulate realization ofthe essentially false position in which this quarrel put him. Jefferson’swhole political outlook was based on the premise that power was in itsnature dangerous; that it was certain to be abused, and that the bestprotection was to set up a system of checks and balances even if theresult was a loss of efficiency.

The strongest criticism which Jefferson had of the federal constitution when it appeared was its failure to include a bill of rights. He wanted such a bill because of “the legal check which it puts into the hands of the judiciary.” While the framers neglected to insert a complete bill of rights, they took the precaution to put strict limitations onprosecutions for treason. Jefferson is the only President against whomthose limitations have been used.

Aaron Burr may, or may not, have been guilty of treason. The point is that Jefferson went about trying to get him hanged in as autocratica manner as any Stuart king and, when it came to a showdown inMarshall’s court, Jefferson was unable to produce the evidence requiredby the constitution. Again he thought of dire vengeance on Marshallbut his cabinet persuaded him that he could not rely on the supportof his party.

If these incidents had been limited to Burr and Marshall they could be explained on the ground of personal hatred, for Jefferson hatedboth men vindictively. The cause was deeper than that. When Jeffersoncontemplated government in the abstract his attitude was that all governments are run by rogues and that it should be the object of everystatesman-philosopher to protect the citizens from these rogues; whenever he himself exercised the powers of government he was inclinedto stretch them to the utmost. His disregard for the principles of thebill of rights in the Burr case was matched by his action as Governorof Virginia in defending the attainder by the legislature, with his approbation, of a notorious Tory.

The other change in Jefferson’s outlook which occurred during his Presidency was in his views of political economics.

When Jefferson was elected President he was generally regarded as the country’s ablest diplomatist. The evidence supported this view. No reader of Jefferson’s papers as minister to France or as Secretaryof State can doubt his diplomatic ability. The country certainly neededa good diplomatist. There was a world war waging in which the normal attitude that neutrals have no rights was intensified by the usualEuropean attitude that America had no right to exist anyway.

Jefferson’s advent to power was followed by a great diplomatic triumph—the purchase of Louisiana. No one was entitled to claim creditfor that, since it was actuated by factors over which no American hadany control. The subsequent diplomatic career of the Jefferson administration was less successful.

The problem was the age-old one of a neutral in the middle of a world war. For a time the profits were enormous but, as usual, thewarring powers showed small regard for the rights of neutrals. Theywent further than that. Napoleon tried to make money out of confiscating American ships on flimsy pretexts. The British were not content with the confiscation of ships on flimsy pretexts, and the impressment of seamen, but tried in every possible way to add insult to injury.The climax came when they attacked and captured the American warshipChesapeakeas it came out from the bay of that name. In the subsequent excitement a mob at Hampton, Virginia, destroyed some water-casks belonging to the British navy. The British minister could thinkof nothing better to do than to demand compensation for the water-casks. “I have heard of one,” wrote Jefferson, “who, having brokehis cane over the head of another, demanded payment for his cane.”

Jefferson’s Presidency did not enhance his reputation as a diplomatist. For one thing, he suffered under the severe handicap of an international reputation as a “peace-at-any-price” man. The only language thewarring powers understood was that of guns. For another thing, therewas a strong sentiment in England in favor of a war with the UnitedStates. This was based partly on a desire to even the score left fromthe Revolutionary War and partly on a belief that Jefferson was pro-French.

Jefferson thought he had a means other than war for compelling the belligerents to respect the rights of Americans. This means was economic and led, in his second administration, to the Embargo. By actof Congress all intercourse with the European powers was prohibitedindefinitely. There were many people in the United States who thoughtJefferson intended to commit the country to a hermit existence likethat of Japan and Korea. The Embargo itself stretched the constitution to the extreme limit but Jefferson found that every power ofgovernment had to be stretched to the limit to enforce it. He had aninventor’s pride in the Embargo. Despite a rising tide of public disapproval he stuck firmly to his policy. The navy was used in New England, the army in New York, public officials were entrusted with themost arbitrary powers. Before Jefferson left office an angry Congressrepealed the Embargo. The experience had a profound influence on hisviews.

There was no manufacturing in the United States of any great importance. The New Englanders were not yet manufacturers; they were traders—middlemen. They carried agricultural products to Europeand brought back manufactured products. The growth of native manufacturing was less in the interests of the shipowners of New Englandthan of any other group. As soon as the United States did its ownmanufacturing, their business was gone. It was the agriculturalists,rather than the middlemen, who should have backed Hamilton’s manufacturing schemes. That, in effect, is what Jefferson did when he destroyed the business of the middlemen and the market of the agriculturalists.

What was his solution for their common woes? So far as the New England sailors were concerned, he hoped they would forsake the seaand take to agriculture. But what was this nation of farmers going to dowith its crops when it raised them? What was it to use in place of English cloth? Were Americans to go naked or clothe themselves in theskins of wild animals?

Again we are thrown back to the Anglo-Saxons. Jefferson had always expressed himself in favor of “domestic manufactures.” The phraseat this time had a different meaning to him than that which it lateracquired. “Domestic” meant “domestic” in its literal sense. He himself tried to manufacture at Monticello everything that was neededfor the plantation. Some slaves were weavers, others blacksmiths, stonecutters, cabinet-makers, carpenters. His agricultural society was not toconsist of individual farmers, each with a quarter-section, but of greatplantations, each of which would be self-contained. The plantationowner, like the Saxon thane, would be the lord of an economically self-contained group.

Jefferson’s experiences with the Embargo brought him up with a jolt. For the rest of his life he was an extreme protectionist. “Shallwe make our own comforts, or go without them, at the will of a foreignnation? . . . experience has taught me that manufactures are now asnecessary to our independence as to our comfort; and if those whoquote me as of a different opinion, will keep pace with me in purchasing nothing foreign where an equivalent of domestic fabric can beobtained, without regard to difference of price, it will not be our faultif we do not soon have a supply at home equal to our demand, and wrest that weapon of distress from the hand which has wielded it.” He gave another reason besides his experience with the Embargo forhis change of views. “I was once a doubter whether the labor of theCultivator, aided by the creative powers of the earth itself, would notproduce more value than that of the manufacturer . . . But the inventions of latter times, by labor-saving machines, do as much now forthe manufacturer, as the earth for the cultivator.”
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One of Jefferson’s objections to the federal constitution was that it permitted the perpetual re-election of the President, He did not go sofar as some of the revolutionary leaders in his insistence on rotation inoffice but he was satisfied that republican government had ceased whenever one man became indispensable. He had little political ambition—he had suggested to Madison that the latter be the candidate of therepublicans against Adams. Once in office, Jefferson sought re-electionfrom a natural desire to obtain the approbation of the people. But during his second term his popularity had vanished. He could probablyhave been re-elected for a third term but it would only have beenbecause of the lack of an effective opposition. He was glad to retirefrom the ruins of the Embargo policy.

Jefferson and Madison were by now so closely associated that the change of Presidents made very little difference in the policy of thegovernment but Jefferson seldom interfered in public affairs. He hadcomplete confidence in Madison and, personally, Jefferson found moreinteresting things to do. Almost his only interference was in an attempt, which was ultimately successful, to reconcile Madison andMonroe and thus pave the way for the latter’s succession to the Presidency.

For a number of years after his retirement he almost ignored public affairs. “I scarcely notice what is passing,” he wrote in 1815, “andhave almost ceased to read newspapers. Mine remain in our postoffice a week or ten days, sometimes, unasked for.” He paid so littleattention to what was passing in the world that it was a long timebefore his grandchildren were able to persuade him to cut off hisqueue and exchange his knee-breeches for long pants. When he finally made the changes he immediately wondered why he had not thought of doing it before.

His habits reverted to those of his youth. “I . . . am as industrious a reader,” he wrote a few years after the letter just quoted, “as when astudent at college. Not of newspapers. These I have discarded.” Ashort time after he and Adams became reconciled, he wrote the latterthat he had “a canine appetite for reading. And I indulge it, because Isee in it a relief against thetaedmm senectutis;a lamp to lighten mypath through the dreary wilderness of time before me, whose bourneI see not. Losing daily all interest in the things around us, somethingelse is necessary to fill the void. With me it is reading, which occupiesthe mind without the labor of producing ideas from my own stock.”This reading of his old age was confined almost entirely to the classics.He read a few current books on government such as that of his friendTaylor of Caroline and the biographies which were beginning to appearof his old associates. He even re-read Plato when on a visit to his plantation at Poplar Forest near Lynchburg, but found no reason to revisehis earlier judgment that the Greek philosopher was incomprehensible“for this obvious reason, that nonsense can never be explained.” Hisgranddaughters did their best to induce him to read Scott, but in vain.The only poetry which appealed to him was Homer, the Greek tragedians, and Horace.

In his younger days it had been different. Then he had thought Ossian “the greatest poet that has ever existed. Merely for the pleasureof reading his works I am become desirous of learning the languagein which he sung” and therefore requested his correspondent to obtainfor him copies of the original and non-existent manuscripts. Jefferson’staste for Ossian was not a passing fancy, for some years later whenthe Frenchman, Chastellux, visited Monticello, their “conversationturned on the poems of Ossian. It was a spark of electricity which passedrapidly from one to the other; we recollected the passages in thosesublime poems which particularly struck us . . . In our enthusiasm thebook was sent for, and placed near the bowl, where, by their mutualaid, the night far advanced imperceptibly upon us.”

There were other amusements in his retirement. He himself had had only daughters and most of his grandchildren were girls. Theylived at Monticello and he did everything he could to please them.

Even as Secretary of State he had ridden on a stick with his granddaughter Anne “with whom even Socrates might ride on a stick without being ridiculous.” Now he arranged races among his granddaughters. “He placed us according to our ages,” wrote one of the girls later, “giving the youngest and smallest the start of all the others bysome yards, and so on, and then he raised his arm high with his whitehandkerchief in his hand, on which our eager eyes were fixed, andslowly counted three, at which number he dropt the handkerchief andwe started off to finish the race by returning to the starting-place andreceiving our reward of dried fruit—three figs, prunes or dates to thevictor, two to the second.”

All his granddaughters testify to the gifts he made them and the delicacy with which he anticipated their wishes. They needed the gifts,for the affairs of Thomas Mann Randolph went from bad to worse untilthey ended in hopeless insolvency. He finally left his family and livedby himself in a hut some distance away where he even did his owncooking.

When Jefferson was minister in Paris he had personally done all the shopping for his daughters. When his grandson, Thomas JeffersonRandolph, as a boy on his way to school, had stopped in Washington,his grandfather made him unpack all his baggage. The President thenmade a careful examination of each article, took out a pencil and paper,made notes, and then went out shopping and bought the additionalarticles which he believed his grandson needed. He was not so minutewith his granddaughters at Monticello. They had Martha (Mrs.Thomas Mann Randolph) to look after their everyday wants. Hebought their watches, their silk dresses, their riding habits. “My Biblecame from him,” said one granddaughter, “my Shakspeare [sic], myfirst writing-table, my first handsome writing-desk, my first Leghornhat, my first silk dress. What, in short, of all my small treasures didnot come from him?” On one occasion one of the older girls receivedthe present of a silk dress. Jefferson overheard Cornelia, aged eightor ten, exclaiming to herself as she went upstairs, “I never had a silkdress in my life.” The next day he went to Charlottesville and broughtback a silk dress for Cornelia.

His popularity gradually returned as the Embargo was forgotten in the prosperity which succeeded the War of 1812. It likewise brought a new and never-ending source of annoyance. Visitors came from everywhere with all sorts of letters of introduction. Most of them did not expect merely to call or to receive a meal but to stay for several days.We hear of a “New England judge” who brought a letter of introduction and stayed three weeks. All Jefferson's old friends sent theirsons and grandsons to sit at his feet. He made the proper kind ofretaliation. In addition to his granddaughters, he always had the housefull of marriageable girls of varying degrees of kinship to him. Hetook a frank interest in their success.

The expense of this entertaining was greater than it would be today. Most of these visitors came in their own carriages, with their ownhorses and a servant or two. The quantity of forage which was consumed was so great that although Jefferson had over a thousand acresunder cultivation at Monticello he had to bring forage there from hisother estates. Madison was troubled with a similar deluge of visitors.When on one occasion he was told that there were nine horses in hisstables belonging to guests he replied that while he took the greatestdelight in the society of the owners he feared his feelings were somewhat different in regard to the horses.

Jefferson usually left his guests alone until dinner time. It was in the morning that his increasing popularity was of the greatest annoyance to him. The time from rising until he went for his before-dinnerride was spent in his library but he found little time to read. Letterspoured in from strangers all over the world. When they were civillywritten he thought they deserved an answer. Day after day and yearafter year he toiled away at his writing table while the pile of unanswered mail grew higher. He had fallen and broken his right wristin France. It had been improperly set and ever after he had greatdifficulty in writing with his right hand. He then learned to writewith his left hand. In his old age he broke his left arm and after thatcould write with either hand only with difficulty.

Fame brought other annoyances. There were religious zealots who came to convert him from his presumed atheism and there were everyday citizens who boldly invaded his grounds hoping for a chance tostare at him. It was not for this that he had built his house on top ofa hill. He was as individualistic as ever. As the years passed he becameso feeble he could scarcely walk but he continued to take his daily horseback ride. One day he was thrown from his horse into a creek and was nearly drowned. The family then insisted that he follow the usualVirginian custom and have a groom accompany him. Jefferson saidthat if they thought it advisable he would give up his riding but ifhe rode at all it must be alone. The presence even of a groomwould break in on his meditations.

“This country,” he wrote to Adams, “which has given to the world the example of physical liberty, owes to it that of moral emancipationalso, for as yet it is but nominal with us. The inquisition of publicopinion overwhelms in practice, the freedom asserted by the laws intheory.”

The particular point at which Jefferson had always felt the inquisition of public opinion most keenly was his religious beliefs. In his last years he was to feel it again.

All his life he had been dreaming of a great state-supported institution of higher learning to be located in Virginia but which would attract promising young men from all over the Union. The idea appealed tohis love of scholarship but he had another object in view. It was to be ameans of spreading Virginian ideas throughout the Union.

There existed in Charlottesville an institution known as Albemarle Academy. When this was about to shut its doors in 1814, Jefferson wasapproached. He suggested that the solution was to enlarge the institution into a college. He and some others, among whom were Madisonand Monroe, then obtained a charter, naming them as Visitors (trustees) of Central College. Later the state legislature was induced, withgreat difficulty, to take over the support of the institution, which wasrenamed the University of Virginia.

The Visitors of the new institution appointed Jefferson Rector of the University, and the work of erecting the buildings and selectingthe faculty was left entirely in his hands. The other Visitors took careof the constant criticisms and complaints from the legislature and thepublic. Nearly six years passed before the institution opened. Thoseyears were probably among the happiest in Jefferson’s life.

All his life Jefferson wanted to build. Unlike most intellectuals, he had a talent for doing things with his hands. He devised innumerablegadgets. He had a room fitted up with carpenter’s tools at Monticellowhere he amused himself in bad weather. He invented a new type of plow and was a customer for every new piece of agricultural machinery. It is certain that on occasion he stitched up other people’s wounds and it was rumored that he knew how to shoe a horse. But the grandseigneur streak in him was not satisfied by making an occasional cabinet.He wanted to build in the grand manner—to build buildings whichwould be architectural masterpieces.

He had early taken a dislike to the prevailing style of architecture in Virginia and had begun the collection of books on the subject. Whenin Europe he had taken every opportunity to view famous architecturalworks. He was particularly pleased with the Roman remains he saw insouthern France and northern Italy. Whenever he heard of the probable erection of some public building he offered his unsolicited advice,frequently accompanied by drawings and plans. He never succeededin convincing any substantial number of his countrymen that he wasan architect but he found solace in his own and his friends’ building.For thirty years he was building and rebuilding Monticello. Therewere other buildings to be built on his various estates. He inducedMadison and other friends to let him assist in designing their housesbut it was the University which gave him the plaything he had alwayswanted.

He was well satisfied with the results of his own labors. “I can assure you,” he wrote after the first structure was up, “there is no building in the U. S. so worthy of being seen.” Others were not so wellpleased. In the first place, there was the matter of expense. The bestplan, if you had Jefferson as your architect, was to make the mostliberal estimate of the cost and then multiply it by three. The constantrebuilding of Monticello was one of the factors in his ultimate financialruin. And then he was not practical. There was nothing functionalabout his architecture. He bemoaned the presence of windows. Hisideal was classical architecture and the Greeks and Romans had nowindows. He refused to include closets In the houses he built for thefaculty. When the professors complained he explained that closetswould have detracted from the symmetry of the houses. When the firstprofessor of medicine asked for an anatomy laboratory, Jefferson readily agreed to attempt to obtain it but it was on the condition that theprofessor should not presume to interfere with the design which Jefferson had in mind for the building.

Public opinion was not satisfied with his university. As expressed through the state legislature, it was angry at the cost of Jefferson’s architecture. Then the rumor began to spread that the new institution wasto be a school of atheism. In the days of the Central College a professorship had been offered to a certain Dr. Cooper, who was reputedto be a Unitarian. He had refused it but, more than a decade afterJefferson’s death, a prominent religious paper charged that at his university “ardent, generous, gifted, and unsuspecting youth was . . .made the victim of a deliberate, cold-blooded, calculating design foris corruption.”

He offended public opinion in other ways. When it came time to select a faculty, he determined to send to Europe for all its membersexcept the professors of law and moral philosophy. “We must get rid,”he wrote, “of this Connecticut Latin.” In writing of the qualificationswhich the faculty should have he laid down the principle that “a manis not qualified for a professor, knowing nothing but merely his ownprofession.” Those employed from Europe were all English exceptfor one German. The physicians took the employment of an Englishman to teach medicine particularly ill.

Jefferson paid no attention to these criticisms. Instead, he set himself to play the host to his new university. The professors were constant dinner guests and nearly once a week he would entertain a large partyof students. In the latter case he usually dined apart but devoted himself to his guests before and after the meal.
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Jefferson had frequently expressed the opinion that he did not desire to live to a great age. “It is at most,” he wrote Adams, “but the lifeof a cabbage; surely not worth a wish. When all our faculties have left,or are leaving us, one by one, sight, hearing, memory, every avenueof pleasing sensation is closed, and athumy, debility and malaise left intheir places, when friends of our youth are all gone, and a generation isrisen around us whom we know not, is death an evil?”

No special disease killed him but in the early part of 1826 it was evident the end was near. He spent his time reading Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. He had one ambition left. It was to see the fiftiethanniversary of the Declaration of Independence. He and Adams were now the only surviving signers but both were too feeble to move. During the night of the third of July Jefferson’s life was obviouslyebbing. He occasionally aroused himself to inquire of the grandson whosat by his bed whether it was yet the Fourth. He died at fifty minutespast noon on the Fourth of July, 1826. About two hours later JohnAdams died.

Jefferson was buried in the family cemetery at Monticello with the rites of theEpiscopal Church.



CHAPTER II


John Adams



The death of John Adams and Thomas Jefferson on the same day, and that the fiftieth anniversary of the day which we haveagreed to celebrate as our Independence Day, is the stuff of which greatnational traditions are made. There have been few coincidences moreremarkable. One man had been the vehement champion of independence; the other the author of the great document by which it was proclaimed. All through the dark days of the Revolutionary War and thegovernment of the Confederation they had been political collaboratorsand personal friends. “Jefferson, in those days,” said Adams later,“never failed to agree with me.” A sectional difference more thananything else had finally made them rivals for the Presidency. Bothmen held the office in turn and, after an interval of estrangement, theirold age was spent in a full and free correspondence which has fewparallels in literature.

All sorts of legends could have arisen out of such facts but of all the legends which one might suppose possibly could have arisen, none is soremarkable as the one which actually did arise. Almost every textbookof American history retells the story how John Adams, the aristocrat,was swept from office by the democratic instincts of the Americanpeople marshalled to battle by Thomas Jefferson.

The Massachusetts in which Adams was born had a social structure which combined a general equality of wealth with a considerable degree of social inequality. Outside of a few Boston merchants there were no rich men; none who could be regarded as the financial equals ofwhat Adams, when he first came in contact with them, called ‘‘thebarons of Virginia.”

Adams occasionally gave advice as to what was needed to reform the social structure of the southern states. It was to introduce townmeetings, training days, and town schools. Jefferson was a convert tothis advice and made some ineffectual efforts to divide the Virginiancounties with their oligarchic county courts into “wards” in which thevoters themselves would come together as they did in New Englandtown meetings. But there was another aspect to the popular form ofgovernment and social organization which existed in Massachusetts.“Go into every village in New England,” wrote Adams, “and you willfind that the office of justice of the peace, and even the place of representative, which has ever depended only on the freest election of thepeople, have generally descended from generation to generation, inthree or four families at most.” The great families of Virginia heldtheir power because of their wealth and their control of the countycourts. In Massachusetts the aristocracy was not one of wealth but ofdescent from families honored in the history of the province for theirwisdom in council or their eloquence in the pulpit. After a residenceof seven or eight years in France, England, and the Netherlands,Adams remarked that the interest in genealogy was greater in Americathan in Europe.

He himself did not belong to one of these families. His paternal ancestor, Henry, had been among the earliest settlers in Massachusettsand was one of the original inhabitants of Braintree when that townwas laid out just south of Boston. From time to time in the course ofgenerations scions of the Adamses went to other towns, but the immediate ancestors of John always remained in Braintree. Perhaps theyfelt as he did when his wife wrote him that in his absence she had purchased some land in Vermont to which possibly they might some daymove. “God willing, I will not go to Vermont. I must be within thescent of the sea.” For his local patriotism was very strong. He never feltquite at home living in Boston, and whether in New York, Paris, orLondon, he still longed for “Penns-hill, Milton-hill, and all the bluehills. I love every tree and every rock upon all those mountains.” Theconception of himself as an Englishman who happened to be born in the colonies had no meaning for him. “Massachusetts,” he said when British troops were first stationed in Boston, “is all the country I know, orwhich has been known by my father, grandfather, or great-grandfather.”

The social status of the family remained remarkably constant. It was just above the lowest. Generation after generation the probate oftheir estates reveals them as leaving a few acres of land, a few headof cattle and some household goods. One of them operated a smallbrewery. They were town-clerks, town-constables and occasionally selectmen. They always died solvent but the size of their estates can beestimated from the fact that John’s grandfather, Joseph, inherited oneacre of salt meadow from his father. This Joseph, however, becamesufficiently prosperous to put his eldest son through Harvard. Joseph’ssecond son married, at the age of forty-three, Susanna Boylston. Whentheir eldest son, John, was graduated from Harvard he was rankedfourteenth in the class of twenty-four. The ranking was by socialstanding and it stands recorded on the college records that the onlyreason he was ranked this high was that his mother was a Boylstonof Brookline.

John was born October 19, 1735, and was thus nearly eight years older than Jefferson. He was the eldest of three children, all boys.He attended the town school and did chores on his father’s farm. Therewas still a family of Indians living about a mile away and he visitedthem frequently. He says in his Autobiography that he “was of an amorous disposition, and, very early, from ten or eleven years of age, wasvery fond of the society of females.” He was tutored for college bytwo local clergymen. “Under my first latin master, who was a churl,I spent my time in shooting, skating, swimming, flying kites, and everyother boyish exercise and diversion I could invent. Never mischievous.Under my second master, who was kind, I began to love my booksand neglect my sports.” At college, his favorite studies were the classics, mathematics, and natural philosophy, in that order. He was graduated a few months before his twentieth birthday.

The town of Worcester, which was then pretty much on the outskirts of civilization, directed its minister, Thaddeus Maccarty, to attend the Harvard commencement and employ a schoolmaster from among the members of the graduating class. Adams was his selection. Three weeks later “a horse was sent me from Worcester, and a manto attend me. We made the journey, about sixty miles, in one day.”

Adams had been sent to Harvard for the purpose of preparing himself for admission to the Congregational ministry. Schoolteaching was a usual interlude between college and the ministry. The ministry wasnot a profitable occupation but it was the traditional entrance to theruling class which dominated the province. When a Massachusettsfarmer became sufficiently prosperous he sent one of his sons to Harvardto prepare for the ministry. Thus John’s uncle, Joseph, had been sentto Harvard and was now the minister of a congregation in New Hampshire. It was traditional, but there was a new spirit in the air.

The selectmen of Worcester had contracted to supply Adams with room and board and at the house to which they sent him he foundMorgan’s Moral Philosophera deistical book which he learned hadbeen read by many in the town. The town minister, Maccarty, hadbeen dismissed by a former congregation because he was suspected ofheterodoxy. After Adams had spent three months at his first residence,the selectmen arranged to have him room and board with a physician.Adams’ desire to enter the ministry had already been weakened bysome theological controversies which he thought were conducted “withan uncharitable spirit of intolerance.” His new surroundings led himto think of medicine, but he soon decided that he had “an aversion tosick rooms and no fondness for rising at all hours of the night to visitpatients.” It did not bring him back to the ministry and, after he hadbeen in Worcester less than a year, we find the defiant entry in hisdiary: “Sunday. Staid at home reading the Independent Whig.”

There were times when he felt desperate. “All my time seems to roll away unnoticed. I long to study sometimes, but have no opportunity. I long to be a master of Greek and Latin. I long to prosecutethe mathematical and philosophical sciences. I long to know a littleof ethics and moral philosophy. But I have no books, no time, nofriends. I must therefore be contented to live and die an ignorant,obscure fellow,” he wrote when he had been in Worcester about ninemonths.

At the end of one year of teaching he had decided on his profession. He would be a lawyer. The law was just beginning to be recognizedas a profession in New England and there was only one lawyer in the town, James Putnam. Adams went to him and expressed his desireto study law. A few days later Putnam informed Adams that Mrs.Putnam would receive him as a lodger for the sum allowed by the townand that he, Putnam, would instruct him in the law for the sum of onehundred dollars, to be paid when convenient.

For two years Adams combined the occupations of schoolmaster and law-student. He did not develop any liking for Putnam. Theyoccasionally went hunting together but Putnam paid very little attention to his pupil's progress. Adams’ questions were usually answeredwith, as he says in his diary, “satirical and contemptuous smiles.” Putnam was much more interested in discussing religion. He was in thatstage of unbelief where he was afraid to accept the conclusions of hisown reasoning. “At breakfast, dinner, and tea, Mr. Putnam was commonly disputing with me upon some question of religion. . . . Although he would argue to the extent of his learning and ingenuity todestroy or invalidate the evidences of a future state, and the principlesof natural and revealed religion, yet I could plainly perceive that hecould not convince himself that death was an endless sleep.”

The social lines were carefully drawn in Massachusetts and, while Adams was only a schoolmaster, his graduation from Harvard andhis prospective admission to a profession had already brought himinto circles where the habits were different from what he had knownat home. It is seldom that one is favored in the study of the personalityof a man afterwards famous with a youthful diary. Adams is one ofthe relatively rare exceptions and, what is even rarer, his diary is honestand free. When he made a social error he notes it, however humiliating,as well as his determination not to commit it again. It throws a curiouslight on the customs of the community. There is much to show hiscontempt, and secret envy, of “fine gentlemen with laced hats and waistcoats”; there is the entry “Laid a pair of gloves with Mrs. Willardthat she would not see me chew tobacco this month.”

But the strangest thing about these early diaries and letters of Adams is his Americanism. What is known in Europe as the Seven Years’War and in America as the French and Indian War was raging whileAdams was studying with Putnam. He was restrained with some difficulty from enlisting. His only military adventures were as an express rider. Dispatches came down from the Canadian front so often that there was difficulty in finding enough express riders in the then smalltown of Worcester with which to forward them. Adams volunteeredhis services and at least once carried dispatches from Worcester to thegovernor of Rhode Island.

The various British generals who came to America in turn to fight the French marched through Worcester. The schoolmaster was toolow in the social scale to meet the generals but he heard stories. “Theconduct of Generals Shirley, Braddock, Abercrombie, Webb, and aboveall Lord Loudon, which were daily discussed in Mr. Putnam’s family,gave me such an opinion and such a disgust of the British government,that I heartily wished the two countries were separated for ever. Iwas convinced we could defend ourselves against the French, and manage our affairs better without, than with, the English.” That was writtenin his old age and may represent wisdom after the fact. By some accident a letter which he wrote when he was not quite twenty hassurvived. It concerned politics, for John’s father, “who had a publicsoul,” had raised him to pay attention to public concerns. The letterwas scarcely that of a loyal Englishman. “Our people, according tothe exactest computations, will in another century become more numerous than England itself. Should this be the case, since we have, Imay say, all the naval stores of the nation in our hands, it will be easyto obtain the mastery of the seas; and then the united force of ailEurope will not be able to subdue us. The only way to keep us fromsetting up for ourselves is to disunite us.”
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After two years with Putnam, and three years in all in Worcester, Adams was ready to practice law. A committee of the leading citizenscalled on him and asked him to settle in the town, stating that it wasunsatisfactory to have only one lawyer there. They offered as an inducement a promise to get him elected Register of Deeds. He declinedand gave as a reason his feeling that it would be ungrateful to go intorivalry with Putnam. In his Autobiography he says the real reason wasthat in Worcester he “panted for want of the breezes from the sea.”He went up to Boston, introduced himself to Jeremiah Gridley, theAttorney-General, and, on Gridley’s motion, was admitted to the bar.


Adams also took to heart the advice which Gridley gave him. “Pursue the study of the law, rather than the gain of it; pursue the gain of itenough to keep out of the briers, but give your main attention to thestudy of it.’’ Adams complains in his Autobiography of the amount ofmoney his faithful following of this advice had cost him.

Against the advice of most of the Boston lawyers with whom he conversed, he decided to settle in Braintree. His determination to bea country lawyer carried with it no desire to interest himself in thetype of matters which commonly come before justices of the peace.Success in such a practice, as he noted in his diary less than a year afterhis admission, required “a very particular knowledge of the provincelaw and common matters, of which I know much less than I do of theRoman law.”

What then was his object in life? That question is debated back and forth in the pages of his invaluable youthful diary. “Shall I sleepaway my whole seventy years? no, by every thing I swear.” There isthe earlier comment on an unnamed physician that “he is negligent ofthe theory of his profession, and will live and die unknown. Thesedrivelling souls, oh! He aims not at fame, only at a living and a fortune.” After this it is not surprising to find him concluding a fewmonths later that “Reputation ought to be the perpetual subject of mythoughts, and aim of my behavior. How shall I gain a reputation?how shall I spread an opinion of myself as a lawyer of distinguishedgenius, learning, and virtue?”

He had not waited for Gridley’s advice to decide that study was the method. On his way home from Worcester he took out of the Harvardlibrary a copy of Justinian’s Institutes with Vinnius’ notes. He knewwhat he intended to do with it. “Let me read with attention, deliberation, distinction. Let me admire with knowledge. It is low to admirea Dutch commentator merely because he uses Latin and Greek phraseology.” But that self-congratulatory strain in his character—what hispolitical opponents were later to call his vanity—also appears: “Fewof my contemporary beginners in the study of the law have the resolution to aim at much knowledge in the civil law; let me, therefore, distinguish myself from them by the study of the civil law in its nativelanguages.”

He had plenty of time in which to study, for clients were slow incoming, but it was hard and lonely work. Books were scarce. There were no public libraries of consequence. He lived at home but he hadlittle money with which to buy books. He early resolved to build upa library but even if he had had the money this was difficult for therewere few bookstores and those but poorly stocked. He did not confine his study to technical law books for his conception of the propertraining for a lawyer was much the same as Jefferson’s. He read Cokeand Grotius, he also read the Spectator,Voltaire’s Louis XIV, Bolingbroke, and Milton. He made it a practice to copy extracts from whathe read.

There were times when he found it hard to keep at it. “Chores, chat, tobacco, tea, steal away time; but I am resolved to translateJustinian and his commentator’s notes by daylight, and read Gilbert’sTenures by night, till I am master of both, and I will meddle withno other book in this chamber on a week day; on a Sunday I willread the Enquiry into the Nature of the Human Soul, and for amusement, I will sometimes read Ovid’s Art of Love to Mrs. Savil.” Theamusement may seem somewhat odd for puritan New England. Mrs.Savil was the wife of a neighboring physician and her name occurswith suspicious frequency in Adams’ diary but he and her husbandwere good friends and there was never any scandal.

It was, indeed, that “amorous disposition” which he complained of as having affected him from his eleventh or twelfth year which interfered most with his studies. “Friday, Saturday, Sunday, Monday. Allspent in absolute idleness, or, which is worse, gallanting the girls.”A few months later, still at the age of twenty-three, he is admonishinghimself “let no girl, no gun, no cards, no flutes, no violins, no dress,no tobacco, no laziness, decoy you from your books.” Gridley hadwarned him that early marriage would put a stop to his studies andhe had taken the advice to heart. He had one narrow escape. “Accidents, as we call them, govern a great part of the world, especiallymarriages. S . . . and E . . . broke in upon H . . . and me, andinterrupted a conversation that would have terminated in a courtship,which would have terminated in a marriage, which marriage mighthave depressed me to absolute poverty and obscurity, to the end of my life; but that accident separated us, and gave room for.....’s addresses, which have delivered me from very dangerous shackles,and left me at liberty, if I will but mind my studies, of making a character and a fortune.’’

By the time he was twenty-five or six he had largely overcome his tendency to desert his books for more appealing amusements. He hadkept in touch with Gridley and occasionally borrowed books from him.“Last Friday I borrowed of Mr. Gridley the second volume of theCorpus Juris Canonici, notis illustratum, Gregorii XIII. Jussu editum:complectens, Decretum Gratiani; Decretales Gregorii Papse IX.; Sextum Decretalium Bonifacii Papae VIII.; Clementinas j Extrava-games Joannis Papae XXII.; Extravagantes Communes”—a load ofecclesiastical lumber out of which Adams was to make his first literarysuccess.


[image: dingus649by40_300dpi]

Chief Justice Hutchinson, the leader of the Tories in the province, had recently succeeded in getting the legal profession in Massachusetts divided into two branches, as that of England has always been.Adams’ first admission was only to the inferior branch but in the fallof 1761, again on Gridley’s motion, he was admitted as a full-fledgedbarrister, acquired a gown, a band and a tie wig, and was entitled topractice in the higher courts. Thereafter his career moved rapidly.

His father had died a few months before and left Adams forty acres in Braintree. He continued to reside with his mother until hismarriage but now that he was a barrister he was much more frequentlyin Boston, since that was then the county seat for the county whichincluded Braintree. He also began to travel circuit to the neighboringtowns, usually doing so on horseback. His practice began to growquite rapidly although most of it consisted of small and not verylucrative cases.

Within a week after his twenty-ninth birthday he married Abigail Smith, whose twentieth birthday occurred a few weeks later. She wasthe daughter of the Congregational minister in Weymouth, a townadjoining Braintree, and the granddaughter of Colonel John Quincy,who represented the town of Braintree in the legislature and was atvarious times speaker of the House of Representatives and a memberof the council. The Quincys were of such importance that when later the town of Braintree was divided into several towns, the part where Adams lived was called Quincy.

She was a most remarkable woman. Her schooling was as slight as was customary but her self-education was extensive. She wrote letterswhich rise to the level of literature; she discussed all manner of political questions with knowledge and understanding, and she lookedafter her husband’s business affairs in his long absences from homeduring the war so successfully that they seem to have remained inbetter condition than those of any of his contemporaries. He was veryproud of her intellect and knowledge and always gladly received heropinions on political questions.
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Adams, himself, had not, so far, shown any great interest in politics. He had listened to Otis argue the illegality of writs of assistance in1761 and it had made a profound impression. Adams later assertedthat this was the spark that lit the revolutionary fire but he alwaysinsisted that what resulted was not properly described as a revolution.The idea of independence, he always claimed, was as familiar to JohnWinthrop as it had been to anyone since. The object the Puritans hadhad in mind was “a government of their own, independent in religion,government, commerce, manufactures.” This they had substantially obtained during the greater part of the seventeenth century but sincethen there had been one encroachment after another on the independence of their government. His attitude on the relationship betweenEngland and Massachusetts comes out in one of the earliest entriesin his diary where he speaks of “every English country.” This viewof the object Winthrop and his associates had in mind is borne out bythe facts. The many prominent Puritans who stayed in England butassisted in the founding of the New England colonies had in mind thepreparation of a refuge for themselves against a time of adversity.

When Otis made his famous argument Adams was still poor and unknown. His immediate purpose was to establish himself in practiceand he had no desire to set up as an agitator. He became a politicalleader by the surprising route of a paper delivered before a learnedsociety.

In the early part of 1765 Gridley organized what was called asodalitas, a society of young lawyers for the study of jurisprudence and legal history. It was part of the plan of the society that its members should, from time to time, prepare papers with a view to publication. Adams was one of the first to do so. His contribution bore theforbidding title, when it later appeared in print, of A Dissertation onthe Canon and the Feudal Law. It was published in the Boston Gazettein August, 1765, immediately republished in the London Chronicleand published in book form in London in 1768 and again in 1782 andin Philadelphia in 1783.

The reason for the surprising interest in this paper becomes most readily apparent from a sentence which appeared in the original draftbut was omitted before publication. “I always consider,” Adams wrote,“the settlement of America with reverence and wonder, as the opening of a grand scene and design in Providence for the illumination ofthe ignorant, and the emancipation of the slavish part of mankind allover the earth.” How did this fit into a dissertation on the canon and thefeudal law? It has always been, Adams argued, the object of thegreat and of the strong to take away the rights of the weak and of thepoor. “I say RIGHTS, for such they have, undoubtedly, antecedentto all earthly government,—Rights,that cannot be repealed or restrained by human laws—Rights, derived from the great Legislatorof the universe . . . Numberless have been the systems of iniquitycontrived by the great for the gratification of this passion in themselves; but in none of them were they ever more successful than inthe invention and establishment of the canon and the feudal law.”

In the December following the publication of the Dissertation Adams was much surprised to receive a letter from the town-clerk ofBoston advising him that Gridley, Otis, and he had been retained ascounsel to the town. The question on which the town desired counselwas this: The passage of the Stamp Act earlier in the year had beenfollowed by riots which destroyed the machinery for distributing thestamps. Hutchinson, the Chief Justice of the Province and judge ofprobate for Suffolk County (which included Boston), refused to allowany papers to be filed in his courts which were not stamped pursuantto the Act. This largely stopped the administration of justice, andthe patriot clique in Boston determined to bring matters to a head byfiling a petition with the Governor and Council asking that the courts be opened. This raised the issue of the legality of the Stamp Act and that was the point which Gridley, Otis, and Adams were expected to argue.

There is a curious entry in Adams’ diary made on the very day of this appointment but before he had learned of it. The closing of thecourts, he wrote, “is very unfortunate for me. I was but just gettinginto my gears, just getting under sail, and an embargo is laid uponthe ship. Thirty years of my life are passed in preparation for business;I have had poverty to struggle with, envy and jealousy and malice ofenemies to encounter, no friends, or but few, to assist me; so that Ihave groped in dark obscurity, till of late, and had but just becomeknown and gained a small degree of reputation, when this execrableproject was set on foot for my ruin as well as that of America ingeneral.”

Adams had less than a week between learning of his appointment and the date set for the argument. He had no opportunity to conferwith his colleagues and, as the junior of the three, the duty fell onhim of opening the case. He made his argument on the premise thatthe Stamp Act could have no force in America since it was enacted bya legislature in which America was not represented. His colleaguescontented themselves with less bold premises.

Adams himself was frightened the next day at the boldness of the position he had taken. “Are not,” he entered in his diary, “protectionand allegiance reciprocal? and if we are out of the King’s protection,are we not discharged from our allegiance? Are not all the ligamentsof government dissolved? Is it not an abdication of the throne? Inshort, where will such a horrid doctrine terminate? It would run usinto treason!” That was four days before Christmas, and the entry forChristmas Day reads “Wednesday. Christmas. At home thinking,reading, searching, concerning taxation without consent; concerningthe great pause and rest in business.”

The Stamp Act was repealed and Adams went back to his profession. He rode circuit assiduously, partly because he thought the traveling, which he usually did on horseback, good for his health, but it did not take him long to decide that Boston, rather than Braintree, wasthe place to practice law. In April, 1768, he moved to Boston to ahouse he had rented in Brattle Square.


He had temporarily forgotten politics, “To what object,” he entered in his diary, “are my views directed? What is the end and purpose of my studies, journeys, labors of all kinds, of body and mind, of tongue and pen? Am I grasping at money or scheming for power? . . .In truth, I am tossed about so much from post to pillar, that I havenot leisure and tranquillity enough to consider distinctly my ownviews, objects, and feelings. I am mostly intent, at present, upon collecting a library; and I find that a great deal of thought and care, as wellas money, are necessary to assemble an ample and well chosen assortment of books.”

The British were not going to let him forget politics so easily. Cabinets were succeeding each other in London in rapid succession butthey all had one policy in common—that was to break up the BritishEmpire in America as speedily as possible. A year after the Stamp Actwas passed another Act of Parliament laid import duties on the importation of various articles into America. The various royal governorswere given strict orders to keep their assemblies in order and, tooverawe the Americans once and for all, two regiments of regularswere sent to Boston.

The idea that two regiments were sufficient to police a country that extended from Maine to Georgia is a sufficient index of the mentalityof the ministers who planned these measures. But the curious question remains, why was Boston selected for their station? It is notcentrally located. New York or Philadelphia would seem a muchmore sensible place from a purely military standpoint. Indeed, afterthe war really started, the British concentrated on the two latter points.Was it because Boston was supposed to be the center of the dissatisfaction? Nothing had happened so far to account for such a view. TheStamp Act officials had been as badly treated elsewhere as there.Nothing had happened in Massachusetts which had had so widespreadan influence as the resolutions which Patrick Henry had introducedin Virginia.

The answer lies in English history. When the Stamp Act excitement was at its height, Adams recorded in his diary that he met a man whotold him that “things go on here exactly as they did in the reign ofKing Charles I, ‘that blessed saint and martyr’.” The English of theeighteenth century had inherited the political blessings for which the Roundheads had contended but they hated to admit it. Now that the Stuarts were harmless it had become fashionable to speak well of them.Ever since the reorganization of the Massachusetts government afterthe accession of William and Mary, the Episcopal Church had enjoyed the same established legal position in the province as the Congregational. The Episcopalians were generally supporters of theBritish. There existed in England a missionary organization called theSociety for Propagating the Gospel in Foreign Parts. It interpreted itsduties as the propagation of Anglicanism in the British colonies inAmerica, and Adams himself regarded it as one of the principal causesof the Revolution. This was true not only of Massachusetts. Manyyears later Adams had some correspondence on this point with ThomasMcKean, one of the most active leaders of the revolutionary movement in Pennsylvania and afterwards chief justice and governor of thatstate, and McKean agreed that in Pennsylvania as well as Massachusetts the Society had been a source of great irritation against the Britishconnection.

The Anglican clergy themselves recognized that they were so closely identified in the popular mind with the Tories that when, someyears later, a mob was organized in Braintree for the purpose of seizing and concealing the town’s supply of powder, Abigail Adams wroteher husband that “The Church parson thought they were coming afterhim, and ran up garret; they say another jumped out of his windowand hid among the corn, whilst a third crept under his board fenceand told his beads.”

Nothing contributed more to the growing fear of the intentions of the British government than the recurrent suggestions for the establishment of Anglican bishops in America. This seems to have aroused asmuch alarm in the Episcopal colonies in the South as in the Congregational colonies in the East. Off-hand, one would expect the Episcopaliansto welcome such an establishment, as it was certainly an inconvenienceto be required to go to England with all church matters which requiredthe authority of a bishop. Apparently they took it for granted that anestablishment of bishops, deans, arch-deacons, and canons merely meantthat they would be taxed to support patronage for Englishmen. InNew England the argument was, as Adams expressed it, that “if Parliament could tax us, they could establish the Church of England, withall its creeds, articles, tests, ceremonies, and tithes, and prohibit all other churches, as conventicles and schism shops.”

The passage of the Quebec Act greatly intensified this fear. That Act recognized the legal position of the Roman Catholic church inCanada and at the same time made the Ohio River the southwesternboundary of Canada. This Act probably had as much to do with theRevolution as the Stamp Act or the tax on tea. The indignation whichthis Act aroused in the colonies is commonly ascribed to mere bigotry.That explanation might be satisfactory if the Quebec Act could on anyinterpretation be regarded as evidence of a spirit of religious toleration.The same George III who signed this Act was later nearly to wreck theEnglish constitutional system by his opposition to the removal of anyof the disabilities on Catholics in his European dominions. If theBritish had suddenly become converts to religious toleration they mighthave begun much nearer home—in Ireland. The American reactionto the Quebec Act was sound. That law was not a manifestation ofreligious toleration. It was merely another application of the old principle of divide to rule. If it had not been for the Quebec Act, Canadawould probably now be part of the United States.

Despite the loss of its original charter, Massachusetts had retained a much greater degree of independence than Virginia had ever had.Adams himself blamed many of the mischievous acts of the British government on a Massachusetts man. Chief Justice Hutchinson. Adams wassatisfied Hutchinson’s object was to make Massachusetts more like England—to destroy the public school system and to encourage the gatheringtogether of the small farms into large estates. At the time of the StampAct, Adams entered in his diary that the few Americans who supported it were actuated by “a contempt of that equality in knowledge,wealth, and power, which has prevailed in this country” for “thetendency of that Act” is “to reduce the body of the people to ignorance,poverty, dependence.”

Hutchinson had no desire to establish the principle of parliamentary taxation in America so that Englishmen could be relieved from paying taxes. He wanted the revenue thus raised to be spent in Americato pay salaries—his own salary as Chief Justice, for example. His objectwas to create a great body of patronage in America which would notbe dependent on grants from the colonial legislatures. Hutchinson was nominally chief justice and lieutenant-governor. Actually, he was the active head of the British interest, and a short while later was madegovernor. In the meantime, the governor, Bernard, took Hutchinson’sadvice in everything.

In his diary and letters Adams never speaks of Hutchinson except with dislike. It is reasonable to assume that Hutchinson’s feelings werethe same toward Adams, but Hutchinson did not let personal feelingsaffect his political conduct. It was his business to build up a Britishparty in Massachusetts and he decided that Adams was a man he coulduse.

Jonathan Sewall came of one of the oldest and best-established families in the province. He and Adams early became friends. As young lawyers they traveled circuit together, “lived together,” said Adams,“frequently slept in the same chamber, and not seldom in the samebed.” The conquest of Canada had hardly been completed when arumor spread through Massachusetts that the British were planning toabolish the charter government. Sewall sought out Adams, mentionedthis rumor and asked him to write something for the newspapers inopposition to the supposed British scheme. Adams made the obviousretort. Why don’t you do it yourself. You are older, better known andcan write better. “I would write,” Sewall replied, “but Goffe will findme out, and I shall grieve his righteous soul, and you know what influence he has in Middlesex.” So it ever was with Jonathan Sewall,Intellectually, he agreed with Adams, but fear and prudence alwayskept him on the side of power. Time and again, as the clouds of civilwar gathered, he sought out Adams and tried to convince him “that allresistance was not only useless but ruinous.”

Sewall was a man of great ability as a lawyer, a writer, and a speaker. He had flirted just enough with the patriots to make the British partyanxious to make sure of him. About the time Adams moved to BostonSewall succeeded Gridley as Attorney-General.

A few months after Adams had settled in Brattle Square, Sewall came in one afternoon and said he would like to take dinner with him.At the end of dinner he proposed that they adjourn to Adams’ office,which was in his house. Mrs. Adams suggested they remain where theywere and herself left the room. Sewall came to his point cautiously.The Governor had sent for him and had brought up the subject ofthe vacancy existing in the office of Advocate-General in the Court of Admiralty. It was, next to the attorney-generalship, the most desirableoffice in the province for a lawyer. The possessors of both offices wereallowed to continue their private practice. In this respect these officeswere more desirable even than judgeships, but in any event they werethe natural roads to judgeships and seats in council, as well as tolucrative private practice. The Governor had not asked Sewall to suggest someone for the advocate-generalship. The Governor said he hadconsulted Hutchinson and Hutchinson had recommended Adams. TheGovernor did not know Adams personally but on Hutchinson’s recommendation the Governor had asked Sewall to sound him out. Nothingwas said about any conditions.

Unfortunately, there is a hiatus in Adams’ diary at this point, but it is easy to imagine what his thoughts must have been. He was justthirty-three; only a few years previously he had been a poor and unknown farmer’s son. And now the Governor was sending to him tooffer him one of the richest pieces of patronage at the disposal of thecolonial government. The wealth of the community was in ships, andas advocate-general he would have been the principal shipping lawyerin New England. It was about as high as an American could expect toclimb before the Revolution. Nevertheless, he declined the offer.Sewall came back in three weeks, again to ask him to accept the position and to assure him that no political services would be expected.Adams replied that he was convinced the British government’s long-range policy was to overthrow the government of the province andthat he did not care to put himself in a position where he was underany obligation to the royal government.

He had constant evidence of the adoption of the policy which he imputed to the British. Part of the two regiments which had beenstationed in Boston to overawe the town drilled daily in Brattle Square.Every morning during his first winter in the city he was awakened byBritish bugles. The quartering of the troops in the town was almostcertain to lead to an explosion. The soldiers were insulted by the peopleat every opportunity. The town refused to concern itself with theiraccommodation and they were quartered in Faneuil Hall and otherpublic buildings. Meanwhile, the British government devised one irritating act after another to keep up its unpopularity.




The British navy did its share. Impressment was one of those things which even in England the authorities preferred to keep out of thecourts. It was generally understood that it was not safe to practice itin American waters or on American seamen. But the feeling that itwas time to put the colonists in their place was growing. The Britishfrigate Rose stopped a Marblehead ship in Massachusetts Bay andsent a press-gang aboard under the command of a lieutenant namedPanton. It searched the ship and found four sailors hidden in theforepeak. “Michael Corbet and Lieutenant Panton argued the cause,but neither being convinced, resort was had to the ratio ultima andPanton was killed. The Rose sent reinforcements which succeeded inseizing Corbet, who was subsequently tried for murder before a specialcourt of admiralty in Boston, which was embodied under an act ofParliament aimed primarily at piracy. The court had fifteen members,including the governors of Massachusetts and New Hampshire, thecommodore of the British squadron who afterwards became famous asAdmiral Lord Hood, and Hutchinson.

Adams always interpreted his duties to include the defense of such persons charged with crime as asked for his assistance, whether or notthey could pay a fee, so when Corbet sent for him he came.

Adams had a perfect defense. There existed a statute passed by Parliament many years previously which forbade impressments inAmerica. Adams was satisfied that the court did not know of theexistence of this statute. It was to be found only in the British statutes-at-large and he possessed the only copy of that work in Boston or itsvicinity, Adams thought in all British America. Yet he did not wantto rely on this. Essentially he was still a lawyer. If he could save hisclient’s life by an act of the British Parliament he thought it his dutyto do so, but he was enough of a politician so that he preferred to findout first whether he could do it by any other means. He was convinced that impressment was illegal—as illegal in London as in Boston.This was the issue which he wished to try. He spent many sleeplessnights working on the case but Hutchinson never gave him an opportunity to present his defense.

When the court met, Adams had a volume of the statutes-at-large in front of him, open at the page where the statute appeared forbiddingimpressments in America. The page was dog-eared but he intended toargue the general question of the legality of impressments anywhere. The “pretended right of impressing seamen”, he wrote later, “is onlyan enormous abuse.” When he arose he stated that he proposed todefend the conduct of his client as justifiable homicide. Hutchinson immediately interrupted and suggested that the court should go intoconsultation. They did so and remained in seclusion the rest of theday. When the court reconvened the following morning “all theworld,” Adams later wrote, “expected that the trial would commence. . . But after a solemn pause and total silence. Governor Bernard,the President of the Court, arose, and with a countenance so solemnand gloomy as made the audience shudder . . . addressed himself tothe prisoners by name, and pronounced,‘The Court have consideredthe evidence in support of the libel against you, and are unanimouslyof opinion that it amounts only to justifiable homicide’.”

As Adams descended the steps of the courthouse, the boatswain of the Rose stopped him. “Mr. Adams,” he said, “I have spent twentyyears of my life depriving honest men of their liberty. I always thoughtI ought to be hanged for it; now I know it.”

Adams was already well-known in the seaport towns. His circuit riding had taken him from Maine to Martha’s Vineyard and the victorymade him the seamen’s friend. On his next trip through Plymouth,when he came out from a tavern where he had stopped to dine, hefound a stranger holding his horse. The stranger held the stirrupwhile Adams mounted and then said, “Mr. Adams, as a man of liberty,I respect you; God bless you! I’ll stand by you while I live, and fromhence to Cape Cod you won’t find ten men amiss.”

All this was very pleasant, but Adams had no intention of setting up as a politician. He had been retained by the town of Boston both in1768 and in 1769 to draw instructions to its representatives but he hadnever himself attended a town meeting in Boston. He knew the workings of such an institution, however, for in his last year in Braintree hehad been a selectman. He had been to a few meetings of the Sons ofLiberty. He was occasionally involved in other revolutionary activity.He notes in his diary that he supped one Sunday evening in the fallof 1769 at James Otis’ in company with Sam Adams and others. “Theevening spent in preparing for the next day’s newspaper—a curious employment, cooking up paragraphs, articles, occurrences, &c., working the political engine.”

Sam Adams was building a political machine as carefully as Hutchinson. He did not have the same patronage to offer but he agreed with Hutchinson that his distant relative was a valuable man. In the springof 1770 a vacancy developed in the Boston representation in theGeneral Court. With Sam Adams acting in effect as his campaignmanager, John was elected.

It was not an especially important session. The Governor, to punish the wickedness of Boston, had summoned the legislature to meet inCambridge, which was a great inconvenience in those days when therewas no bridge across the Charles. The House of Representatives challenged his authority to do this. This led to an exchange of legalisticmessages between the House and the Governor in which Adams wasone of the principal draftsmen for the House. The representativesthen took the offensive. The historic enacting style in the province was“Be it enacted by the Governor, Council and House of Representativesin General Court assembled, and by authority of the same.” Someyears previously the British government had noted the absence of anyreference to His Majesty and had issued standing instructions to stopthe use of the old form. The House now obstinately insisted on usingit. The Representatives then appointed a committee, of which Adamswas a member, to consider ways to encourage manufacturing in Massachusetts while the Governor lectured them on their duty as colonialsto import all their manufactured articles from Great Britain. None ofit was very important but it all helped to keep the pot boiling untilit was ready to boil over.

Meanwhile, Adams nearly lost his popularity. The British regiments were still in Boston. There were continual squabbles between thesoldiers and the people. The boys of the town made it a game to yellinsults at the red-coated “lobsters” and then flee from their wrath.On the night of March 5, 1770, a solitary sentry paced along what isnow State Street, guarding the customhouse. A boy started tauntinghim from what he considered a safe distance, but the boy had misjudged it. The sentry succeeded in grabbing him and began to administer martial law. The resulting noise attracted a crowd which wasnot backward in expressing its opinion of the soldier. A British officer,Preston, heard the uproar, and taking a squad of soldiers with him, went to investigate. The arrival of more soldiers only raised the numbers and the temper of the crowd. Guns were raised, at first as a threat—no one knows whether there was an order to fire—five citizens werekilled. The firing was heard for a considerable distance. Someone beganringing the church bells. The people poured into the streets—Adamsamong them. He was out visiting and he immediately started home,thinking of his wife, who was ill. As he approached his own house hecould scarcely find foot-passage through the fixed bayonets of the redcoats. It was the Boston Massacre. “On that night,” he later wrote,“the foundation of American independence was laid.”

Adams had long predicted that if blood was ever shed the quarrel would never end. Hutchinson, too, was a Massachusetts man and itdid not take him long to realize that this was not a situation whichcould be settled by a lecture on the duties of obedience. Before morning, Preston and his soldiers were in jail on a charge of murder and afew days later the remaining soldiers were removed to Castle Williamon an island in the harbor. That is where they should have been allalong, for there was an act of Parliament which forbade the quarteringof troops in any town which had a fort capable of receiving them. Butacts of Parliament only had an effect in America now and then. Thetown instituted an annual oration in commemoration of the event,which was an excellent way of making Adams’ prediction come true.Prior to the removal of the troops it was necessary to call out the militiato keep the peace. Adams was called among the rest and, for a few days,tramped the streets of Boston “with my musket and bayonet, mybroadsword and cartridge-box.”

The morning following the Massacre a British officer who went by the name of the Irish Infant pushed his hulking frame into Adams’office. Tears were streaming from his eyes. He had been to half-a-dozen of the town’s more prominent lawyers. None of them wouldhelp him. His dear friend Preston was in jail, charged with murder.Would Adams defend him? The answer was yes, and the weepingInfant handed him a single guinea, which by British tradition was theminimum retainer.

The Massacre and the retainer occurred before Adams’ election to the General Court but the trial did not occur until later. Thus, public attention was not focused on his acceptance until after the election. All his life he was never able to live it down. All sorts of people fromTories to Jacobins attacked him for his defense of Preston. It wasalleged that he had received an enormous fee to betray his country,and the charge was circulated by political opponents even as late aswhen he was President. Yet he never admitted any wrongdoing; infact, he always proclaimed that he was proud of what he had done—that one of the natural rights of man was to be defended by counsel ofhis own choosing—and that liberty meant that foes were entitled tothe same rights as friends.

The trials occurred in the fall and involved two weeks of exhausting work. Adams always said it was the hardest work he ever undertook.It was not easy to get a Boston jury to acquit British soldiers who hadshot Bostonians on State Street. Preston and all his soldiers were acquitted except for two who were convicted of manslaughter. Adamsnever sent Preston a bill, but after the trials were over Preston senthim, at different times, eighteen guineas more, making the total feewhich Adams received nineteen guineas.
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Adams never had anything seriously wrong with him, but he always claimed that life in Boston—that metropolis of fifteen thousand people—injured his health. In the winter after the Preston trial he complained of pains in his breast and lungs. The attacks which had beenmade on him because of his defense of Preston made him feel bitter.He was through with town life and, above all, with politics, forever.He decided to move back to Braintree. Social life had no appeal forhim. There is an entry in his diary just before leaving Boston, “Inever spent an evening at Pitts’s. What can I learn tonight? Camehome, and can now answer the question;—I learned nothing. Thecompany was agreeable enough.” He did not intend to go back to beinga village lawyer but to keep his family on his farm in Braintree andto spend long weekends there. He moved to his farm in the spring of1771, determined to “divide my time between Boston and Braintree,between law and husbandry;—farewell politics.”

At first the new arrangement pleased him immensely. “I find I shall spend more time in my office than ever I did. Now my family is away,

I feel no inclination at all, no temptation, to be anywhere but at my office. I am in it by six in the morning. I am in it at nine at night . . .In the evening, I can be alone at my office, and nowhere else; I nevercould in my family.”

The other part of his life pleased him equally well. Adams had a love of nature that was very unusual in the eighteenth century. Heretained through life a contempt for formal gardens and ornamentalwalks, but there are from time to time revealing entries in his diarysuch as “Walked out in the morning to hear the birds sing.” He hadlost his puritan theology and he habitually used the word puritan witha contemptuous meaning—“his wife is such another old puritan”—buthe retained the puritan outlook. “I was not sent into this world tospend my days in sports, diversions and pleasures; I was born for business, for both activity and study. I have little appetite or relish forany thing else.” His puritan conscience did not allow him to spendmuch time merely walking around listening to the birds. He could onlyexpress his love of nature by having a farm where he could spend histime doing something useful. From time to time, as he laid aside a littlemoney, he added to the forty acres he had inherited. He did not spendall his time on his farm supervising others, but pitched in and workedhimself.

The only part of his new mode of life which he did not find altogether satisfactory was the loss of time in riding back and forth between Boston and Braintree. He did it one winter but by the fall of the second year he had decided that while the arrangement he hadmade might be satisfactory in the summer, it was not so in the winter.He had previously lived in rented houses and had moved every oneof the three years he had been in Boston. He now purchased a housein Queen Street for use as a home and office. The transaction led tolengthy reflections in his diary on his past life and his future intentions. “Paid Dr. Gardiner and took up my last note to him. I have nowgot completely through my purchase of Deacon Palmer, ColonelQuincy, and all my salt marsh, being better than twenty acres, and havepaid two hundred and fifty pounds old tenor towards my house inBoston, and have better than three hundred pounds left in my pocket.At thirty-seven years of age almost, this is all that my most intense application to study and business has been able to accomplish . . . I am now writing in my own house in Queen Street . . . with a fixed resolution to meddle not with public affairs of town or Province. I am determined my own life and the welfare of my whole family, whichis much dearer to me, are too great sacrifices for me to make. I haveserved my country and her professed friends, at an immense expenseto me of time, peace, health, money, and preferment, both of whichlast have courted my acceptance and been inexorably refused, lest Ishould be laid under a temptation to forsake the sentiments of thefriends of this country. . . . 1 will devote myself wholly to my privatebusiness, my office and my farm, and I hope to lay a foundation forbetter fortune to my children, and a happier life than has fallen tomy share.”

He found it was not so easy to escape. He had never considered what others would think. The first intimation of what his friendsthought came from Otis, who, meeting Adams one day, told him tohis face that he seemed to be “regardless of every thing but to getmoney enough to carry you smoothly through this world.” Adams inhis diary calls this “rant” and goes on at great length to try to showthat Otis’ own political activities had been very profitable to him. Itwas typical of that trait of littleness in Adams which made enemies forhim throughout life. It is also typical that after Otis’ death Adams wasthe most vigorous and loyal defender of his memory.

The next jolt to Adams’ self-complacency came a few weeks later when he learned that Hancock had taken all his legal business to aTory lawyer. Hancock was reputed to be the richest man in the province.He and Adams had known each other as boys and lately Hancock hadbeen giving all his legal business to Adams. The lawyer poured out hisbitterness in his diary. After all he had done for Hancock . . . Thisbreach never was reconciled. One of Adams’ great failings was that healways talked too freely and he doubtless talked to many people aboutHancock in the same strain in which he wrote about him in his diary.

Then came a challenge which was difficult to escape. Hutchinson, it was rumored, had recommended the payment of the salaries of theMassachusetts judges out of the British treasury. The right of theCrown to appoint and remove those judges was already clear. Theonly control the Americans had over them was through the controlthe General Court had on all financial matters. If this was removed thejudges would be the mere agents of the British government. And it would cost the British taxpayers nothing. As soon as the British government was thoroughly in the saddle it could lay what taxes it pleased inAmerica. The furor which this rumor excited might not have drawnAdams from his practice had it not been that a prominent Tory lawyer,William Brattle, felt called upon to defend the legality of this schemeand, in the course of his defense, publicly to challenge Adams to confute him. Adams did so in a series of papers published in the BostonGazette in the winter of 1772-3.

Hutchinson was the next to display the same argumentative disposition. Power should rely on bayonets. He was not content to do so but, having been made governor, undertook to argue with the legislaturethe abstract question whether the authority of Parliament was supremein British America. Instead of the usual governor’s speech the legislature which met in 1773 was regaled with a dissertation on the constitutional—that is, established by precedent—powers of Parliament. It wasthe custom for the legislature to answer the governor’s speech and thisdissertation required an equally erudite answer. It was slow in comingforth, for this type of dispute was somewhat out of the depth of SamAdams, the leader of the House. He went to his distant cousin Johnfor assistance. The latter had foresworn politics but, after all, a manwho reads Justinian at twenty-three will never be entirely content withrun-of-the-mill commercial cases. The only question is whether Johnwrote the whole answer or whether other men contributed to it. Hutchinson replied to the House’s answer and Samuel called on John todefend their position “if vindicable.” John showed that it was.

These efforts were rewarded by an election to the Council, The House had the right to elect Councillors subject to the disapproval ofthe Governor. In this case that disapproval was not long in forthcoming.

Despite his best efforts Adams was rapidly being drawn back into politics. His diary indicates that he knew beforehand that the tea wasgoing to be dumped into Boston Harbor and might have known thenames of the perpetrators if he had not deliberately stopped his informants on the ground that he wished to leave himself free to act ascounsel if the “Mohawks” were indicted.

The factor which finally brought him back into the position of a popular leader was his knowledge of law. Hutchinson’s recommendation that the judges be brought under control by making their salaries payable out of the British treasury was adopted. Most of the judgeswere agreeable, for the British idea of appropriate salaries was considerably higher than that of the Massachusetts legislature; in fact, theground on which the change was defended publicly was that it wasnecessitated by the niggardly policy of the representatives. Adams laterreplied to this in a newspaper article by pointing out that ‘‘Low as thewages were, it was found that, whenever a vacancy happened, the placewas solicited with much more anxiety and zeal than the kingdom ofheaven.”

The change was almost the sole topic of conversation in Boston. In the midst of the excitement Adams attended a large dinner party. Oneguest after another lamented the measure, but Adams remained silent.Finally, John Winthrop, the professor of philosophy at Harvard, askedAdams if he, too, was not opposed to it. His reply was yes, he agreedthat it would lead to all the evils the others had predicted. Had heany remedy to suggest? To the general surprise, his reply again wasyes. What was it? Impeach the judges. But the charter did not provideany method of impeachment. It was not necessary, the power was inherent in all legislative assemblies.

It did not take long for this conversation to spread through town. Joseph Hawley, one of the ablest and most level-headed of the menconnected with the American Revolution, was the principal representative of the frontier settlements in western Massachusetts. The next dayhe called on Adams and asked him what he meant by an impeachment.Adams took down Selden from his bookshelf and, after a long conversation, convinced Hawley that it was in order for the House of Representatives to impeach the judges who took the salaries. It was not fornothing that Adams had assembled and studied the best law libraryin Massachusetts. The House appointed a committee to manage theimpeachment and, at Hawley’s insistence, the committee always met atAdams’ house. “Brother Adams,” said a Tory lawyer, “you keep latehours at your house; as I passed it last night long after midnight, Isaw your street door vomit forth a crowd of senators.” Neither SamAdams nor Hancock could conceal his jealousy.

Thus it was that John Adams was again in the revolutionary forefront when the question arose of electing delegates to the first Continental Congress. The election was held behind locked doors while the Governor's secretary stood outside with a message dissolving the House.All agreed that Hancock, as the richest man in the province, shouldhead the delegation, but unfortunately Hancock was sick. The patriotsthen elected their next richest man, James Bowdoin, in his place. Adamswas among the other four members of the delegation. Bowdoin’s “relations thought his great fortune ought not to be hazarded” and hetherefore declined. “Cushing, two Adamses, and Paine,” says Adams,“all destitute of fortune, four poor pilgrims, proceeded in one coach”while a prominent Episcopal clergyman in Philadelphia wrote Washington that he understood the Massachusetts delegation consisted of“bankrupts, attorneys, and men of desperate fortunes.”

“There is one ugly reflection,” Adams wrote just before leaving home, “Brutus and Cassius were conquered and slain. Hampden diedin the field, Sidney on the scaffold, Harrington in jail, &c. This is coldcomfort.”
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The task which faced the Massachusetts delegates was different from that which faced the delegates from any other colony. The others cameto consult; the Massachusetts men came to beg for help. The Bostontea party had been followed by an act of Parliament closing the portof Boston. The capital had been moved to Salem. The charter government had been overthrown. The governorship was intrusted to Gage,the British commander-in-chief in America. The province was undermilitary rule.

The immediate and most pressing problem was how to avoid famine. Boston was a trading town and closing it as a port meant there wasno business for the employers and no work for the employees. Contributions of foodstuffs were pouring in from all the colonies. This, of course,was merely a temporary expedient. The problem which the Massachusetts men faced was to get the other colonies to agree that thequarrel of Massachusetts was the quarrel of America.

Adams was not particularly well-fitted for this. He never showed any great ability to handle men. His judgment was always good ongeneral questions but in debating them he was likely to get excited, andwhen excited he was very likely to lose his temper. There was no indication on the surface of the cool consideration which he always gave to the facts before coming to a decision on any important question.Casual acquaintances thought of him as impetuous and emotional. Hewas of medium height and rather broad frame, and was inclined to befat, but even so, his manners were such as to give the impression ofgreat energy. His face was broad and his forehead high. His eyebrowswere heavy and expressive. His eyes were mild and gave the impressionof a humorous cast of mind. Many people thought he was a poor judgeof men. His historic position is that he was responsible for the appointment of George Washington as commander-in-chief and of John Marshall as chief justice. That would seem to establish a pretty good recordon this point.

The reasons why so many of his contemporaries thought differently is quite apparent. Perhaps it was a hangover from the worse side ofpuritanism—after all, the Tory pamphleteers commonly referred toAdams as “John the Roundhead”—but he always ascribed the worstmotives to his opponents. Whenever he was praised for any action headopted an attitude of extreme and pharisaic modesty; if he was notpraised he ascribed the lack of praise to jealousy or some worse motive.He was inclined to think the worst of men, and he was of too open andemotional a nature to be very successful in keeping his opinions tohimself. Jefferson’s opinion, after an intimacy of several years, wasthat “He is vain, irritable and a bad calculator of the force and probableeffect of the motives which govern men. This is all the ill which canpossibly be said of him. He is as disinterested as the being who madehim; he is profound in his views, and accurate in his judgment. . . .He is so amiable, that I pronounce you will love him if ever you becomeacquainted with him.” In the same letter Jefferson made one othercomment about Adams. He said he was lacking in “knowledge of theworld.”

This is somewhat like the opinion that he was a poor judge of men. In 1799 Hamilton, Chief Justice Ellsworth, and all Adams’ cabinetunited to tell him that a Bourbon restoration in France was imminent.He laughed at them and asked them whether they had ever read Clarendon. Yet Jefferson’s comment was sound and would have been evenmore sound if made at the period when Adams set off for the firstContinental Congress. He had read widely and he had acquired realknowledge from his reading. But he was lacking in that social knowledge which Jefferson had acquired so early.

Even in eighteenth-century America Boston was a backward town, far off the beaten path. It was the only city Adams knew, and he hadnot mixed much in such society as Boston afforded. This was partlydue to his lack of interest, partly to his lowly origin, and partly to hispolitics. He had not traveled much. His circuit-riding had taken himto Maine and Martha’s Vineyard. He had made one journey to Connecticut, and as a youthful express rider he had been in Rhode Island.This lack of social knowledge appears in many an entry in his diary.It was only a few years since he had written “Dined at Mr. NickBoylston’s . . . an elegant dinner indeed! Went over the house toview the furniture, which alone cost a thousand pounds sterling.” Hehad not gone any farther on his way to the Continental Congress thanNew York before he discovered that Boylston’s luxury was not unique.Their second day in New York the Massachusetts delegates were invited to breakfast by one Scott, at whose house they found “rich plate,a very large silver coffee-pot, a very large silver teapot, napkins of thevery finest materials.” They had dinner the same day with one Platt,“the furniture as rich and splendid as any of Mr. Boylston’s.” A fewdays later, still in New York, they dined “at the most splendid dinnerI ever saw.” Adams appreciated the hospitality but on the whole foundit “disagreeable,” since “it hinders us from seeing the college, thechurches, the printers’ offices, and booksellers’ shops.”

The luxury of New York equalled or exceeded that of Nick Boylston, but the luxury of Philadelphia was really sinful. The night of theirarrival they were taken to a tavern, “the most genteel one in America,”where subsequently “a supper appeared as elegant as ever was laidupon a table.” It was only the beginning. Even the Quakers went infor luxury. “But this plain Friend and his plain though pretty wife,with her Thees and Thous, had provided us the most costly entertainment; ducks, hams, chickens, beef, pig, tarts, creams, custards, jellies,fools, trifles, floating islands, beer, porter, punch, wine, and a longetc.” The next day Adams went to “a most sinful feast again.” A fewdays later he was at “a mighty feast again; nothing less than the verybest of Claret, Madeira, and Burgundy; melons, fine beyond description, and pears and peaches as excellent.” He found some comfort in the fact that the preachers in Philadelphia were much inferior to those in Boston.

Adams’ own idea of a dinner which was excellent without being sinful appears from a menu which was served to him in Fishkill a short timelater. “It was a feast;—salt pork and cabbage, roast beef and potatoes,and a noble suet pudding, grog, and a glass of Port.”

New Englanders were not popular in the other colonies and there was considerable feeling that there was no reason for anyone to invitetrouble by going to their aid. This feeling was so strong that somecolonies never did join the common cause. Adams never forgave Barbadoes and Jamaica for what he regarded as their desertion. It was asmuch their quarrel as it was that of South Carolina. South Carolinamay have been closer in miles, but otherwise had much less contactwith New England than the British West Indies had. The great NewEngland merchant marine was built up on the carrying of fish, lumber,cattle, and other products to the West Indies to exchange for sugar andmolasses. He was not so surprised at the absence of Canada and NovaScotia. The first, he wrote, “consists chiefly of Frenchmen,” and thesecond “of a set of fugitives and vagabonds.”

The delegates had scarcely passed the boundaries of New England when they became aware of this feeling. Almost their first visitor inNew York was Alexander McDougall, who came to warn them to becautious; that if it once came to be believed in New York that the dispute might lead to war, the New Yorkers would desert the commoncause. Fortunately, the New Yorkers did not know that in going throughNew Haven Adams had made it a point to visit the grave of one ofthe regicides who is buried there.

As they approached Philadelphia they were met at Frankfort by Rush, Mifflin, and other leaders of the Sons of Liberty in Pennsylvania who desired a private conference with the Massachusetts delegates. They retired to an upper room in a tavern where Rush andMifflin warned Adams and his colleagues that the idea of independencewas as unpopular in Pennsylvania as the Stamp Act. They were toldplainly that Massachusetts was suspected of hankering after independence and that if it once appeared that the Massachusetts delegates weretaking a leading part in the Congress, some of the other colonies mightwithdraw.


Adams found some kindred spirits in the Congress, notably Patrick Henry and Richard Henry Lee, with each of whom he became veryfriendly, but on the whole the meeting was under the control of themoderate elements whose leader was John Dickinson. Most of the timeAdams had difficulty in restraining his impatience with what he regarded as the timidity of the majority. He already expressed theopinion to his intimates that it would be necessary to fight, but Henrywas the only one in the Congress who agreed with him.

The delegates never had to pass on the question. When the second Continental Congress met, the shot heard round the world had beenfired. Gage had stirred up a hornet’s nest and there were soon twentythousand angry men in the vicinity of Cambridge. New England militia,unlike that of the South, was a respectable force. All able-bodied menin Massachusetts were members of the militia. Each man was requiredto provide his own musket and certain other equipment and to appearfor drill at stated times, known as training days. The militia electedits own officers.

Men who had been trained in this democratic form of military organization easily organized themselves into an army. But there was no one to support this army. For the time being, it lived on donatedprovisions. It had only two pieces of artillery, which were given thenames Hancock and Adams. The army was very short of powder andthere was no apparent source from which it could replenish its supply.

The second Congress was faced with the problem of what attitude it should adopt towards this army. The Congress was not a governingbody; it was never intended that it should do any governing. It wasan irregularly organized convention to formulate public opinion. Yetif some form of government did not adopt this army it would dissolve.There were many members of Congress who would have liked to seethis happen. Lexington and Concord had thrilled many throughoutthe colonies, but they had also disgusted many. Into what kind of ascrape are these wild men in Massachusetts getting us? Better drawback in time and let Massachusetts pay for its own folly. The opinionwas still general that no American army could stand before Britishregulars. That was part of the colonial feeling of inferiority, whose existence Adams always resented so bitterly. What to do? Could the Congress be persuaded to declare itself, in effect, a government, and adopt the army? Adams doubted it. The army was too much a New England affair. The problem still was to get the support of the other colonies.

Personal ambitions were already raising complications. The army was commanded by Artemas Ward, an experienced old soldier who wasvery popular in New England. Hancock, who was now in the Congress,wanted to be the commander-in-chief. He was very popular in Massachusetts and he thought he could get the army to elect him. PatrickHenry was another politician who fancied himself as a general. Thenthere were several professional soldiers who had their backers. Thechief of these was Charles Lee, who had behind him the prestige ofhaving been a lieutenant-colonel in the British army and a general ina Polish civil war.

As Adams saw it, the only way to get the other colonies thoroughly involved was to select a general from outside New England. But theproblem was how to get a New England army to accept him. TheNew England militia had always cherished the right to elect its ownofficers. Would the soldiers tamely surrender this right because theywere told they were fighting for freedom? When a lot of strangeofficers appeared in Cambridge with commissions from the Congress,would not the reaction of the soldiers be to pack up and go home? Ifthey did so there was nothing that could be done about it. Adams decided the risk had to be taken; he always regarded this decision as themost dangerous he ever made.

He had become acquainted at the first Congress with a Colonel Washington, one of the Virginian delegates. He knew of Washington’s military record. It was fair but no better than that of many othermilitia officers. It included one surrender. But as Adams studied Washington in the Congress and at the numerous social functions whichwere given for the delegates, he gradually came to the conclusion thatWashington was one Virginian whom New England soldiers mightbe induced to obey. He sounded the Virginia delegates and found thatseveral of them did not think Washington qualified. Nevertheless,Adams persevered in his opinion that Washington was the man. Onemorning he took Sam Adams for a walk in the courtyard of the StateHouse before the opening of the Congress and outlined his reasoningand conclusion. Sam Adams said nothing. When the Congress met,John Adams arose and made a speech in which he advocated the adoption of the army and the naming of a commander by the Congress. No one seemed to listen with more pleasure than Hancock who waspresiding “but,” Adams wrote, “when I came to describe Washingtonfor the commander, I never remarked a more sudden and strikingchange of countenance.” Hancock never forgave him but, after Hancock’s death, Adams berated a historian for not sufficiently appreciatingthe services of the rich merchant.

This action was typical of the aggressive position which Adams occupied in the second Congress. He was among the first to advocate opening relations with foreign countries. This was opposed by many onthe ground it was a step toward independence. This was the real reasonhe advocated it, although it was not the reason it was finally adopted.The majority hoped to obtain military help from France. Adams didnot want military help. He regarded the desire for it as a manifestationof the colonial sense of inferiority. He wanted Americans to be men,to fight their own battles and to stay clear of Europe. “America,” hewrote a few years later, “has been the sport of European wars andpolitics long enough.” For this reason he never entirely approved ofthe treaty of alliance which Franklin negotiated with France.

Above all, Adams wanted to make the colonies internally self-governing. Even if there was a reconciliation with Great Britain, it would have to be on the basis of internal self-government. This viewhe set forth in a letter written in July, 1775. “We ought to have hadin our hands, a month ago, the whole legislative, executive, and judicialof the whole continent.” The letter was intercepted by the British andpublished. “I was avoided,” wrote Adams later, “like a man infectedwith the leprosy. I walked the streets of Philadelphia in solitude,borne down by the weight of care and unpopularity.” This remark issubstantiated by the testimony of others. The people preferred the experiment of fighting a war without a government.

It was characteristic of Adams that he was not content with committing these radical sentiments to paper. In the same letter he attributed their non-acceptance to the influence of a “certain great fortune and piddling genius,” that is, John Dickinson. The consequence wasanother life-long enemy.

Whether or not anybody was willing to admit it, the Congress was now a government and a very poorly organized one. There was plenty of work to be done, and Adams was the man to do it. He was put on all the important committees and always was the working member.Never had he worked so hard. He had no assistance, not even a clerk.It was this sheer ability to labor which pushed him forward in theCongress as much as anything else. The reputation which he wasrapidly acquiring appeared forcefully when, at the end of 1775, thelegislature of North Carolina instructed its delegates in the Congressto obtain Adams’ views as to a proper constitution of government fortheir colony.

Meanwhile the stupidities of the British government and the brutalities of the British troops were rapidly advancing the cause of independence. Before leaving for the first Congress Adams had moved his family back to Braintree as a place of safety, and the letters he nowreceived from his wife are full of accounts of British atrocities. In November, 1775, she reached the turning point. ‘I could not join to-day,in the petitions of our worthy pastor, for a reconciliation between ourno longer parent state, but tyrant state, and these colonies. Let usseparate; they are unworthy to be our brethren. Let us renounce them; and, instead of supplications as formerly, for their prosperity and happiness, let us beseech the Almighty to blast their counsels, and bringto nought all their devices.” Others were reacting in the same wayand in June of 1776 Adams was able to write to Patrick Henry, “Thedons, the bashaws, the grandees, the patricians, the sachems, the nabobs,call them by what name you please, sigh, and groan, and fret, and sometimes stamp, and foam, and curse, but all in vain. The decree is goneforth, and it cannot be recalled, that a more equal liberty than hasprevailed in other parts of the earth, must be established in America.”

He would so have loved to write the great Declaration. But it was still the primary duty of Massachusetts men to hold Virginia in line.

Shortly after the Declaration, a Board of War was set up to manage military matters. Adams was chairman. He was accustomed to doinga good job, but the attempt to act as a minister of war without materialsor proper assistance nearly killed him. He went for months withoutexercise, without even mounting a horse. He had trouble with his eyes,trouble which was to recur as he grew older. He longed to get backto the practice of the law. His only reward for all his labor was a smallper diem from the state on which, with all his frugality, he couldscarcely maintain himself. His family lived on the proceeds of his farm. He did not want anything from his public employment. He had beenelected the first Chief Justice when the state government was organized.He had nominally accepted, for he wanted to encourage men to takeoffices in the revolutionary governments. He never sat and soon resigned. Meanwhile, he implored the new state government to sendsomeone to the Congress in his place. He was relieved in November, 1777.

[image: dingus649by40_300dpi]

Relations between France and the United States had started off badly. With the best intentions on both sides, everything seemed to get intohopeless confusion. It was the policy of the Congress to have theUnited States represented in Paris by a commission. A few days afterhe left York, Pennsylvania, where the Congress was then sitting, Adamswas elected a member of this commission by a divided vote, on thenomination of Elbridge Gerry.

Adams was trying an admiralty case in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, when the news reached him. He had had a little vacation from hisgruelling labor in the Congress and had had an opportunity to learnthat while trying admiralty cases might be easier, it was also duller.There was his strong sense of duty, and there was the temptation of anew field of activity. He accepted.

In February, 1778, he sailed from Nantasket Road on the American frigate Boston with his ten-year-old son, John Quincy, and his servant,Joseph Stevens. When the captain, Tucker, returned to America, heappeared before the navy board and reported in regard to Adams that“I did not say much to him at first, but damn my eyes, I found himafter a while as sociable as any Marblehead man.”

Even as a young man Adams had some reading knowledge of French. He studied it out of books on the way over and had opportunities to try conversation with the two or three French officers aboardthe Boston, but when he arrived in Bordeaux he could still neither talknor understand. One of the first to greet him was the Premier Presidentof the Parliament, who kissed him and assured him (so Adams understood from the subsequent translation) that “he had long felt for me an affection resembling that of a brother.” He was to go through worse experiences.

It was customary for the French royal family to dine occasionally in public. This was known as a grand couvert. The royal family did itseating on a stage which was surrounded with benches occupied exclusively by ladies. The men of the court and the populace stood andgazed. Adams went to stare with the rest. He was recognized and bythe king’s order placed on the front bench on the stage between twoduchesses. Most of the audience had seen the king imbibe soup before,but very few of them had ever seen a Massachusetts puritan. “I foundmyself gazed at,” Adams recorded in his diary that night, “as we inAmerica used to gaze at the sachems who came to make speeches to usin Congress, but I thought it very hard if I could not command asmuch power of face as one of the chiefs of the Six Nations, and, therefore, determined that I would assume a cheerful countenance, enjoythe scene around me, and observe it as coolly as an astronomer contemplates the stars.” There were other strange customs. A secretaryof state showed Adams his rock garden and explained with pride thatit had cost “thousands of guineas.” Why anyone should pay moneyfor rocks was beyond the comprehension of a Massachusetts mind. “Itold him,” says Adams, “I would sell him a thousand times as manyfor half a guinea.”

His fellow commissioners were Franklin and Arthur Lee. They had agreed only to disagree. Each maintained a house in a rather elaboratestyle, which Adams considered a great extravagance. He took up hisresidence with Franklin but he did not join the latter in his social activities. Adams was studying French day and night and soon decidedthat the best method was to attend the theatre with a copy of the playand to follow the actors in the text. He was determined not to put thegovernment to any unnecessary expense, so he only went out when thecarriage which Franklin was already keeping was available. As Franklinwent out a good deal, this did not happen very often. Rumors hadreached America of Franklin’s success with the women of France, andMrs. James Warren, one of Adams’ really extraordinary number offemale correspondents, wrote to inquire whether he was equally successful. “The ladies of this country. Madam,” he replied, “have anunaccountable passion for old age.” He then went on to relate thathe had been introduced to a lady as the colleague of Franklin. She said she was enchanted to meet him. “Then embrace him,” said theintroducer. “Oh, no,” she said, “he is too young.”

Adams did his best to be neutral between Franklin and Lee. He was inclined to favor the former but he was convinced “that howeverdifficult Mr. Lee’s temper might be . . . he was an honest man.” Yethe was extremely jealous of the reputation that Franklin had acquiredin France. He was convinced that Franklin did not speak French “grammatically . . . His pronunciation, too, upon which the French gentlemen and ladies compliment him . . . I am sure is very far from beingexact.” When a Frenchman eulogized Franklin to Adams as the “legislator of America,” Adams replied that “he did not even make the constitution of Pennsylvania, bad as it is.”

Adams, as usual, was the working member of the commission. He was horrified at the confusion which he found. Night after night hisdiary shows him turning down social invitations to stay home and work.He recognized one of the sources of the difficulties and recommendedto the Congress that the commission be abolished and Franklin be leftalone as minister plenipotentiary. This advice was followed and in thesummer of I779 Adams returned to America. He had progressed sorapidly in French that his parting conversation with Vergennes wasconducted in that language and, Adams noted in his diary, “I found Icould talk as fast as I pleased.”

He remained in America just long enough to draft a constitution for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and then, on some prematurepeace hopes, the Congress sent him back to Europe to negotiate a treatywith Great Britain. This time he took his younger son Charles, as wellas John Quincy, with him. Mrs. Adams remained in Braintree withtheir daughter and the youngest son, Thomas Boylston.

When Adams reached Paris he found that there was no indication the British were yet ready to negotiate. Henry Laurens had been appointed minister to the Netherlands but had been captured at sea bythe British and thrown into the Tower of London. In order to keephimself occupied Adams now proposed to perform the duties whichhad been intended for Laurens.

Adams’ opinion of Vergennes was that he might be a great statesman when dealing with absolute monarchs but that he knew nothing about dealing with a free people. Vergennes’ opinion of Adams was that he was altogether too much inclined to butt into things that were none ofhis business. The two were soon on bad terms but it was not a clash ofpersonalities. The issue was fundamental. Vergennes naturally lookedon the new states as part of the European state system and expectedthem to grow up to be at least part of the French sphere of influenceor possibly even semi-protectorates. This was not the kind of independence Adams wanted. He wanted the United States to be independentnot only of Great Britain but of Europe. “The United States ofAmerica” he wrote to Vergennes, “are a great and powerful people,whatever European statesmen may think of them.”

The concrete question on which they clashed was Adams’ desire to attempt to induce the Dutch to recognize the United States. Such recognition would open the capital market of Amsterdam to American loansand would lead to direct commercial intercourse between the two countries—both of which would lessen the dependence on France. No country but France had yet recognized the United States. Jay was to spendtwo weary years in vain trying to get recognition from France’s ally,Spain.

Vergennes thought it impossible to obtain recognition from the Dutch. England and Holland had been allies for nearly a hundred years andEnglish influence was very strong in the Netherlands. That countryhad one of the most complicated constitutions ever devised. It was afederal republic with the Prince of Orange as hereditary chief magistrate. The Prince was completely under British influence but foreignaffairs were conducted directly with the States-General.

Adams tackled this problem not like a diplomatist trained at Versailles but like a modern propagandist. Holland was one of the few places in Europe with a free press, but the newspapers relied on Englishsources for their news about the American war. Adams soon saw to itthat they had something else to print. He could not gain access tocourt circles but he had no difficulty in meeting bankers and merchants.They all wanted to hear about the possibilities of doing business inAmerica. He told them. He obtained recognition. What is more, hefloated an issue of United States guilder bonds in Amsterdam and onvery good terms. The Netherlands was the only country besides Francewhich recognized the United States before the end of the war. Vergennes could only congratulate him.

Meanwhile, the French minister in Philadelphia, acting on instructions from Paris, was endeavoring to have Adams recalled. It was clear to Vergennes that in any peace negotiations which might arise, it wouldbe impossible for him to control Adams. The Congress listened so faras to revoke the old appointment and appoint a commission headed byAdams to negotiate the peace. The other members were Franklin, Jay,Jefferson, and Laurens. Further to please the French, the hands of thiscommission were tied by an instruction that its members were to makethe most candid and confidential communications upon all subjects tothe ministers of our generous ally, the King of France; to undertakenothing . . . without their knowledge and concurrence; and ultimatelyto govern yourselves by their advice and opinion.” Adams thought theseinstructions disgraceful.

He had never had much use for Jay; when they were in the Congress together Adams had classified him with the trimmers. But when Adams now reached Paris from Holland to meet with the other members of the commission he found that Jay had taken upon himself toopen negotiations with the British and that he was conducting thosenegotiations without the knowledge of the French and in direct violation of the instructions of the Congress. Adams was delighted and everafter regarded Jay with the highest esteem. Franklin did not approveof this conduct but Adams and Jay outvoted him. Franklin then acquiesced. Laurens did not arrive until the negotiations were completedand Jefferson did not succeed in leaving America on account of theBritish blockade.

They obtained marvelous terms. They were dealing with a very shaky cabinet which had come into office on the principle that a stophad to be put to the disastrous war. The American negotiators knewthis and took the utmost advantage of it. As for the British cabinet, itsoon went the way of cabinets which sign treaties that admit defeat.The Tories returned to office and set about looking for pretexts for notcarrying out the treaty. When Vergennes read the treaty he could notbelieve his eyes.

Technically, it was only a preliminary treaty. The treaty of alliance which Franklin had made with France forbade the making of peace by one power without the other. The commissioners therefore waited in Europe for the approval of their work by the Congress and the negotiation of terms between the other belligerents. Now that the oceanwas again about to be safe, Adams sent for his wife.

Paris was the scene of all the negotiations and was full of diplomatists. Previously, the representatives of the neutrals had been very careful not to get themselves involved with the Americans. Now theyall treated Adams as a colleague. As the head of the American commission he was given the chief credit for the treaty. Everywhere hewent compliments were showered upon him. He was honest enough toenter in his diary that these compliments more properly belonged toJay but he could not help also saying that ‘a few of these complimentswould kill Franklin, if they should come to his ears.”

The Congress rewarded him with an appointment as minister to Great Britain. His wife was not in favor of his accepting, but he didso. It was not so many years since George III had offered to pardonall the rebels in America with the exception of John Adams and afew others.

The Duke of Dorset, the British ambassador in Paris, warned him that he would be “stared at a great deal.” So Adams found. The Government officials in London adopted an attitude of frigid politeness.The diplomatic corps treated him as one of themselves, but the Englishfled from him. He records that at a ball at the French ambassador’sit was only with difficulty that two English lords could be found boldenough to be seen speaking to him in public. The English would certainly have been surprised if they had known the reason he ascribed inhis diary for their timidity. “This people cannot look me in the face;there is conscious guilt and shame in their countenances when theylook at me. They feel that they have behaved ill, and that I am sensibleof it.”

His diplomatic efforts were fruitless. He was supposed to induce the British to carry out the treaty of peace and to make a commercial treaty.They had no intention of carrying out the peace treaty and no intention of making any more treaties with the Americans. For a strangedelusion had seized the British. They were convinced that the poordeluded colonials would find it impossible to govern themselves; thatin a few years American legislatures would be imploring George IIIto send over governors again. Incredible as it may seem, this nonsense was taken seriously. It was one of the causes of the War of 1812.

Adams was so disgusted with England that he was determined under no circumstances to accept a reappointment. He returned to theUnited States at the end of his term and arrived while the first elections under the new constitution were taking place. In the first fewpresidential elections the system of electoral colleges actually worked.Without campaigning, he was elected Vice-President. It was not untilseveral years later that he discovered that Hamilton had exerted himself to induce the electors to give their second votes to someone otherthan Adams.
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He had more to do as Vice-President than most of his successors were to have. The unanimous election of Washington for each of histwo terms has obscured the lack of political harmony during his administration. Many of the most vital measures passed at this time passedby the narrowest of votes. More than twenty times Adams had an opportunity to cast the deciding vote in the Senate. On these occasionshe did not have to be sent for. Unlike his successors, he believed it tobe his duty personally to be in the chair whenever the Senate was insession.

Within the framework of the constitution there is room for wide variations in governmental practice, and at first it appeared that thecabinet was going to assume a place in America comparable to thatit occupied in England. Washington not only asked the advice of hiscabinet but took a vote and decided accordingly. It was the same traitin his character which several times during the war had made himconform to a decision reached by a majority vote in a council of general officers even when it was contrary to his own opinion. All thismakes it very strange that Adams was never invited into the cabinet.On only one occasion, when a crisis arose in Washington’s absence, didhe direct the cabinet to consult the Vice-President.

The two men respected one another but they were never exactly friends. Adams always had a little too much of the “I made that man”attitude toward Washington. Yet Washington was above such things.The true reason Adams was never consulted was that Hamilton sawto it that he was not. For the first few years Adams did not suspect what was going on—in fact, he developed a considerable liking forHamilton. When Adams discovered that it was not reciprocated hecould not understand the reason. He had forgotten the record.

Schuyler was Hamilton’s father-in-law and when Burgoyne marched down from Canada, Schuyler was in command of the American troopswhich opposed him. He had a creditable record and enjoyed the confidence of Washington. Yet the Congress intervened for the purposeof sending Gates to supersede Schuyler. Gates arrived on the northernfront just in time to reap the glory of a victory which others had won,Adams had been instrumental in substituting Gates for Schuyler. Henever admitted any lack of confidence himself in that general butclaimed the New England militia would not join an army commandedby Schuyler.

Maclay, the people’s senator, who was so severely critical of Jefferson’s “high-tone” was equally critical of Adams. It was soon believed in the South and West that the Vice-President never appeared in publicwithout a coach-and-six. Pomposity and ostentation were new chargesto bring against him. A short time previously, Jefferson, in complaining of his inability to live on his salary in Paris, explained that thereason Adams was able to live on his salary in London was that he was“careless of appearances” and was content with “a very plain stile oflife.” Had his election as "Vice-President turned his head? It hardlyseems likely. It appears from his diary that when at Braintree in thesummertime he would sometimes join his farm hands in chopping downtrees and building fences. He forbade any of the family, except hiswife, to take the carriage (which was not drawn by six horses) to churchbecause of the inconvenience it would occasion to the crowd of pedestrians. His wife wrote to their daughter that the daughter’s son John,who was staying with his grandparents, “spent an hour this afternoonin driving his grandpapa round the room with a willow stick.” A fewweeks later young John discovered another amusement. “Every day,after dinner, he sets his grandpapa to draw him about in a chair, whichis generally done for half an hour, to the derangement of my carpetand the amusement of his grandpapa.” There were neither reportersnor photographers in those days.
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Adams had one great failing for a politician. He was addicted to writing. That might have been all right if he had said nothing butunfortunately for him his writings were profound. He was really avery great political philosopher. The trouble a great political philosopherhas in politics is that only an infinitesimal proportion of the electoratewill read his books while his opponents can always pick out isolatedsentences and phrases with which to deceive the majority. Mrs. Adamswrote one of their sons that the newspapers were attacking her husband by “making quotations of detached sentences, as the atheist endeavoured to prove from scripture that ‘there is no God’ by omitting,‘the fool hath said in his heart.’ ”

This is particularly easy to do with Adams’ books. He himself wrote on one occasion “I write too much to write well, and have never timeto correct any thing.” Anyone who reads his published writings willagree that what they need is “correction.” They are reminiscent ofno classical author so much as Clarendon. There is the same jumble ofbrilliant sentences and passages with passages which should certainlyhave been omitted; the same lack of organization, of editorship.

The problem which chiefly concerned Adams was the problem of power. He did not entirely agree with Jefferson that “knaves willalways be uppermost.” “It is weakness rather than wickedness,” Adamswrote, “which renders men unfit to be trusted with unlimited power.”He believed in frequent elections and had no use for the then prevailing conservative inclination in America for indirect elections. Evenbefore the signing of the Declaration of Independence he wrote toR. H. Lee that the new state constitutions should provide for the election of the governor by the people at large. This was as contrary tothe prevailing radical thought of the day as it was to the conservative.What passed for the progressive and liberal thinkers of the time wereall obsessed by the notion that a republican government was a government in which all authority was centered in a deliberative assembly.If it was necessary at all to have such an official as a governor he shouldbe appointed by the assembly and be given only very limited powers.

Great interest was taken in France in the American state constitutions. Adams’ diary when in Paris contains an entry, “The Duke de la Rochefoucauld made me a visit to-day, and desired me to explain tohim some passages in the Connecticut Constitution which were obscureto him.” As a whole, the French philosophers did not approve of these constitutions. Turgot published his criticisms. He said that the Americanconstitutions were pedantic imitations of the British; that when thesovereignty rested in the people all power should be vested in an assembly of one chamber representing the people.

This publication produced Adams' greatest literary effort, his Defence of the Constitutions of Government of the United States ofAmerica in three stout volumes, the first of which was published inLondon in 1787. It appeared in America just before the meeting of thefederal constitutional convention and was immediately republished inthree separate editions in New York, Boston, and Philadelphia, respectively. A French translation appeared in Paris in 1794 and new editionsin London in 1794 and in Philadelphia in 1797. Adams sent Jeffersona copy of the first edition and the latter replied that he had read itwith “infinite satisfaction and improvement” and that he hoped thatit would become “an institute for our politicians.” The only thing hecriticized was Adams’ statement that the Continental Congress was“not a legislative, but a diplomatic assembly.”

In this work Adams attacked Turgot slightly on the basis of his own experience. “No man who has not seen the inside of such an assembly,can conceive the confusion, uncertainty, and procrastination.” In theContinental Congress “it was generally agreed that the appointment ofofficers by lot would have been a more rational method” than theirelection by the Congress.

He attacked him more on the theoretical side. “A simple democracy by representation is a contradiction in terms.” Even before the Declaration of Independence he had inquired in a private letter, “How . . .does the right arise in the majority to govern the minority . . .Whence arises the right of the men to govern the women . . . Whencethe right of the old to bind the young . . . ?”

The major part of these three volumes was devoted to an analysis of history. He examined every republican or quasi-republican constitution of which he knew. His first conclusion was that whenever allpower has been vested in an assembly the members of that assemblyhave used their power to perpetuate themselves in office. His secondconclusion is now a commonplace. It was that the reason for the riseof absolute monarchies in Europe was that the people preferred an absolute monarch to a government of nobles. He discussed particularly Poland, which was then an aristocratic republic, and came to the conclusion that the peasantry of that country would be better off if it werean absolute monarchy. He examined Roman history with an attitudewhich was at the time completely unorthodox. He pointed out thatthe classical Latin historians almost without exception were “republicans,” that is, supporters of the Senate. Time and again, in the daysof the Roman republic, individuals had arisen who had demanded amore equal division of wealth. Each time they had been accused ofaspiring to the kingship, and each time they had been killed judiciallyor otherwise. He noted that the reason Caesar had overthrown theRoman republic was that he was the champion of the common peopleagainst the Senate.

Translated into modern terminology, his view was that any assembly will be an assembly of special interests; that the only hope the peoplehave is in a powerful, individual executive elected directly by thepeople, who will act in the interests of the nation as a whole ratherthan in those of any special group. That seems to be the general opinion of the American electorate after an experience of a century anda half.

Jackson was the first President to appreciate the possibilities of the office but those possibilities only existed because of Adams. He wasalone in the early days in his insistence upon a strong, individual executive, and the American presidency is the direct result of his influence.

He did not have any greater faith in the integrity of such an executive than he had in the integrity of an absolute assembly. Both would seek to perpetuate themselves in power. The remedy? A balance.“Longitude, and the philosophers stone,” he wrote to Roger Shermana few years later, “have not been sought with more earnestness byphilosophers than a guardian of the laws has been studied by legislators from Plato to Montesquieu; but every project has been foundto be no better than committing the lamb to the custody of the wolf,except that one which is called a balance of power?"It should be notedthat Adams never took the judiciary into account in weighting hisbalance.

There is another peculiarity. He was not content with a balance of assembly versus executive. His conception of a balance was of twohouses of assembly and an individual executive. It was essential to his plan that the executive power should be lodged in an individual andthat he should have an absolute veto on all legislation.

This may be termed the practical aspect of his political philosophy. To learn the reason for his insistence on two houses of assembly it isnecessary to go into the theoretical aspect. This is easier to understandfrom his letters than from the Defence.

Adams was in principle throughout life an equalitarian. One of the reasons he was so unpopular in Philadelphia in the early days of theRevolution was that it was rumored that he was a “leveller.” “Power,”he wrote, anticipating later thought which does not recognize him asits ancestor, “always follows property. This I believe to be as infalliblea maxim in politics, as that action and reaction are equal, is in mechanics.” He did not believe it possible to maintain an absolute equalityof wealth but where he anticipated later thought was in arguing thateven if such equality were attainable it would not by itself be sufficientto create an equalitarian society. He illustrated his point from the colonial history of Massachusetts. He pointed out that for the most partthe powerful ministerial families had always been poor. He pointedout the strong appeal which the family name Winthrop had alwayshad for Massachusetts voters. He pointed out the superior advantagesfor worldly education and the making of connections which the sonsof important men necessarily enjoy. He recognized that money is thegreat destroyer of family influence. So what should be done aboutfamily influence when an approximate equality of wealth has beenestablished? He could find only one answer—a community of wives.

In his old age he tried to discuss this conclusion in his letters to Jefferson but the latter only responded with an attitude of horror. When Dwight announced that the election of Jefferson meant that “the tiesof marriage” were “destroyed,” he was pointing his cannon in thewrong direction.

Even an equal division of property and the abolition of marriage would not establish equality. There were still the inequalities of abilities, personalities and, above all, education. Again Adams turned toMassachusetts and concluded that while that state was in form a representative democracy, in practice it was an oligarchy of Harvard men.

His ultimate conclusion therefore was that it is impossible to createa completely equalitarian society. Some individuals will always have more influence than others. The individuals of greater influence hedenominated “natural aristocrats”and he defined an aristocrat as a“man who can command or influence two votes one besides his own.”While an equalitarian, he did not regard equality as the end butrather as a means to an end. His ultimate objective was liberty, anequal liberty for all. He defined that word of many meanings, as “apower to do as we would be done by.’’

His analysis is unanswerable but his solution is more questionable. It is to divide the assembly into two houses of equal power. The upperhouse should be so constituted as to attract the natural aristocratswhile the lower house consists of common people. In view of his familiarity with Greek thought, it is surprising he did not suggest anelective upper house and a lower house chosen by lot.

The only objection he made to the constitution of the United States when he first read it was to the power of the Senate over appointmentsto office. Practical experience confirmed this objection.

It is easy to see what the scurrilous sheets which then went by the name of newspapers could make of this. They did not know about histheories of marriage but they did know that he said there was a naturalaristocracy in every country, including the United States. Everybodyknew this was not so. No American was called lord. Clearly whatAdams wanted to do was to talk the American people into introducinga house of lords.

This was not the immediate reaction to the publication of the Defence, This opinion as to his beliefs arose later because of Adams’ allegedlack of sympathy with the French revolution. That alleged lack of sympathy was not based on any love of the Ancien Regime but on thebelief that no revolution could come to any good end which was underthe influence of the politically immature ideas of Turgot, Condorcet,Helvetius and company. The real split between Adams and the Frenchmen and between Adams and Jefferson was this: Jefferson and theFrenchmen believed all men are born equal and are made unequal bylaw; Adams believed that in every known form of society men areactually born unequal and that it is necessary for the state to takeaffirmative action to make them as equal as possible.

Adams was never able to get Jefferson to come to grips on the real issue between them. Even in their old-age reconciliation Jefferson persisted in asserting that there was no use getting into an argument over the question whether or not an aristocracy existed in the United States,since it clearly did not. Has not, Adams wrote back, ‘‘an aristocracyof land-jobbers and stock-jobbers” already been “entailed upon us toendless generations”?

Over twenty-five years after the first publication of the Defence,Taylor of Caroline published a stout volume attacking Adams forhis alleged advocacy of aristocracy. A certain restraint on both sidesis apparent in the old-age correspondence of Adams and Jefferson.Adams did not feel the same restraint in writing to Taylor. “Permitme to ask you,” he wrote, “whether the descent of lands and goodsand chattels does not constitute a hereditary order as decidedly as thedescent of stars and garters?” It infuriated him that a great slaveowner like Taylor should say there was no aristocratic element inAmerican society. He asked Taylor almost in so many words whetherhe, Taylor, would ever have been a United States senator if he hadnot married a wealthy heiress. “If you complain that this is personal,I confess it, and intend it should be personal, that it might be morestriking to you.” He asked some other questions. “Would Washingtonhave ever been commander of the revolutionary army or president ofthe United States, if he had not married the rich widow of Mr. Custis?Would Jefferson ever have been president of the United States if hehad not married the daughter of Mr. Wales?”

Taylor’s nearest approach to coming to grips on the real issue was to state that while Adams’ theories might apply to the ancients, they didnot apply to a nation which enjoyed a free press. “Property,” Adamsreplied, “is aristocracy, and . . . property commands the press . . .The types, the machinery, the office, the apprentices, the journeymenrequire a capital, and that capital is aristocracy.”
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Adams lived a rather isolated life during the Washington administration. Always an individualist, he did not belong to any political group. He did not entirely approve of everything he saw going on.He particularly did not like the financial policy of the federal government. “Funds and banks,” he wrote later, “I never approved, or wassatisfied with our funding system; it was founded in no consistent principle; it was contrived to enrich particular individuals at the publicexpense. Our whole banking system I ever abhorred, I continue toabhor, and shall die abhorring.” Yet when Washington refused toserve again, the group in office could see no other possible candidate.Hamilton tried his best to find someone else but finally realized thatthere were only two possibilities, Adams and Jefferson, The first waselected President and the latter Vice-President. The majority wasnarrow. With bitterness, Adams always referred to himself as a“President of three votes,” his majority in the electoral college.

He had arrived at an impossible situation. He always bitterly resented the statement that Washington's administration was non-party and that his was the first party administration. If his administrationwas a party administration it certainly was not administered by a partyto which Adams belonged. His first difficulty was that which everyPresident since has faced who has come into office with the blessing ofhis predecessor. Should he retain the same cabinet? If he did not,there would be a universal outcry that his action was an implied criticismof Washington. The effect of this can best be appreciated by considering that however much in fact Jefferson criticized Washington, Jefferson would never admit it.

Politically, the cabinet had no strength. None of its members had any great ability. From the standpoint of a New England president itwas badly distributed geographically. The cabinet had only four members, and of these, the two principal were Timothy Pickering, the Secretary of State, and Oliver Wolcott, the Secretary of the Treasury—both New Englanders. McHenry, the Secretary of War, was utterlyincompetent, which fact Washington, who had appointed him, soonfound out. Charles Lee, the Attorney-General, was a cipher.

Pickering, Wolcott, and McHenry were completely under the influence of Hamilton. They had no feeling of loyalty for Adams and no respect for his judgment. They were convinced that the true policyof the United States was to ally itself as closely as possible withEngland. It was another manifestation of that colonial spirit whichAdams had fought all his life. In this instance, it was aggravated bythe feeling that it was the moral duty of the United States to aidEngland in its holy war in defense of civilization against the Reign of Terror. Everything that transpired in the cabinet, however confidential, was promptly written to Hamilton, who was practicing law in NewYork. Hamilton would, in reply, direct the cabinet members how tovote. All of them believed that the executive power was vested in thecabinet as a whole. Most of the Federalist senators were similarlyunder Hamilton’s influence. “I had all the officers,” said Adams later,“and half the crew always ready to throw me overboard.”

Adams by now was very much alone. His old friends and associates from the early Continental Congresses had nearly all died or left publicoffice. He had not established any intimacy with the younger group.He was so disgusted at being a “President of three votes” that hetook no pleasure in the office. His wife was very ill during much ofhis administration, and he spent as much time as he could with her atQuincy. As a result of all this, it was a long time before he discoveredwhat was going on—in fact, he never did learn that Wolcott was inthe plot.

Jefferson was much better acquainted with the situation. Throughout the four years of Adams’ administration he flirted with the idea of aligning himself with Adams against the Anglophiles. Even on theeve of the next presidential election Senator Smith of Maryland, aJeffersonian stalwart, approached Stoddert, one of Adams’ few loyalsupporters, with a suggestion that the Jeffersonians might supportAdams for re-election if he made certain changes in his cabinet. BeforeStoddert had an opportunity to communicate this to Adams, it becameapparent that Jefferson was going to be elected.

Adams was a President without a party. The group which denominated itself “Federalist” nominally supported him. It did so only because it could find nobody else who was “available.” While Adams had no political friends, he had a real hold on the electorate. TheHamiltonians, for example, controlled financial Boston but they knewthat Adams had an unequalled voting strength among the commonpeople in every village of the state. This was generally true throughout New England. He also had a real attraction for the voters in someother states, particularly North Carolina.

He had scarcely become President when, as a result of the XYZ affair, the United States found itself involved in a war with France.The Anglophiles were delighted. It was the great opportunity to drawcloser to England and to join the crusade for civilization. Adams recommended to Congress the building of as large a navy as possible and the raising of a few regiments of artillery to protect the seacoast.Hamilton wrote to his followers that the thing to do was to raise anarmy of fifty thousand men, ten thousand of whom should be cavalry.He neglected to mention how this army was going to get at the French.In truth, the Hamiltonians wanted an army principally to keep downrebellion at home—they saw French-inspired revolutions in every cornerof the land. Hamilton himself had some vague ideas of conquests inLatin America. Without consulting the President, Congress providedfor an army somewhat smaller than Hamilton wanted.

While the army was being organized, Talleyrand indirectly conveyed the information to Adams that France would like to discuss peace. The President jumped at the opportunity. War with Francewas contrary to his strongest convictions in regard to an appropriateforeign policy for the United States. His first principle was to stayout of all European squabbles; his second, that if by any chance wegot involved, France was our natural ally. Against the utmost opposition from his cabinet and the other Anglophiles, he sent envoys toFrance. The envoys succeeded in making a peace.

It was an act for which the Federalists never forgave him. They charged him with making peace against the advice of his cabinet, towhich he replied that the responsibility was his, not his cabinet’s.Years after his retirement they still attacked him for making peace.“Sir,” he wrote to one Federalist historian who had asked him if hehad never repented, “I desire no other inscription over my gravestone than: ‘Here lies John Adams, who took upon himself the responsibility of the peace with France in the year 1800.’ ”

In other respects he offended the Federalists. They were eternally looking for rebellions; for opportunities to show the might of thefederal government. The Whiskey Rebellion in Pennsylvania had furnished such an opportunity in Washington’s time; the new taxes whichwere necessary to support the army to fight the French occasionedfresh riots in Pennsylvania. One Fries and others were arrested forthese riots and convicted of treason. The Federalists clamored fortheir execution as an “example.” Against the unanimous opinion of hiscabinet Adams pardoned them. It was another one of his offenses. “Ipardoned Fries,” he wrote later, “and what would a triumphant, victorious, and intoxicated party . . . have done with honest JudgeChase and Judge Peters, if I had hanged him? . . . What good, whatexample would have been exhibited to the nation by the execution ofthree or four obscure, miserable Germans . . . ?”

Before Adams left office he discovered the treachery of his cabinet. McHenry was the first to go. Adams then demanded Pickering’s resignation. It was refused.

Adams’ letter to Pickering asking him to resign is signed “your most obedient and humble servant.” Pickering’s written refusal to do socalled forth the following letter:



Sir,—Divers causes and considerations, essential to the administration of the government, in my judgment, requiring a change in the department ofState, you are hereby discharged from any further service as Secretary ofState.

John Adams,

  President of the United States



Adams had discovered one man among the Federalists who saw eye-to-eye with him. He was a Virginian congressman named JohnMarshall. When Adams dismissed McHenry he offered Marshall thevacant office. It was refused. When Pickering was dismissed, Adamsagain turned to Marshall. This time the latter accepted. When, shortlyafter, the chief justiceship became vacant, the Federalists, throughtheir control of the Senate, tried to force Adams to appoint JusticePaterson. The President won, and Marshall became Chief Justice justbefore Jefferson became President.

“I left my country,” Adams later wrote in summing up his administration, “in peace and harmony with all the world, and after all my extravagant expenses’ and wanton waste of public money,’ I leftnavy yards, fortifications, frigates, timber, naval stores, manufactoriesof cannon and arms, and a treasury full of five millions of dollars.This was all done step by step, against perpetual oppositions, clamorsand reproaches, such as no other President ever had to encounter, andwith a more feeble, divided, and incapable support than has ever fallento the lot of any administration before or since. For this I was turnedout of office, degraded and disgraced by my country; and I was gladof it. I felt no disgrace, because I felt no remorse. It has given me fourteen of the happiest years of my life; and I am certain I could nothave lasted one year more in that station, shackled in the chains of thatarbitrary faction . . .

“As I had been intimately connected with Mr. Jefferson in friendship and affection for five-and-twenty years, I well knew his crude and visionary notions of government as well as his learning, taste, andtalent in other arts and sciences. I expected his reign would be verynearly what it has been. I regretted it, but could not help it. At thesame time, I thought it would be better than following the fools whowere intriguing to plunge us into an alliance with England, an endlesswar with all the rest of the world, and wild expeditions to SouthAmerica and St. Domingo; and, what was worse than all the rest, acivil war, which I knew would be the consequence of the measures theheads of that party wished to pursue.”
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Adams went back to Braintree an embittered man. He had very few friends. All the Federalist politicians in New England blamed theloss of the election on his misconduct in making peace with France.He had never been popular with the commercial classes in Boston;they always rightly suspected him of radicalism. His political strengthlay with the common people of New England. The Anglophiles—theEssex Junto they came to be called—would have disposed of him longbefore if they had not known of the magic of his name among thefarmers and fishermen.

Jefferson’s purchase of Louisiana brought the distinction between Adams and the Anglophiles into sharp relief. He applauded that act;they denounced it. Later, when Pickering, who was now a senator, defended the English impressment of American seamen, Adams repliedin a newspaper letter which was subsequently published as a pamphlet.In this he took the position that the proper course for the UnitedStates was to declare war. He approved of Jefferson’s Embargo as apreliminary step but was satisfied it would not by itself be sufficientto bring Great Britain to reason. He analyzed the vote in places suchas Nantucket and Marblehead and concluded that the seamen prefer“to be embargoed rather than go to sea to be impressed.”




Adams alone among our early statesmen realized that the natural protection of the United States was a navy. He did more; he anticipatedMahan. “The trident of Neptune,” he wrote, “is the sceptre of theworld” but, he wrote on another occasion, “God forbid that Americannaval power should ever be such a scourge to the human race as thatof Great Britain has been!” Most Americans believed their shipswould never be able to stand against British ships. It was another relicof the colonial spirit. He felt his policy fully vindicated when thenews arrived during the War of 1812 of one naval victory after another. His hatred of England never abated. When the news came ofNapoleon’s fall he wrote “France is humbled and Napoleon is banished; but the tyrant, the tyrant of tyrants is not fallen. John Bull stillpaws, and bellows terrible menaces and defiances.”
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When he left the White House his great fear was of boredom. He felt he could not go back to practice. Largely through his wife’s goodmanagement he had accumulated a fortune of nearly one hundred thousand dollars, which was sufficient to maintain them. The rest of his lifewas spent in his library. For the first time he had leisure to roam thefair fields of literature at will. He was not reading now for any objectbut his own enjoyment. He took down his Greek grammars and dictionaries and went back to reading the Greek poets. He delved intoseventeenth-century Massachusetts history. He re-read Algernon Sidney and Pascal and many another book he had read in his youth.He was particularly fond of works on religious subjects and on whatwe should now call comparative religion. Why did he read so manytheological books? Because, he wrote Jefferson, “I have been a loverand a reader of romances all my life.”

He tried writing his autobiography but he found it “so dull an employment that I cannot endure it. I look so much like a small boy in my own eyes, that, with all my vanity, I cannot endure the sight ofthe picture.”

He did not, like Jefferson, come in the end to confine his reading to the classics. He read Scott and many another popular novelist ofthe time. He found D’Israeli’s Curiosities and, after reading it, wishedfor a similar account of literary life in France. His wish was answeredalmost immediately by the discovery of Grimm. He read it in. fifteen volumes and pronounced it “the most entertaining work I ever read.”He saw a reference in Priestley to Dupuis and immediately sent toFrance for the book. He expected a volume or two, but when he received it he read all twelve volumes. He and Jefferson were nowreconciled and this reading of Dupuis raised a question in Adams’ mind.Were there not laws in every state against blasphemy? Would notanyone who translated Dupuis be guilty of violating those laws? Shouldthey not do something about getting those laws repealed?

They avoided political topics in their correspondence. Much of it was devoted to religious and philosophic subjects. Here they thoughtmuch alike. Both of them hated ecclesiasticism. “Where,” wrote Adamsto Jefferson, “are St. Luke’s world of books that were written? Ifyou ask my opinion, who has committed all the havoc? I will answeryou candidly. Ecclesiastical and imperial despotisms have done it toconceal their frauds. Why are the histories of all nations, more ancientthan the Christian era, lost? Who destroyed the Alexandrian library?I believe that Christian priests, Jewish rabbis, Grecian sages, and Romanemperors, had as great a hand in it as Turks and Mohametans.” WhenAdams learned of the organization of the American Bible Society underthe presidency of his old friend Jay, he turned to Jefferson for comfort. “We have now, it seems, a national Bible Society, to propagateKing James’s Bible through all nations. Would it not be better toapply these pious subscriptions to purify Christendom from the corruptions of Christianity than to propagate those corruptions in Europe,Asia, Africa, and America?”

Yet Adams was definitely religious. He joined Jefferson in his hatred of ecclesiasticism and in his contempt for orthodox theology which wastypified for both of them by the Athanasian creed. Adams set forth hisown creed explicitly in a letter to Vanderkemp, an old friend whom hehad made in the Netherlands and who had since migrated to America.“My religion is founded on the love of God and my neighbor; on thehope of pardon for my offences; upon contrition; upon the duty aswell as necessity of supporting with patience the inevitable evils oflife; in the duty of doing no wrong, but all the good I can, to the creation, of which I am but an infinitesimal part . . . I believe, too, in afuture state of rewards and punishments, but not eternal.” Vanderkempwas not satisfied, and six months later we find Adams writing him “Christianity, you will say, was a fresh revelation. I will not deny this.As I understand the Christian religion, it was, and is, a revelation.But how has it happened that millions of fables, tales, legends, havebeen blended with both Jewish and Christian revelation that havemade them the most bloody religion that ever existed? How has ithappened that all the fine arts, architecture, painting, sculpture, statuary,music, poetry, and oratory, have been prostituted, from the creation ofthe world, to the sordid and detestable purposes of superstition andfraud?”

His omnivorous appetite for reading grew by what it fed on and we find Adams saying that he lamented every day that he did not havea hundred thousand more volumes in his library. Ever since the daysof the Continental Congress his eyes had troubled him but now therewere long intervals when he could not read at all. Until his wife’sdeath in 1818 she would read to him. The house was usually full ofchildren, grandchildren, and great-grandchildren and he would getthem to read to him. “Why,” he wrote to Vanderkemp, “you seemto know nothing about me. I have grandchildren and great grandchildren, multiplying like the seed of Abraham. You have no ideaof the prolific quality of the New England Adamses. Why, we havecontributed more to the population of North America, and cut downmore trees, than any other race.” The chief disadvantage was that thislimited his reading to the languages they understood. In the periodswhen his eyesight was good we find him in one case quoting a Greekhymn to Jefferson and adding his own English translation, with a request for Jefferson’s opinion thereon. He then goes on to quote Latin,French, and Italian translations, although he adds, “I am so awkwardin Italian, that I am ashamed to quote that language to you.” In another case he starts a letter with a four-line quotation from Theognis.This is followed by Grotius’ Latin translation, then by Adams’ Englishtranslation, then by another Latin translation.

After Mrs. Adams’ death, his letters to Jefferson held the same place in Adams’ life that his diary had held in his youth. They followed eachother in rapid succession and he poured his heart into them. There wasconsiderably more restraint in the replies. Adams did not notice it.“While you live,” he wrote, “I seem to have a bank at Monticello,on which I can draw for a letter of friendship and entertainment, when I please.” For many years he had been troubled by a trembling of hishands. In his old age this became so bad that he had great difficultyin writing, and at times could not write at all. Otherwise, there wouldhave been even more letters to Monticello.

He deliberately refrained from interfering in his son’s career. He was always careful not to ask John Quincy Adams any questions abouthis various diplomatic missions. The father warned the son not to writeany letters to him which he would not be willing to see published in anewspaper. When, on the eve of the peace negotiations at the end ofthe War of 1812, John Quincy, who had been appointed one of theAmerican negotiators, wrote to his father and asked him some questions in regard to the peace negotiations at the end of the RevolutionaryWar, his father thought it his duty to send the letter to PresidentMadison.

As the years rolled on Adams paid less and less attention to current politics. Then came the election of his son as President. “Never did Ifeel so much solemnity as upon this occasion. The multitude of mythoughts, and the intensity of my feelings are too much for a mindlike mine, in its ninetieth year.” He was anxious to include his friendJefferson in his felicity. He wrote to him of “our John.” “I call himour John, because, when you were at the Cul de sac at Paris, he appeared to me to be almost as much your boy as mine.”

Adams had none of the usual old man’s contempt for the younger generation. When his advice was asked on any question his invariableresponse was that the current generation appeared to him to be quiteas wise as his own. “I must acknowledge,” he wrote to McKean, theold Pennsylvania patriot, that “I contemplate with pleasure the risinggeneration. As much secluded as I am from the world, I see a succession of able and honorable characters, from members of Congress downto bachelors and students in our universities, who will take care of theliberties which you have cherished and done so much to support.” Toa college friend he wrote, “We shall leave the world with many consolations. It is better than we found it. Superstition, persecution, andbigotry are somewhat abated; governments are a little ameliorated; science and literature are greatly improved, and more widely spread.Our country has brilliant and exhilarating prospects before it, insteadof that solemn gloom in which many of the former parts of our lives have been obscured.’’

As the fiftieth anniversary of the Declaration of Independence approached, invitations poured in from all sides. But the end was obviously near. For a time the people of Quincy hoped he would at least be able to attend their own local celebration. When hope was gone, acommittee was sent to obtain a toast. It was forthcoming. “Independence forever.” The committee asked for something more. “Not aword,” said Adams. The toast was given at the banquet. As the company was dispersing the news arrived of his death.


CHAPTER III

John Hancock



I WRITE,” said Hancock as he signed the Declaration of Independence, “so George III may read without his spectacles.”

John Adams said that the three indispensable men in stirring up the Revolution were James Otis, Sam Adams, and Hancock, in that order.The British would have reversed it. To them, Hancock was the fountainhead of sedition. Through their efforts he became known all overEurope as King Hancock, the great American rebel. When Gage issued his proclamation offering pardon to all the rebels who repented,he expressly excepted Hancock and Sam Adams.

Yet Hancock lives only as a signature. He did not retire from public life after signing his name. Time and again he was elected governorof Massachusetts. As late as 1791 John Adams wrote to Jefferson thathe heard an attempt would be made to elect Hancock vice-presidentat the next election.

What is the explanation? Was he a mere “front-man,” a mere puppet whose motions were controlled from behind the scenes by more astutemen of whom Sam Adams would undoubtedly be the chief? But Hancock survived politically long after he had broken with Sam Adams.Was he, as has beensuggestedrecently,1merely a lot of cash and afit of the gout?

The general idea that his fame was more or less fraudulent arose early. In John Adams’ old age one of his former law students wrotethat he had ‘'never profoundly admired Mr. Hancock.” The remark brought forth one of Adams’ torrential letters. “I can say, with truth,that I profoundly admired him, and more profoundly loved him.”There was no occasion for Adams to arise so vehemently in the defense of Hancock. They had not been on good terms since the day Hancock had taken his law business to another lawyer. But no one was ina better position than Adams to appraise the other’s character andcareer. Hancock’s father was the Congregational minister in Braintreewho baptized Adams. Hancock was a few months younger than Adamsbut the boys attended primary school together, they were at Harvardtogether, one was the client of the other, they were in the GeneralCourt together, they were in the Continental Congress together. Certainly if any man was ever in a position to appraise another, Adamswas in a position to appraise Hancock.

Hancock’s misfortune is that when he wrote his name so that George III could read it without spectacles he wrote it a little too large. Subsequent generations have expected the chief signer of the Declarationof Independence to be a thinker—a man to rank with Adams and Jefferson. He was not, and, after making this discovery, the tendency wasto treat him as a complete fraud. When Adams ranked him as one ofthe three indispensable men, he was using a different standard. Thepoint about Hancock was that he was rich—sinfully rich. That is ofvery little interest nearly two centuries later but was very importantat the time. How often does a millionaire lead a revolution? Bowdoinrefused to go to the first Continental Congress because he did not wantto hazard his great fortune. Dickinson opposed the Declaration of Independence, according to Adams, because his mother constantly toldhim, “Johnny, you will be hanged; your estate will be forfeited . . .”Certainly if anybody was hanged and anybody’s estate was forfeited,Hancock was the first in line. The Tories would have liked to laytheir hands on such rich pickings.

That is what Adams meant by his profound admiration of Hancock. The latter was not a great thinker; he contributed nothing to theconcept of Americanism. But he was of invaluable service to the causein the days when the Revolution was being fomented in Massachusetts. At no time and place has the possession of wealth been so highlyvalued as in eighteenth-century England. The constant attempt of theTories was to prove that their opponents were desperate men who had nothing to lose and who hoped to better themselves by fishing introubled waters. So long as the patriots had Hancock with them theyhad the best possible answer to these slanders.

He contributed in other ways. At one time, Adams says, three great merchants, Thomas Hancock, Charles Apthorp, and Thomas Green,“when united, could carry any election almost unanimously in aBoston town meeting.” The reason is apparent from Adams’ furtherstatement that at least a thousand families were dependent on JohnHancock (who had inherited his uncle Thomas’ position) for a living. There was no secret ballot and a thousand families must havebeen about one-third of the population of Boston. Added to Adams’estimate at another time that at the outbreak of the Revolution one-third of the people of Massachusetts were Tories, it is apparent whyhe regarded Hancock as so important.

Rich men are notoriously timid. It is the have-nots and the men who are on the make who encourage social disturbances. The Tories werenot blind to Hancock’s importance; they would have paid a high pricefor him. At one time, a few years before the outbreak of hostilities,he seemed inclined to yield. There was nothing underhand about it.Nor was there anything underhand about his adherence to the patriotinterest. He, the owner of the greatest business in New England,stepped forth boldly as the champion of the revolutionary cause, wellaware that if it came to hanging, he, above all others, would be theone the Tories would most delight in hanging.

That is one side of the picture. The other is that he had an almost pathological appetite for popularity; that, while he was industrious,his ability was mediocre and that his conduct as treasurer of Harvardwas strange to say the least.

Adams has given us a clue to Hancock’s character. He says he was extremely sensitive. Through circumstances which the public could onlyregard as lucky this sensitive man, while still in his twenties, foundhimself the owner of the greatest business in New England.
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Thomas Hancock was the son of John Hancock, the minister at Lexington. Thomas went to Boston to learn to be a merchant andafter a time, became the proprietor of a bookshop, which is seldom a road to fortune. He also married Lydia Henchman, the daughter ofthe town’s chief importer of books. Thomas, on his father-in-law’sdeath, took over the importing business. From this he branched intoother lines and, at his death, books were a minor item in the generalimporting business which he conducted. By that time he was also thechief exporter of whale oil and whale bone, and had interests in anumber of retail stores.

Thomas’ brother John was the minister at Braintree. His wife, Mary Hawks, had outlived one husband and was to outlive the ReverendJohn. At his death he left two sons and a daughter by her. The ministryin colonial Massachusetts was not more profitable than elsewhere.Thomas offered to take one child off his sister-in-law’s hands. Heselected John, who was about seven at the time.

Thus it was that John, though born poor, grew up rich. He attended the Boston Latin School which was the best preparatory school available. He was graduated from Harvard in 1754 and then entered hisuncle’s business. Well-dressed, honorable, and industrious, he wasalways a model young man. After four years in the business, his uncledecided to send him to London for a year and arranged for him totravel there under the chaperonage of an ex-governor of Massachusetts who was returning to England. During his year in London Johnsustained the character of being all that a rich uncle could desire. Onhis return he went back to work in the business. About two years laterhis pleased uncle, who was childless, announced that he had takenJohn into partnership and that thereafter the business would be knownas Thomas Hancock & Company. Less than a year later Thomas Hancock died, and when his will was probated it was found that he hadleft practically all his estate of seventy thousand pounds to John.

Thus it was that Hancock became a rich man. He was not rich through his own efforts nor was it the usual sort of inheritance. Hisrelatives were as poor as ever. A few years later he is guaranteeing thecredit of his brother Ebenezer for five hundred pounds, so that thelatter can start in the hardware business. When Ebenezer failed, Johnrecapitalized him. He had any number of first cousins—as closely related to Uncle Thomas as he was—who were as poor as if they hadnever had a rich and childless uncle.

This is the key to Hancock’s character. All the world agreed that he was a young man of exemplary character, and all the world agreed thathe had become sinfully rich in a manner which could only be describedas sheer luck. John Adams says Hancock was extremely sensitive anda good judge of men. All men bowed and scraped when Hancock approached; he could easily surmise what they said after he had left.This is the secret of that obsession for popularity which governed allhis public life. This was the reason he was willing to stand forth as theleader of the rebels. Somehow or other, he had to prove to himself thathe was more than just a lucky heir and the only proof that satisfied himwas to hear the acclamations of the people. His mind was not profoundenough to be discriminating about applause.

This desire for the approbation of those around him appeared immediately after his uncle’s death. John was very liberal in making donations to churches; he carried out a promise of his uncle to make a substantial gift of books to Harvard. He had inherited many tenements in Boston, and he soon earned the reputation of being a humane andliberal landlord. He tended to his business assiduously and devotedhis attention there to creating a monopoly of whale oil.

But what people most admired in the rich young man was his conduct toward his Aunt Lydia, the widow of Uncle Thomas. John was tall, thin, rather good-looking, dressed well, and was the best catchin New England, but he did not give the girls a chance. He livedwith his aunt in the stone mansion of his deceased uncle, surrounded bythe negro slaves whom the uncle had imported from London to actas his servants. Everywhere Aunt Lydia went, John was her escort.Never before, the town agreed, had any widow had such a paragon ofa nephew. When John finally did marry, his aunt picked his wife forhim; indeed, after his wife had outlived him and a succeeding husband, she complained that she had been “forced” to marry Hancock.

This did not happen until he was nearly forty and already President of the Continental Congress, The bride, Dorothy Quincy, was a spinster a few years older than he. The forcing came about in this way:Due to the British occupation of Boston, Dorothy had gone, under thechaperonage of Aunt Lydia, to Fairfield, Connecticut, where they stayedwith an uncle of Aaron Burr. While they were there Aaron came to visit. He was a very young man but had already developed that skill as a lady-killer which he had all his life. Since there was nothingbetter around he now went to work on Dorothy. She remained convinced for the rest of her life that if it had not been that Aunt Lydiawould never leave them alone together she would have married Burr.

Hancock was rich and dressed well, but he was not the fine gentleman Burr was. He was very domineering around the house and one of his foibles was that he would not allow china to be used exceptfor formal and elaborate dinner parties. Even when, every Saturday,he kept open house and served salted codfish to all his friends, theplates were pewter. He explained his preference on the ground thatthe food was less likely to “slide off” a pewter than a china plate.Any remaining doubt as to his table-habits is dispelled by a letter hewrote his wife while he was still President of the Continental Congress.“I am up to the eyes in papers . . . I have not Room on the Tableto put a plate.” He has sent his servant Joe for a plate of minced vealand when it comes “I shall take the plate in one hand, the knife inthe other.”

Most of his foibles were like those of rich men everywhere. He always insisted on paying the bills when he was in company with others.Shortly after their marriage, when his wife was about to come to Philadelphia to join him, he wrote her that whenever she stopped to dineshe should see to it that a “genteel dinner” was provided for everyone who was traveling in her company and that she paid for it. Forthis purpose he told her always to send her servant, McClosky, aheadto order the dinner and to tell the innkeeper not to accept paymentfor anything from anyone but her.

He had his business correspondents in Madeira send him with each shipload of wine, a special consignment for his own use. “Four pipesof the very best Madeira Wine that you can possibly procure formy own table. I don’t stand for price. If it be good, I like a Rich wine.& if you can ship a Pipe of Right Sterling old Madeira, Pale & Good,you will add it. I like pale wine, but I need say no more than that theyare for my own use, & I beg they may be the very best that can bepurchased,” he wrote them shortly after his uncle’s death. He was veryfond of fish of all kinds and had a standing offer to pay a guinea forthe first salmon of the season. He was unable to find parsnips in Philadelphia and had a quantity sent to him from Boston.
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At his death Thomas Hancock was a selectman of Boston and a member of the Council. John was immediately elected a selectman inhis place. The Stamp Act aroused him to fury but it was the fury of abusiness man who feels that a particular law will ruin his business.“I am Determin’d,” he wrote to his London correspondents, “as soonas I know that they are Resolv’d to insist on this act to Sell my Stockin Trade & Shut up my Warehouse Doors Thus much I told our Govrthe other day, & is what I am absolutely Determin’d to abide by.” Aweek later he wrote to them that “I have a Right to the Libertys &Privileges of the English Constitution, & I as an Englishman willenjoy them,” and at the same time complained grievously of the taxeshe already had to pay. All his orders for goods for the ensuing yearwere conditional upon the repeal of the Stamp Act.

When news of the repeal of the Act was received the town set apart a day for public rejoicing. On that day Hancock, according to a contemporary newspaper, “gave a grand and elegant entertainment to thegenteel part of the town, and treated the populace with a pipe ofMadeira.” He also provided a display of fireworks.

Thomas Hancock’s lawyers at his death had been James Otis and Oxenbridge Thacher and they now represented his nephew. It was ofthe latter of these lawyers that Hutchinson remarked “Thacher wasnot born a plebeian but he is determined to die one.” Hancock consequently was in close touch with the patriot clique. They now persuadedhim to run for election to the House of Representatives. As SamAdams was returning from the town meeting at which the election washeld, he met John Adams on the street near Hancock’s home. “Thistown has done a wise thing today,” Sam said, pointing to Hancock’shouse, “they have made that young man’s fortune their own.” Hancockcontinued in the House until it was dissolved forever.

The narrow-minded, monopolistic attitude which governed the political economy of the British government had led to the passage of a lot of acts governing American trade which, if enforced literally,would have completely throttled the development of the New England colonies. In practice, many of these acts were ignored. The British now determined to enforce them and sent a warship to Boston forthis purpose. Shortly after, Hancock's sloop Liberty came in with a loadof wine from Madeira, the direct shipment of which to America wasforbidden. Hancock should have been safe in making this shipment forthat Tory stalwart, Harrison Gray, the treasurer of the province, hadan interest in the wine. But Gray, of whom the patriot rhymesterswrote,

What Puritan could ever pray

In Godlier tones than Treasurer Gray!

Or at town-meetings, speechifying,

Could utter more melodious whine.

failed to perform his share of the partnership. A customs officer went aboard the Liberty and was confined below by the captain and crewuntil the cargo had been unloaded. Next day a naval force seized thesloop. Riots followed, and considerable destruction of property. Legalproceedings were instituted against Hancock to recover about ninetythousand pounds in penalties. He retained John Adams as his counselbut the matter never came to trial.

Both during his life and later these suits have been used to detract from Hancock's reputation. It is plain that if he had been compelledto pay ninety thousand pounds he would have been bankrupt; it isalso plain that if he had ever sought a reconciliation with the Britishauthorities they would gladly have pardoned the Liberty affair. Thereis some hint of such a reconciliation when the Governor approvedHancock’s election as a militia colonel. Sam Adams was on the alertand Hancock was soon again in the forefront of the patriot cause.

He delivered the annual oration in commemoration of the Boston massacre in March, 1774. “Some boast of being friends of government; I am a friend to righteous government, to a governmentfounded upon the principles of reason and justice. . . He then wenton to relate what happened upon the stationing of the two regimentsin Boston. “Our streets nightly resounded with the noise of riot anddebauchery; our peaceful citizens were hourly exposed to shamefulinsult, and often felt the effects of their violence and outrage, “But this was not all; as though they thought it not enough toviolate our civil rights, they endeavoured to deprive us of the enjoyment of our religious privileges; to vitiate our morals, and thereby render us deserving of destruction. Hence the rude din of arms whichbroke in upon your solemn devotions in your temples, on that dayhallowed by Heaven; and set apart by God himself for his peculiarworship. Hence, impious oaths and blasphemies, so often tortured yourunaccustomed ear. Hence, all the arts which idleness and luxury couldinvent, were used, to betray our youth of one sex into extravaganceand effeminacy, and of the other to infamy and ruin. And did theynot succeed but too well? did not our infants almost learn to lispout curses before they knew their horrid import? did not our youthforget they were Americans; and regardless of the admonitions of thewise and aged, copy with a servile imitation the frivolity and vices oftheir tyrants? and must I be compelled to acknowledge that even thenoblest, fairest part of all the lower creation did not entirely escapethe cursed snare? or why have I seen an honest father clothed withshame, or why a virtuous mother drowned in tears?” It is probablethat he received substantial help in the composition of this oration. Itis better than any other speech he ever delivered but it should benoted that John Adams took it for granted Hancock had composedit himself.

Hancock was president of the first provincial congress which met in the fall of 1774. He still thought himself safe in Boston and as lateas March, 1775, he attended a meeting of the selectmen called totake action in regard to the tarring and feathering of a citizen bythe redcoats. A few days later a group of British officers, in passing hishouse, stopped, drew their swords, and hacked his fence. The nextnight he found his stable full of redcoats, who refused to leave, tellinghim his house and stable would soon be theirs.

He was again president of the second provincial congress which met at Concord March 22, 1774. While at the congress he stayed withrelatives in Lexington, and when the congress adjourned on April 15he thought it advisable to remain there. Sam Adams was with himand it was in Lexington that Revere awakened them on the night ofApril 18. Hancock was all for fighting and started to clean his gun.Finally Adams convinced him that “that is not our business; we belongto the cabinet.” At daybreak they left and went to the parsonage atWoburn precinct. When Hancock thought himself safe he sent for his aunt and Dorothy Quincy, who had been in Lexington with him,and enjoined them to bring along “the fine salmon” which he hadprovided for dinner that day. They did so, but just as the group wasabout to eat the salmon someone rushed by yelling that the redcoatswere coming. Under the guidance of the parson’s negro slave, Hancockand Adams took refuge in a nearby swamp and ultimately foundshelter with a farmer.
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Hancock next appears on the scene as President of the second Continental Congress. Shortly after Gage had proclaimed him a rebel excepted from pardon, he was elected in place of Peyton Randolph, who had gone back to Virginia. “We will show Britain,” said Ben Harrison,as he escorted Hancock to the chair, “how much we value her proscriptions.”

This is the high point of Hancock’s career. He should have died after signing the Declaration of Independence. He worked faithfullyas President but he did not have the knowledge or the ability to takethe lead in the matters which came before the Congress for decision.He and Harrison became great friends and this friendship alienatedHancock from his old mentor, Sam Adams. When Hancock retiredfrom the Congress in 1777 Sam Adams opposed the passage of a voteof thanks for his services. This Hancock never forgave.

He had learned from Sam Adams where to find compensation for that feeling of inferiority which his inherited wealth had given him.Now that Hancock no longer had Adams’ guidance, the weakness inhis character began to show. All he wished for was popularity; so longas he received the acclamations of the crowd he did not care why. Itwas now that he discovered the political value of gout. For the rest ofhis life, whenever there was an important decision to be made, Hancock was sick abed of the gout and remained there until he had decided which side had the more popular support.

The last time he actually tried to do anything was in 1778. He then got himself elected major-general of the Massachusetts militiaand commanded them in an expedition which was carried on jointlywith the French fleet against the British in Rhode Island. The expedition was unsuccessful and his actions in it were open to great criticism. He realized this and quickly took steps to counteract the effect of any criticism which might be made. He did not try to explain hisactions but fell back on his money. On any occasion of popular rejoicingHancock could be relied on to furnish refreshments. The French fleetnow retired to Boston and Hancock set about to entertain all theofficers lavishly from the Admiral to the midshipmen. He was successful in stifling comment on his military incompetence.

Thereafter he was careful never to take the responsibility for any decision. John Adams’ constitution was adopted in the state conventiononly after acrimonious argument. Hancock stayed in bed most of thetime for fear he might otherwise say or do something which wouldinjure his chances of being elected governor. He was elected the firstgovernor of the Commonwealth and was re-elected at the next fourannual elections. Then a necessity for decision arose which he couldnot dodge.

When he saw the beginnings of Shays’ rebellion in the western part of the state in 1785 he suddenly resigned as governor in the middleof his term. When others had taken the responsibility of suppressingthe rebellion he returned to the governorship in 1787 and continuedin that office by annual re-elections until his death in 1793.

There is no question that Hancock’s peculiar system of spending money lavishly and completely avoiding responsibility produced theresult he desired. He was the most popular man in the state. He couldbe elected governor any time he wished. There was only one groupwhich did not share in this enthusiasm for him. That was the groupconnected with Harvard College.

Hancock had been elected treasurer of the college in 1773. As such, he took possession of the books of account and of the mortgages andother securities in which the endowment was invested and removedthem all to his office in Boston. That was the last Harvard heard ofits new treasurer. He did not render any accounts; he refused to answerletters; he ignored hints to resign. When he was in Philadelphia, theCorporation of the college suggested he have the securities sent toCambridge and appoint someone to act in his stead. This time heanswered the letter. He said he had given instructions to have thesecurities sent to him in Philadelphia. The alarmed college sent a representative to Philadelphia who, after a good deal of trouble, managed to get the securities from Hancock. He still refused to give an accounting and still refused to resign as treasurer. Finally, the college screwedup its courage and removed him. It was a dangerous thing to do, sincethe college was still very dependent on the state government.

As Governor, Hancock was ex officio President of the Board of Overseers of Harvard and, as such, he presided at meeting after meeting where it was reported that it was impossible to state the financialposition of the college accurately because of the refusal of TreasurerHancock to give an accounting. The amount involved was not largefor a man of his wealth. When he resigned the governorship he finallycondescended to settle his accounts with the college and it appearedthat he owed a thousand and fifty-four pounds. He still neglected topay. The college ultimately brought suit on his surety bond but hemanaged to stall the suit until his death. Then his representativesmanaged to stave off payment for years.

This action of his representatives is the more remarkable because he left a very substantial estate. The reason his representatives wereso slow in paying was that all Hancock’s friends agreed with himthat he had been grossly mistreated. The mistreatment consisted inhis removal from the office of treasurer. Hancock’s conduct is hardlyevidence that he had embezzled any college funds. The endowmentwhich he carried to Philadelphia with him was in securities, not cash.It would have been very difficult to raise cash on it and, in any event,if he was in want of ready money, he had ample property of his ownfor collateral, much more than the seventeen-thousand-pound endowment of Harvard. But the conclusive bit of evidence is that among theletters from the college which he refused to answer was one askinghim to make arrangements to collect from mortgagees who had expressed a desire to pay off their obligations. He would neither pay norreceive payment.

Hancock was easily irritated. He could also be stubborn. Something in his early relations with the college as its treasurer irritated him.Having adopted the wrong attitude, he was stubborn about it. As sooften happens, the more wrong he was in fact, the more thoroughlyhe convinced himself that he had been mistreated. According to him, itwas all a plot to destroy his popularity.

He himself did nothing to risk that popularity. According to custom, he was elected president of the convention which was called in Massachusetts to consider ratification of the federal constitution. Accordingto custom, he immediately took to his bed. Sam Adams led the opposition to ratification, so there was a good reason for Hancock to favorit. Still, he could not risk his popularity. The ratificationists solved theproblem. They went to Hancock and suggested that ratification be accompanied by a resolution containing perpetual instructions to thestate’s representatives in Congress to press for certain amendments.Again he was given an opportunity to play the hero. He rose from hisbed, went to the convention, talked of the deep meditation he had indulged in while ill, and presented this scheme. It was adopted.

He had only one more opportunity to bring his gout upon the stage of history. When Washington, as President, visited Boston in the fallof 1789 Hancock wanted to make the President pay the first visit. Atprecisely the right moment Hancock had a severe attack of the gout.Washington merely sent his respects. Then word came to the Governor that there was considerable popular disapproval of his course. Hecould not hazard his popularity and he now wrote asking for an appointment. “The President,” was the reply, “needs not express thepleasure it will give him to see the Governor; but, at the same time,he most earnestly begs that the Governor will not hazard his healthon the occasion.” Hancock had himself carried into Washington’s presence with both legs swathed in woolens.

Hancock survived a few years longer, still an unrivalled vote-getter in Massachusetts and the idol of the people. The younger generationof statesmen, Fisher Ames, Rufus King, Theophilus Parsons, regardedhim with privately expressed contempt.

When he died he received the most magnificent funeral the Commonwealth of Massachusetts could provide. His estate paid the expenses.


CHAPTER IV

Samuel Adams




IN HIS early forties an unsuccessful brewer sat down in the small colonial town of Boston and determined to break up the BritishEmpire. Samuel Adams made a business of revolution. It was the onlysuccessful business he ever had.

He and John Adams had a great-grandfather in common but Sam came of the more successful branch of the family. His grandfather,Captain John Adams, prospered as a sea-captain. His father, DeaconSamuel Adams, was a brewer who in the course of his life acquiredconsiderable property. Both the grandfather and the father marriedinto well-established families.

Sam Adams’ father was fond of politics. For many years he was a member of the House of Representatives but it is more importantthat he was the dominant figure in the Caucus Club—America’s firstpolitical organization. It was through this club that the son later obtained and maintained his absolute control of the politics of Boston.

Sam’s mother wanted him to enter the ministry and he had halfheartedly assented. He attended Harvard and was graduated in 1740. As his father noticed the great interest which his son took in his ownpolitical activities he concluded that Sam would be happier at the barthan in the pulpit. He made the suggestion and the son again assentedwithout enthusiasm. For a few months after Sam’s graduation fromcollege, he studied law. It did not please his mother. At her urging hequit the law but he did not go back to the ministry. He never acquiredany profession.

He passed his time by taking his master’s degree, which he did three years after his graduation from college. Others did not realize it, buthe had already found his career. The title of his thesis was WhetherIt Be Lawful To Resist The Supreme Magistrate If The Commonwealth Cannot Be Otherwise Preserved. He read the thesis at commencement and his conclusion was that such resistance was lawful.Thus it was that at twenty-one Sam Adams had already publicly maintained the position that rebellion might be justifiable.


He always had a complete lack of interest in the making of money or even in the making of a living. His father did not share his sereneunworldliness. The elder Adams was well-to-do but not sufficientlyso for his sons to expect to be gentlemen of leisure. He now obtaineda position for Sam with a merchant named Cushing, whose son waslater to be Adams’ colleague on many occasions. A few months laterthe elder Cushing told Sam he “would never do as a merchant.” As alast desperate expedient Deacon Adams now gave his son a thousandpounds and hold him to set himself up in any trade or profession hepleased. Sam promptly lent five hundred pounds to a friend who neverrepaid it and almost as promptly lost the other five hundred in somecommercial speculation. His father was at his wits’ end. Sam spent thenext few years nominally assisting his father to manage the brewerybut his heart was never in the making of beer.
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The business of politics always had a fascination for Sam Adams. It was not ambition which attracted him. He was equally indifferent tomoney, to fame, and to power. He was poor as a churchmouse all hislife. Time and again, the King inquired of his colonial secretary whyAdams was not “taken off,” meaning, given some office which wouldmake him dependent. The royal advice was duly passed on to Massachusetts. Hutchinson always refused to make the attempt, claiming itwould be utterly useless. His successor. Gage, thought it worth trying.By this time the British were willing to pay a good price. Shortly beforeAdams left for the first Continental Congress, the colonel of one of thenewly arrived regiments called at his house. The price was an annuityof two thousand pounds for life or one thousand pounds for two lives. All he was asked to do was to keep quiet. “A guinea,” said Adams, as he ushered his visitor to the door, “never glistened in my eyes.”

He was equally indifferent to the spotlight. He left that to Hancock, thankful that the rich man’s services could be secured so cheaply. Hancock is only the most conspicuous example. Adams controlled Boston politically for several years before he even sat in the legislature.He drew any number of papers for the House but he let others presentthem. Even when he entered the legislature he was content with thehumble position of Clerk of the House. Let Cushing be speaker; itpleased him no end. When the Committee of Correspondence was appointed by Boston, Adams resurrected the wreck which liquor had madeof Otis and let him present the Committee’s report as chairman.

In this indifference to the spotlight Adams was a typical political boss. What made him an original was his indifference to power. Ofthe desires which govern men, the love of power is by far the mostinsidious. Many men are indifferent to wealth; men who are indifferentto fame are not uncommon; but there are very few men who can resistthe pleasure of exercising power. Without question, this inability ofmen to resist the pleasure of exercising power has been responsible formore misery than any other factor in the history of the human race.

The record shows that Adams could, and did, resist. At the outbreak of the Revolution he was in undisputed possession of an unrivalledpolitical machine which controlled Massachusetts. After the conclusionof peace he was even to be subjected to the humiliation of being defeated for re-election to the state senate. He was ousted from his long-held position of secretary of the state. He was defeated for electionto the first Congress under the federal constitution. It was only throughthe grace of Hancock that he was later elected lieutenant-governor.His political machine had not been stolen from him or defeated; hehad deliberately destroyed it. After the war was over he vigorouslyand frequently denounced conventions, committees, caucuses, parties,and all the machinery of politics. He felt they had no place in a republic; that they were justifiable only as instruments with which toresist a tyranny. It was for this reason that he abandoned the politicalmachine which he had erected with so much care.

What, then, was his driving motive? He frequently expressed hie desire to see Boston become “the Christian Sparta.” “I begin,” hewrote as early as 1777, “to anticipate the Establishment of Peace on such Terms as independent States ought to demand, and I am evennow contemplating by what Means the Virtue of my Countrymen maybe secured for Ages yet to come.” That was his driving motive; adesire to protect and extend the ‘Virtue” of his countrymen. Hisconception of virtue was strictly Arcadian. Even before the war wasover he feared the “Inundation of Levity Vanity Luxury Dissipation& indeed Vice of every kind.” His desire for independence was largelyoccasioned by his belief that Britain was a cesspool of iniquity whichwould infallibly corrupt America unless the tie between the two countries was severed. He was far from being pleased with the governmentwhich came out of his efforts. “Is it true that the Review of the BostonMilitia was closd with an expensive Entertainment? If it was, and theExample is followed by the Country, I hope I shall be excusd when Iventure to pledge myself, that the Militia of that State will never beput on such a Footing as to become formidable to its Enemies.” He didnot think that morality was a private affair. He was thoroughly committed to the proposition that government should actively promotevirtue. “Let Divines, and Philosophers, Statesmen and Patriots unitetheir endeavours to renovate the Age, by impressing the Minds ofMen with the importance of educating their little boysand girls—of inculcating in the Minds of youth the fear, and Love of the Deity,and universal Phylanthropy; . . . in short of leading them in theStudy, and Practice of the exalted Virtues of the Christian system,which will happily tend to subdue the turbulent passions of Men.” Itis not clear whether Adams desired virtue as essential to liberty orwhether he desired liberty as essential to virtue. It is very clear thathe regarded the two as inseparable.

In after years the Anglophile Federalists made It their business to belittle his reputation. They said he was a bigot. So he was, in the sensethat he never doubted the truth of the creed in which he had beenraised. Nor did he overlook any political advantage to be derived fromreligious prejudice. In a newspaper article attacking the Stamp Acthe says that it “was contrived with a design only to inure the peopleto the habit of contemplating themselves as the slaves of men; and thetransition from thence to a subjection to Satan, is mighty easy.” Hehad the evidence. People had actually been seen In the province, “it issaid,” with crucifixes at their breasts; but I do not avouch for the truth of it.” During interludes in the political storms between the StampAct and the Boston Port Bill he beat the tom-toms in the newspaperson the dangers of popery. He was careful not to tie himself down tofacts but he had heard rumors that someone had been seen with acrucifix or that another had spoken well of episcopacy. The resolutionswhich he introduced into the Boston town meeting providing for theappointment of a Committee of Correspondence called on the committee ‘‘to state the Rights of the Colonists . . . as Men, as Christians,and as Subjects.” Elbridge Gerry wrote from Marblehead objectingto the use of the word “Christians.” Adams replied that he had used itbecause of the danger of an attempt to introduce episcopacy. He hammered away at the argument that if an Act of Parliament could override the political provisions of the charter it could also override thoseprovisions designed to protect the Congregational Church. One of hisobjections to the federal constitution was to its prohibition of religioustests.

He was a man of strong piety and of unquestioning faith in the creed in which he had been raised but he never allowed his religiousprejudices to interfere with his political purpose. A newspaper writerattacked a Doctor Young, one of Adams’ political associates, as an“infidel” and stated that he did not wish to join in any measure inwhich it would be necessary to “follow the lead of such men as Dr.Young.” Adams replied, asking the critic whether “your patriotismhangs so loosely about you, that your country may perish rather thanyou will unite for its salvation, with a man not compleatly orthodox.”If Adams did not think that infidelity was any reason for refusing totrust a man politically, neither did he think that a reputation for pietywas any reason for according trust. Some dim appreciation of the Puritan background of New England sedition led the British governmentat one point to entrust the colonial portfolio to a nobleman whose solequalification was that he was known as the pious Lord Dartmouth.Adams immediately warned his countrymen against the danger of trusting a statesman merely because he has the reputation of being aman. Anyway, what was a “good” man doing in such a corrupt administration as that of Lord North?

When the first Continental Congress met, it immediately got intoa wrangle over a motion made by Adams’ colleague, Cushing, to open the proceedings with prayer. Jay and John Rutledge, both Episcopalians, opposed this on the ground of the diversity of sects represented in the Congress. Adams interpreted the opposition as actuatedby Episcopal fear of New England Congregationalism. He thereforerose, stated he could hear a prayer read by any “gentleman of pietyand virtue” and moved that the leading Episcopal clergyman in Philadelphia be asked to act as chaplain. Adams went even further in forgetting his fear of popery. He wished more than any other member ofthe Congress to bring Canada into the Confederation and he now employed himself in allaying the religious fears of the French Canadians.
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His first political activity was the organization when he was twenty-five of a club for the discussion of public affairs. The club published a weekly newspaper called The Public Advertiser.It contained littlenews but furnished a medium for the publication of essays by the members of the club. It was here that Adams developed his literary style.Like his speeches, it was lucid, graceful, and free of rhetoric. Theclub did not have a political program, unless a general determinationto promote “virtue” can be regarded as such.

A few months after the organization of this club Adams’ father died. In the settlement of the estate Sam received the family homesteadon Purchase Street together with the adjoining brewery and some otherproperty, including a number of dwellings. The family lot was at thewaterfront end of the street and the house faced the harbor. There wasan observation platform surrounded by a railing on the roof whichwas reached by an outside stairway. The lot extended to low-water markand had a frontage of two hundred and fifty-six feet on Purchase Street.Shortly after his father’s death Adams married Elizabeth Checkley,a relation and the daughter of his minister. She died a little less thaneight years later. Of their five children, two survived her.

Adams continued the brewery for some years after his father’s death. He was evidently unsuccessful at it for he finally abandoned thebusiness. The empty brew-house was still part of his property at theoutbreak of the war. After the failure of the brewery he had no gainful occupation. When he needed money badly enough he would sella part of his inheritance. He never worried about the inevitable result of such a financial policy. “Took an airing in the chaise with . . . SamuelAdams,” John Adams entered in his diary. “He says he never lookedforward in his life; never planned, laid a scheme, or formed a designof laying up any thing for himself or others after him.”

His wants were very few. “He eats little, drinks little, sleeps little, thinks much,” said a Tory later. Even when seated at a well-suppliedtable he was known on occasion to confine his dinner to milk and brownbread. When wine was served he never drank more than a glass andfrequently left that only half empty. When he came into prominencehis friends were grieved by the threadbare appearance of his clothes.He had one costume, a dark red suit, which was supplemented incool weather by a dark red cloak. When he was about to leave for thefirst Continental Congress his friends decided that his appearance hadto be improved. As he was seated at his evening meal a few daysbefore his departure, a well-known tailor knocked at the door and requested the privilege of taking Adams’ measure. The tailor declinedto explain why he desired it. He was followed by a hatter, a shirt-maker, and a shoe-maker. A few days later a trunk appeared, addressedto Adams. When it was opened it was found to contain a suit of clothes,two pairs of shoes, a set of silver shoe-buckles, a set of gold knee-buckles, a set of gold sleeve-buttons, a cocked hat, a gold-headed cane,a red cloak and a number of minor articles.

He had very few wants above the bare subsistence level. He never traveled. As a young man he occasionally made horseback journeys afew miles into the country but at the time of the second ContinentalCongress he stated that he had not been on a horse for many years.He did not collect books like Jefferson and John Adams. He wasregarded by his contemporaries as fairly well-read. He was not a scholar.He liked to use historical illustrations in his newspaper articles butthey were frequently inaccurate. At his death he left a library of aboutfour hundred volumes.

How did he spend his time in the years before the Stamp Act? The mansion he had inherited was not in the fashionable part of town. Itwas on the waterfront, near the ropewalks and shipyards. He was well-known and highly respected through all this section of Boston. He wasof a social disposition and a remarkably even temper. He liked to dispute but he never let the dispute become ill-tempered. He had the rare quality of honestly rejoicing in the successes of his friends. Fewcollections of letters arouse so much affection in the reader for thewriter as do those of Sam Adams. As time went on he became the friendof everyone along the waterfront. He was their source of wisdom.They came to him with all their troubles and he was always ready tolisten and advise. He became famous as an adjuster of disputes. Hewas very fond of sacred music and on Sundays he sang in the choirof the New South—the Tories later sometimes called him the “Psalm-singer.”

He was learning, too, during these years. “Adams, I believe,” said John when they first began to act together during the Stamp Acttroubles, “has the most thorough understanding of liberty and her resources in the temper and character of the people, though not in the lawand constitution.” He was always closer to his constituents than mostof the other revolutionary statesmen. He knew Boston and he loved itlike an Athenian of the fourth century before Christ loved Athens.But he acquired more than a knowledge of the ways of the ropewalkers,sailors, and ships’ carpenters of Boston. He acquired an uncanny skillin the management of men. Long before he brought Hancock andJohn Adams into the service of the cause, he had done the same thingwith many a lesser man. The Caucus Club was still in existence and itwas the engine through which Sam Adams acquired political power.When John Adams first heard of the Club, which was in 1763, it met“in the garret of Tom Dawes . . . he has a movable partition in hisgarret which he takes down, and the whole club meets in one room.There they smoke tobacco till you cannot see from one end of thegarret to the other. There they drink flip, I suppose, and there . . .selectmen, assessors, collectors, wardens, fire-wards, and representatives, are regularly chosen before they are chosen in the town.” TheClub did not draw its membership from the first families. WheneverSam Adams found a waterfront worker who seemed to be of suitablecalibre he brought him to the Club. The authorities did not yet printthe ballots. After the Club had agreed on its slate of candidates, itprepared ballots which were distributed among its members. The members, in turn, distributed them among their friends. There was no competing organization and the Club had absolute control of the political life of Boston.

It was a new type of political power. The eighteenth century knew of the Pitts who controlled Parliament through eloquence; it knewof the Walpoles who controlled Parliament through graft; it had yetto learn of the power of organization. Sam Adams was never notedfor eloquence. His speech-making, like his writing, was dry, lucid andmethodical. Few people realized the power he had built up—-perhapshe did not realize it himself.

The questions which concerned the Club were mere details. But the man and the organization were waiting; all that was needed was theopportunity. Adams was not satisfied with the small issues of provincialpolitics. Slaves were generally used as domestic servants in Massachusetts and he was just beginning a campaign for the abolition ofslavery when the passage of the Stamp Act created a more urgentissue. He drafted the instructions of the Boston town meeting to itsrepresentatives in the legislature protesting against the Stamp Act asillegal before it had even been passed. A short time later he was electeda representative to fill the vacancy created by the death of OxenbridgeThacher. Otis had been sent to the Stamp Act Congress in New Yorkand Adams assumed the leadership of the opposition in the legislature.He may have been a new member but he was a much older hand atthe art of politics than any of his colleagues.

He and Otis worked in harmony during this period but there would have been a break later if Otis had not sunk under a combination ofinsanity and alcoholism. “If Otis,” said John Adams many years later,“was Martin Luther, Samuel Adams was John Calvin. If Luther wasrough, hasty, and loved good cheer, Calvin was cool, abstemious, polished, and refined, though more inflexible, uniform, and consistent.”The thinking of the two men was fundamentally divergent. Otis desired to reform the Empire—to work out some method by which allthe parts would be equally represented in the Supreme Council. ThisSam Adams regarded as a practical impossibility. Sometime during theStamp Act troubles he became convinced that the only solution wasthe breakup of the Empire into its component parts; that is, so far asthe part in which he was interested was concerned, independence. TheTories raised the issue. Time and again they said there was no alternative between submission to Parliament and independence. He made his choice.

He was far too good a politician to let his true objective be known. At that time it would have been regarded with horror by the greatmajority of the people of the province. Ever since the first settlementspeculative minds had talked of independence from Europe as an ultimate object. It was a different matter to bring it into the realm ofeveryday politics. Adams was a master of the peculiar art of convincingby denying. The Tories made the mistake of accusing their opponentsof aiming at independence before there was any real sentiment for it.Adams took up the charge. He took every opportunity to deny it. Ina letter which he drafted for the House as early as January, 1768, theHouse is made to say that “we cannot justly be suspected of the mostdistant thought of an independency on Great Britain. Some, we know,have imagined this of the colonists, and others may, perhaps, haveindustriously propagated it, to raise groundless and unreasonable jealousies of them; but it is so far from the truth, that we apprehend thecolonies would refuse it if offered to them, and would even deem it thegreatest misfortune to be obliged to accept it.” The only real powerwhich the British Government had in America arose from the people'ssentiment of loyalty. If that could be destroyed, British control wouldcollapse and could only be re-established by conquest. A direct attackon the sentiment of loyalty would only arouse antagonism. The attackmight convince some but in the case of many it was likely merely toincrease the bigoted sentiment of loyalty. The fervent denial of anydesire for independence which Sam Adams inserted in one publicdocument after another was the perfect solution. The most bigotedTory could not object to the insertion of such statements; at the sametime, they familiarized the public mind with the idea of independence.The victory was largely won when public opinion ceased to regard adiscussion of the question of independence as taboo.

As always, there was a considerable disposition to make the best of a bad situation, but Adams could see the dangerous effect of precedents.The dispute over the question whether the legislature could be compelled to meet in Cambridge instead of Boston lasted for years. It wasa great nuisance, since it interfered with all routine action. Even Hancock was at one time willing to vote for a resolution asking the Governor to permit the legislature to move back to Boston because of the inconvenience of meeting in Cambridge. That was all the Tories desired. It was as much of a nuisance for them as for the patriots tohave the seat of government in this country village. Adams succeededin having the motion defeated by a few votes.

He, more than any other, is responsible for arousing the people over such apparently abstract questions as whether the governor'ssalary and the judges' salaries could be paid directly by the crown.The British had not anticipated trouble. They thought the argumentthat the effect of these measures would be to transfer the cost of thesesalaries from American taxpayers to the British treasury would beconclusive. Both Cushing and Hancock thought it silly to try to makean issue out of these measures. Hancock as a selectman voted againstcalling a town meeting on the question of the judges' salaries. Thetown meeting was held and resulted in the Boston Committee of Correspondence “which,” Hutchinson wrote to a former governor now inEngland, “is such a foolish scheme that they must necessarily makethemselves ridiculous.” Later he said that the effect of the measurewas that “all on a sudden from a state of peace, order, and general contentment . . . the Province more or less, from one end to the other,was brought into a state of contention, disorder, and general dissatisfaction.” It was not long after the formation of the Committee that aTory pamphleteer described it as “the foulest, subtlest, and most venomous serpent ever issued from the egg of sedition. It is the source ofthe rebellion. I saw the small seed when it was implanted; it was agrain of mustard. I have watched the plant until it has become a greattree. The vilest reptiles that crawl upon the earth are concealed at theroot; the foulest birds of the air rest upon its branches . .

Adams was not a mob-leader. His theory of the technique of revolution differed from that which has later become standard. He was opposed to mobs and to any use of violence. He conducted himself so cautiously that the government could never find any excuse to arresthim. As early as 1768 depositions were secretly taken before Hutchinson as Chief Justice and sent to London. The object was to enablethe crown lawyers to decide whether there was sufficient evidence tojustify bringing Adams to England to be tried for treason under along-forgotten statute of Henry VIII providing for prosecutions withinthe realm for treason committed outside the realm. The government decided the evidence was so flimsy that it was dangerous to makethe attempt.

There was another element of danger besides the lack of evidence. The legal position of the Americans was that the authority of Parliament was confined to the realm and that the colonies were not partof the realm. If Coke and his contemporaries had been called upon todecide the question they would have decided in favor of America. Even Wales for centuries after its conquest was regarded as outside therealm and there were innumerable precedents that for that reason anact of Parliament could have no force there. The medieval conceptsof territorial nationality and personal allegiance on which the Americans insisted had become meaningless in England. When we note thehavoc which the new theories of nationality which were beginning toarise about that time have created in Europe, we can only be thankfulthat the medieval, territorial concept has remained pretty firmly imbedded in our thinking.

From the beginning Adams was satisfied that the contest could only end in war. The chief obstacle to success which he foresaw was thegenuine affection which the people still had for the British connectionand the object of all his writings was to destroy this. When he prepared petitions for the legislature to send to England, he did notexpect to move the British government; he wanted to convince hiscountrymen that their affection for the British connection was not reciprocated. When he was working on the first petition to the King, hisdaughter Hannah remarked on the marvel that the paper in front of himwould soon be touched by the royal hand. “It will, my dear,” he replied, “more likely be spurned by the royal foot.”

His attitude was much the same toward the various boycotts of British goods. He did everything possible to promote such movements but his object was different from that of his associates. Theyhoped the boycotts would bring the British to reason; he hoped theywould encourage local manufacturing—economic independence.

He foresaw the ultimate collapse of the charter government and endeavored to prepare a substitute to forestall British rule. The committees of correspondence were the result. A permanent committee ofthis name was set up in each town, following the lead of Boston. Theyserved an immediate object as a propaganda machine but they were likewise a province-wide organization which would be in some conditionto take over the government when the time arrived.

He would have been quite content if the troubles had ended in an independent New England confederation—perhaps he would havepreferred it—but he realized the increased strength of a wider union.From the time of his entrance into the legislature he urged a freecorrespondence among the colonial assemblies for the object of unitedaction. He had a very keen appreciation of the personal element. Herealized the strength which personal confidence could add to such official correspondence. He was too poor to travel but he seized every opportunity to open a correspondence with likely-looking leaders in othercolonies. The most conspicuous examples are his correspondence withChristopher Gadsden in South Carolina and Richard Henry Lee inVirginia.

“Put your enemy in the wrong” was a maxim which he constantly impressed on his associates. Confine yourselves to meetings, writings,resolutions. Let the enemy start the use of force. When they did so,he knew how to take advantage of it.

The first bloodshed was the killing of a boy named Christopher Snyder, the son of a German immigrant. Richardson, a customs’ informer, had attempted to tear down a sign asking people to boycotta merchant who carried British goods. A group of boys, includingyoung Snyder, threw stones at Richardson. He retreated to his house,which was nearby, locked himself in, got his gun, opened a second-story window and fired.

The first use which Adams made of this incident was to arrange a most magnificent funeral for young Snyder. The procession was followed by thousands of people as it wound through the town, with stopsat Faneuil Hall and the Tree of Liberty. The funeral was managedand presumably paid for by the Sons of Liberty. This was a semisecret organization whose membership consisted largely of skilled workmen. It was completely under Adams’ influence and in time it becameas important to him as the Caucus Club.

The purpose of the funeral was to focus attention on the killing of Snyder. The government helped its propaganda value. Richardson was tried and convicted of murder. The killing was clearly unjustifiable but he was pardoned. It was a lesson which all could understand. Anyone who was connected with the British government need not fear the local courts. By constant references in the newspapersAdams saw to it that the lesson was not forgotten.

The Boston Massacre occurred shortly after the killing of Snyder. The town was in an uproar the next morning and it was necessary tocall out the militia to protect the soldiers. Men poured in from allthe surrounding countryside, many bringing their guns. Before theend of the day it was estimated that there were ten thousand men intown ready and willing to fight the soldiers. A member of the Councilwarned Hutchinson that those who were swarming into town withtheir guns “are men of the best characters, men of estates, and men ofreligion; men who pray over what they do.” A less able revolutionaryleader would have judged the hour had come; Adams thought otherwise. Inflexible in purpose—certain that war would come in the end—his judgment was always cool and cautious. Time, he was always certain, was on the side of the Americans. Each new British outrage whichwas settled without bloodshed meant that American solidarity wouldbe greater when the war broke out. Each year that passed meant thatthe population and resources of the country had increased. His businesswas to prevent an outbreak of violence; then to use the story of theMassacre to increase the growing dislike of Americans for the Britishconnection.

The town meeting which assembled at three in the afternoon on the day following the Massacre was larger than any that had ever beenheld before. It adjourned from Faneuil Hall to the Old South Meetinghouse, the most capacious auditorium in town. Adams addressed themeeting. Ordinarily he was a somewhat dry and heavy speaker but hehad a peculiar faculty for rising to great occasions. Even then he wasnot rhetorical. It was not enthusiasm he inspired, but confidence. Thetroops must go; otherwise there would be civil war. Castle William, onan island in the harbor, was the proper place for them. A committee,with Hancock as chairman and Adams a member, was appointed toconvey this decision to Hutchinson.

He received them surrounded by his Council and with the colonels of the two British regiments at his side. He was resolute. No one butGage, the Commander-in-Chief in America, could order the troopsout of town and Gage was in New York. Adams was equally resolute. By charter the governor was commander-in-chief in the province andhe called on Hutchinson to exercise his charter powers. The Counciland the colonels heartily wished themselves out of the scrape. Finallythe senior colonel, Dalrymple, offered to send the regiment which hadbeen concerned in the incident to the Castle but insisted that hisorders required him to keep the other regiment in town. The committee returned to the town meeting. As Adams and his associates filedthrough the crowded meetinghouse he kept repeating “Both regiments or none.” When the committee’s report was rendered his meaning became clear and the entire meeting echoed back, “Both regimentsor none.”

A new committee was appointed to go back to Hutchinson with their answer. Things were becoming too serious to trust even the nominalleadership to Hancock. This time Adams was chairman.

It was dusk when the committee met with Hutchinson, the Council, and the colonels. Adams was the committee’s spokesman. One by onethe councillors and the colonels yielded as he painted the dreadfulconsequences of keeping the troops in town. Only Hutchinson remainedfirm but finally even he consented to their removal. He was satisfiedafterwards that this had been foolish; that if the colonels and thecouncillors had remained firm, the town could have been overawed.Lord North ever afterwards referred to this unfortunate segment ofthe British army as “Sam Adams’ regiments.”
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The skill with which he averted outbreaks which a lesser revolutionist would have welcomed made Adams an almost legendary figure in Boston. All he had left of his inherited property was the house onPurchase Street and the abandoned brewery. His only income was hissalary as clerk of the House of Representatives. This was not quite ahundred pounds a year Massachusetts money (which was not on a parwith sterling). His second wife, Elizabeth Wells, whom he had married in 1764 when he was forty-two and she was twenty-four, was notedfor her extreme economy, and his friends always found genteel thoughmodest entertainment at his home. A colored servant girl named Surryhad been given to the second Mrs. Adams shortly after her marriage.Adams had then announced that “a slave cannot live in my house.” Surry was freed but lived with the Adamses until her death. Therewas usually a servant boy as well. His education would be supervisedby Adams, who would help him set up in a trade when he became oldenough. One ex-servant boy, in post-revolutionary days became veryinfluential among the Boston mechanics and was of material assistanceto his old master politically. The household was completed by the twosurviving children of Adams’ first marriage, a boy and a girl, and bya huge Newfoundland dog. The latter was famous for his antipathy toredcoats.

Adams did most of his writing late at night, in a study adjoining his bedroom. A man whose occupation required him to pass along Purchase Street in the small hours of the morning said that however lateit was, he always saw a light burning in that room and that when hesaw it he knew that “Sam Adams was hard at work writing againstthe Tories.” He had not only state papers and newspaper articles towrite; his correspondence became more voluminous every year. Hardlyany of it is preserved. He had none of John Adams’ passion for thepreservation of written records. “I have seen him,” John later relatedof Samuel, “at Mrs. Yard’s in Philadelphia, when he was about toleave Congress, cut up with his scissors whole bundles of letters intoatoms that could never be reunited, and throw them out of the window,to be scattered by the winds. This was in summer, when he had no fire;in winter he threw whole handfuls into the fire. As we were on termsof perfect intimacy, I have joked him, perhaps rudely, upon his anxiouscaution. His answer was, ‘Whatever becomes of me, my friends shallnever suffer by my negligence.’ ”

He still kept up his peregrinations through the ropewalks and the shipyards. A native dignity of manner helped build up the almost superstitious awe which the people were beginning to have for his wisdom.His reputation was such that it was frequently asserted that he had thegift of prophecy. He was a little above the medium height and carried himself very erect. He was prematurely gray and wrinkled—allthe strangers who met him overestimated his age. From an early agehe suffered from a tremulousness of his head and hands. He was ofmuscular build and light complexion and his eyes were a light blue.His serious and dignified, yet simple, manners made a great impression on the various foreigners with whom he was later to come into contact. When Steuben landed in Boston he found in Samuel Adamsthe type of republican simplicity which he had expected to find inArcadian America. A French officer who met him at a later date put hisimpressions on paper. “I experienced in his company the satisfactionone rarely has in the world, nay, even on the theatre, of finding theperson of the actor corresponding with the character he performs. Inhim I saw a man wrapt up in his object, who never spoke but to givea good opinion of his cause and a high idea of his country. His simpleand frugal exterior seemed intended as a contrast with the energy andextent of his ideas, which were wholly turned towards the Republic,and lost nothing of their warmth by being expressed with method andprecision.”

The period immediately following the Boston Massacre was marked by a disposition on the part of the men Adams had brought togetherto desert the cause. In his lucid and sober moments Otis was inclinedto Toryism; John Adams announced his intention to abandon politics;Hancock and Cushing gave evident signs of a disposition to make upwith Hutchinson. If the British had been content to leave well enoughalone the movement for independence would have collapsed. It wasnot so much what the British did as the way they did it. Years before,Otis had cited the arrogant phrase “our colonies” and inquired “Whosecolonies can the creatures mean?” Years later a Tory refugee who hadfled to England entered in his diary “It piques my pride, I confess, tohear us called 'our Colonies, our Plantations' in such terms, and withsuch airs, as if our property and persons were absolutely theirs, likethe Villains’ and their cottages in the old feudal system so long sinceabolished, though the spirit or leaven is not totally gone, it seems.”Adams never tired of impressing on his countrymen that the Englishregarded them as “tawny savages” outside the pale of civilization.
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Perhaps Adams would have struck at the time of the Massacre if Hutchinson had not given away. Four years later the blow came.

In other places the tea ships were induced to return without unloading or, if the tea was unloaded, the patriots kept guard over it so that none of it could be sold. The presence of British troops in the Castleand a British squadron in the harbor prevented these easy solutions in Boston. The first tea ship to arrive, the Dartmouth,belonged toRotch, the Quaker merchant with whom Hancock had at one timediscussed the possibility of cornering the whale-oil market. Even beforeits arrival, a town meeting had resolved that the tea should not bepermitted to be landed. Adams managed to induce the neighboringtowns to involve themselves and did everything possible to keep Bostonfrom being isolated. Guards were placed to keep the tea from beinglanded by stealth. Rotch would have been glad to get out of his troublesby sending his ship back to England with its cargo but there were difficulties to this. By law, a ship was required to unload and enter itscargo at the customs within a limited time. It could not leave the harborwithout doing so unless it had special permission. Hutchinson was theman from whom permission had to be obtained, and the guns at theCastle and on the warships made it certain that no ship could leavewithout the Governor's pass. Meanwhile, two other tea ships arrivedin the harbor.

Thursday, December 16, 1773, was the last day the Dartmouth could lawfully remain without unloading. A town meeting was calledfor 10 o’clock on the morning of that day and it assembled in the OldSouth with at least two thousand spectators from the surroundingtowns. Rotch came and reported his inability to obtain a clearance. Hewas directed to see Governor Hutchinson in person. The latter hadgone to his countryseat at Milton, and the meeting adjourned untilthree o’clock to give Rotch time to go on his errand. When the meeting reassembled there were seven thousand people present—the largesttown meeting ever held in Boston. It was a quarter after six, an hourafter dark, when Rotch returned. The Governor had refused him apass. When Rotch was through with his report Adams arose and saidsimply, “This meeting can do nothing more to save the country.” It was a prearranged signal. As he ceased, a warwhoop was heard. Thestartled meeting looked in the direction of the sound and, in the dimtwilight, saw the Mohawks running and whooping by the church door.The crowd rushed after them.

The guards who had been stationed by the town at the wharf let the Mohawks through but no one else. It took about three hours tobring the tea up from the holds of the three ships, rip the chests open,and dump their contents into the harbor. It was so quiet that an onlooker about fifty yards from the nearest ship could hear the chests being ripped open. The British men-of-war made no attempt to interfere. Next morning the tea was piled in windrows on Dorchester beach.

There was the devil to pay. The British government passed the Boston Port Bill, which closed Boston as a port; an act which abolishedthe charter government of the province, and an act for sending peopleto England for trial for crimes committed in Massachusetts. TheBoston Port Bill was so rigidly construed that even a rowboat wasforbidden to go from one wharf to another. Gage was appointed Governor. He had discretionary orders to seize Adams but Gage had onlyfour regiments in Boston and was afraid to do so.

It was understood that the first step toward reconciliation must be an agreement by the town of Boston to pay for the tea. Many of theleaders were in favor of taking this step. Even Franklin advised doingso. Adams showed the letter containing Franklin’s advice to othersand remarked, “Franklin may be a good philosopher but he is abungling politician.” The real difference was in their attitude towardindependence. Adams now publicly rejoiced that the severity of theBritish government would soon produce that glorious result.

There was to be one more session of a Massachusetts legislature summoned by a British governor. It met at Salem on June 7, 1774. The first business was the appointment of a committee of nine on the stateof the province. Adams was chairman but he soon discovered that themembers were by no means in agreement with him. After making thisdiscovery, he did not even go to the committee meetings but left JamesWarren to preside in his stead. The Tory members of the committeesoon became so convinced that Adams knew it was hopeless to opposepaying for the tea that the more prominent of them went out of townon private business. Adams spent his time in caucus. The first eveninghe invited five members of the legislature on whom he could absolutelyrely. The next evening each brought a few members for whom hecould vouch. By the third night there were more than thirty. TheGovernor had plenty of spies but the secret was so well kept thatAdams obtained a majority of the House without the Governor knowing anything about it. On June 17 Adams, as Clerk of the House,ordered the doorkeeper to lock the door. Adams put the key into hisown pocket. He then introduced his resolution for the appointment of delegates to a Continental Congress. Several members tried to leavebut were stopped by the locked door. Somehow or other, word got toGage, who immediately prepared a very short proclamation dissolvingthe House. It was sent by his secretary, Flucker, who found the doorlocked. Flucker thereupon read the proclamation to a great crowd whichhad assembled outside. In the meantime, the House elected five delegates and, since no funds could be drawn from the Treasury withoutthe Governor's concurrence, assessed five hundred pounds on the townsin proportion to the last tax-roll for the payment of the delegates'expenses.

“Oh, what a glorious morning is this!” said Adams as he and Hancock were crossing the fields of Woburn on the morning of April 19, 1775. Hancock thought he was talking about the weather. This wasthat for which Adams had lived his life. When he saw his countrymen actually in arms against the British he knew that independencewas inevitable.
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The remainder of his career was definitely an anticlimax. He was one of the hardest working members of the Congress and remained amember most of the time, until nearly the end of the war. Yet hisinfluence was by no means what one would expect. There are variouscauses. For one thing, the object to which he devoted the major portion of his effort was one which was destined not to succeed. This wasthe expulsion of the British from Canada. This meant as much to himas their expulsion from the region west of the Alleghenies meant toPatrick Henry, and for the same reason. The region which becameNova Scotia, New Brunswick and eastern Canada generally was asnaturally designed for the expansion of New England as the Ohiovalley was designed for the expansion of Virginia and Pennsylvania.The failure of the various Canadian expeditions during the Revolution meant that New England was deprived of its natural frontier.

Then Adams started under the handicap of a reputation as a radical. Neither was his poverty a help. When it was advisable for Massachusetts to defer in order to assure itself of the help of other states, itwas particularly advisable not to push Samuel Adams forward. JohnAdams made a much better spokesman. Samuel Adams, too, was much more provincial than his second cousin. If he was ever out of Massachusetts before he attended the first Continental Congress, no record of itremains. Even after the Declaration of Independence he still toyedwith the idea of a separate New England confederation.

He was unfortunate in his choice both of friends and enemies. Arthur Lee in England and Richard Henry Lee in Virginia (whowere brothers) were both old correspondents. Samuel Adams actedwith Richard Henry Lee in the Congress, and Richard Henry Leewas far from popular with his colleagues in the Virginia delegation.Then the Congress employed Arthur Lee in a diplomatic capacity.Whatever may have been Arthur Lee’s talents, diplomacy was notamong them, but Adams felt it his duty to act as his defender in theCongress.

Schuyler was selected by the Congress for the command of the northern department of the army with headquarters at Albany. Washington thought well of Schuyler but Adams labored for his removal.He claimed the New England militia would never consent to becommanded by Schuyler, the reason apparently being that Schuylerwas of Dutch extraction.

In common with many others, Adams was much impressed by Gates and thought that Washington did not sufficiently appreciate the talentsof his subordinate. Gates was the founder of a regular dynasty ofmilitary incompetents. His favorite aide-de-camp was Wilkinson, thesame incredibly corrupt and incompetent Wilkinson whom Jeffersonas President was to cherish as commander of the United States army.It was the custom in the days before the telegraph for a general tosend news of a victory by a favorite officer, and it was the custom forthe authority to whom the news was sent to give a suitable reward tothe messenger. Wilkinson was Gates’ choice to carry the news of thesurrender of Burgoyne to the Congress. He tarried on the way to paycourt to a girl, with the result that his news was stale when he arrived at the seat of the Congress. Nevertheless, he expected a reward,and a motion was made that he should be given a suitable present.Thereupon Adams arose and solemnly moved that the Congress present him with a pair of spurs.

Adams passed in the Congress for a poor speaker. Jefferson, wholiked him, said in his old age that Adams “could not speak; he had a hesitating, grunting manner’’; that “altho’ he was neither an eloquentnor easy speaker, whatever he said was sound, and commanded theprofound attention of the House,” but that, because of his lack offluency, “in the discussions on the floor of Congress he reposed himselfon our main pillar in debate Mr. John Adams.”

There is a more important reason than any of these for his failure to sustain his leadership after the country was once fairly embarked onthe road to independence. Samuel Adams cherished a romantic ideal.The most able practical politician in the country ceased to be practical.The republic of which he dreamed was to be a republic in which officealways sought the man. There would be no political parties, no solicitation of votes, no intriguing for office. The machinery which he hadbuilt up in Massachusetts had been necessary to free the country ofmonarchical corruption; it would itself be a corruption in the Arcadianatmosphere of republican simplicity.

He had never reflected deeply on the nature of power and accepted without question the then current idea of the nature of a republic asa form of government in which all power is centered in a representative assembly. He carried his attachment for this conception of republicanism so far as to oppose with all his ability a motion for theappointment of a secretary of war. The obvious inconveniences ofhaving a congressional committee run the war department were notsufficient with him to outweigh what he considered a departure fromrepublican principles.

The more ambitious Hancock did not cherish the same romantic ideal. While Adams labored in the Congress, Hancock had returnedto Massachusetts and was busy building a personal political machine.By this time Adams made no secret of his opinion that Hancock wasan evil influence, whose propensity for luxury and extravagance wouldtend to prevent the establishment of that virtue among the peoplewhich was essential for republican government. Hancock responded bypractically eliminating Adams from politics.

By living in the simplest and most frugal manner Adams had been barely able to sustain himself on his salary as a member of the Congress.British officers had been quartered in his house on Purchase Streetduring the siege of Boston and they had completely wrecked it. Thewalls were covered with obscene doggerel. The outhouses, the doors and the furniture had been broken up and used for firewood. Adamswas not rich enough to repair the damage. By a resolution of the legislature he was allowed to occupy the house of the refugee royal comptroller and he was later given the furniture which he found in thishouse in payment for the ninety-two pounds which was still owing tohim for his services as clerk of the House of Representatives in 1774.In 1784 he purchased a frame house on Winter Street for one thousand pounds. No cash entered into the transaction, the entire purchaseprice being secured by a mortgage.

He was intermittently a member of the state senate and sometimes its president but did not rise higher until after his reconciliation withHancock. He lost some more of his popularity by the vigor with whichhe opposed Shays’ rebellion. He insisted that death should be thepunishment of the rebels. “In monarchies,” he wrote, “the crime oftreason and rebellion may admit of being pardoned or lightly punished; but the man who dares to rebel against the laws of a republicought to suffer death.” In a republic the proper remedy for grievanceswas in the use of ballots, not bullets.

He and Hancock were reconciled socially In 1787 and politically in 1789. This result was helped by the fact that they adopted the sameattitude in regard to ratification of the federal constitution. Adams’financial situation was improved at about the same time by the deathof his son at the age of thirty-seven. The son had been trained as aphysician by Joseph Warren, had served through the war as an armysurgeon, and had a claim against the continental government of twelvehundred pounds for accumulated salary. He died a bachelor and hisfather inherited this claim. Shortly after the organization of the government of the constitution it was paid. Adams used the money to payoff the balance of the mortgage on his house and to purchase a tavernand forty acres of land at Jamaica Plains. This investment provedso good that at his death his real estate was appraised at sixteen thousand dollars.

He was elected Lieutenant-Governor shortly after his reconciliation with Hancock and continued to be re-elected until Hancock’s death.He was elected Governor at the three following annual elections andthen refused to be a candidate again.

The only two other governors of the commonwealth, Hancock and Bowdoin, had both been rich men and there was a considerable feeling that a governor ought to live in a certain style. A short time afterAdams’ election a group of men in Boston presented him “with a newand handsome chariot and a pair of as handsome horses as there werein the city.” In general, he was opposed to private gifts of all kinds topublic men. However, he accepted this one for he, too, believed thatpublic officials should be surrounded by the outward signs of dignityon state occasions. When he had been President of the Senate, a youngsenator had, in the temporary absence of the doorman, opened the doorfor a messenger from the House. The senator was berated to the fullextent of the chair’s vocabulary.

The first use Adams made of his carriage was to take his wife with him and drive to the home of a great friend of his, a constable by thename of Hewes. Here he alighted and handed Mrs. Hewes into thecarriage with great dignity. The two ladies then drove off while theGovernor stayed to chat with the constable. When Adams retired fromthe governorship he returned the carriage and horses to the donors.

His administration of the commonwealth was marked by a direct frontal assault on his dream of Boston as a Christian Sparta. Thepresentation of theatrical performances had long been criminal but,despite this, in Hancock’s administration a theater had been opened inBoston where plays were presented under the name of “moral lectures.” It was a sort of speakeasy enterprise and it was customary forthe audience to bring cudgels with them. Hancock denounced it andone night had the whole company arrested on the stage. This was followed by a riot in the course of which a portrait of Hancock wastrampled under foot. When Adams was Governor a bill passed thelegislature repealing the law prohibiting theatrical performances. Anexecutive veto was contrary to Adams’ conception of republican government but his cousin John had succeeded in inserting such a powerin the state constitution. After weighing one principle against another,Samuel vetoed the repeal bill.

He had shown true wisdom in his retirement from the governorship for, so John Adams wrote Jefferson, he soon after became “a grief and distress to his family, a weeping, helpless object of compassion.





He had aligned himself during his governorship with the political party which was forming around Jefferson, and in the election of 1796he had received the fifteen electoral votes of Virginia. This put himfifth on the list of presidential candidates. He was bitterly opposed tothe Jay Treaty. The news of the treaty led to riots in Boston. A shipin the harbor which was supposed to be a British privateer was burnedby the mob. Boys paraded the streets carrying jack-o'-lanterns made outof watermelons. The Federalists implored Governor Adams to interfere but he replied that it was only a “watermelon frolic.’ ”

The extreme Federalists were in control of the state government at his death and at first avoided making any arrangements for an officialfuneral. The rising tide of public opinion finally forced them to orderout a militia escort. None of the Massachusetts congressmen wouldbring his death to the attention of Congress, and it was left forRandolph of Roanoke to make the appropriate motions.


CHAPTER V

Patrick Henry



Henry stands out in the correspondence of his contemporaries a sort of primeval force of irresistible power and unpredictable course. “He has only to say,” Washington wrote of him at one point,“let this be Law, and it is Law.” He was the first governor of thestate of Virginia and could have been governor for the rest of his lifeif he had wished. Even in 1796, long after he had retired from politics,a legislature which was otherwise completely under the influence ofJefferson and Madison spontaneously elected him governor. Hedeclined the office but the action of the legislature was significant. Bytemperament, background, habits, and ways of thinking, Henry wasmuch more suited for the leadership of “Jeffersonian democracy” thaneither Jefferson or Madison. All his life Henry was the spokesman ofthose groups who later made Jefferson and Madison presidents. Yetwhen the party which Henry had originally led was finally triumphant—when the West in which he was more interested than any other ofour early statesmen except Washington was finally settled—his namewas not among the heroes.

One of the less lovely aspects of Jefferson’s contradictory character was a talent amounting to genius for the assassination of reputation.His most conspicuous victim was Henry. Jefferson had a good opportunity for he was younger and he lived to a much greater age. Headmitted occasionally that Henry had been the chief leader of theRevolution in Virginia, but he also managed to set the rumor afloat—in such a manner that, while he could never be called upon to proveit, it found its way into several books as authentic—that Henry had plotted to make himself dictator. This was the only serious charge thatJefferson could find to make but he found many other things of whichto complain. He said that Henry, “while in genteel society, appearedto understand all the decencies and proprieties of it; but, in his heart,he preferred low society, and sought it as often as possible. He wouldhunt in the pine woods of Fluvannah, with overseers, and people ofthat description… Such conduct, Jefferson further reported, wasonly what was to be expected, for Henry had started life “as barkeeperin the tavern at Hanover … From this he turned his views to thelaw, for the acquisition or practice of which however he was too lazy.”Henry, according to Jefferson, was utterly ignorant, he never read anything, he never even learned to draw his own pleadings, necessitycompelled him to confine his practice to jury cases. His ruling passion,still according to Jefferson, was a “ravenous avarice”; in his practice,“the fee was an indispensable preliminary”; his ignorance confined himlargely to criminal cases and “from these poor devils it was alwaysunderstood that he squeezed exorbitant fees”; he became rich by purchasing an estate on credit and later paying for it in depreciated currency “not worth oak leaves,” Jefferson also said that Henry “morethan any other man in the U.S.” had a “thorough contempt & hatredof Genl. Washington” but that Henry’s views changed completelywhen he made money as a result of some actions of the Washingtonadministration.

Henry, who was good-nature itself, never returned this hatred. It is based obviously on Henry’s leadership of the move to have thelegislature investigate Jefferson’s conduct as governor. That alone mightnot have been sufficient to keep Henry’s name out of the list of Democratic saints, but he had the further misfortune to have an active dislike of Madison. This dislike arose because of Madison’s activities inthe formation and adoption of the constitution. While nearly all theother great opponents of the constitution—men like Samuel Adamsand George Clinton—later drifted into Jefferson’s orbit, Henry wentin the opposite direction.

The people never lost their faith in him, whatever political views he adopted. A few months before his death, at Washington’s earnestsolicitation, Henry agreed to run for the legislature to stem the Jeffersonian tide. He had only moved to the county in which he ran a few years previously, and he was so ill that, after making one speech,he had to take to his bed, where he remained until his death. Yet hewas elected against a Jeffersonian landslide.

For the man indubitably had power. From the day that he first took his seat in the colonial legislature until his death the small plantersand the backwoodsmen regarded him as their particular friend. It wasnot a political power based on organization but a purely personal power,Jefferson, conscious of his own inability to develop a similar power,liked to think that it was due to Henry’s coarseness and liking for lowcompany. It was usually ascribed to his oratory. None could deny thatit existed.

Many stories arose of the popular faith in Henry. The best concerns the flight of the legislature from Charlottesville on the approach of Tarleton. Henry, Ben Harrison, and several others made off together in a group. All day they passed backwoodsmen with theirguns, sometimes two on a horse, riding in to fight the British. Towardsevening the fugitives began to look about for a place where they couldeat. All they could find was a hut, and Henry knocked on the door. Anold woman came out with her apron on. “We are members of the legislature,” Henry started to explain, “and have just been compelled toleave Charlottesville on account of the approach of the enemy.”

“Ride on, then, ye cowardly knaves,” was the reply. “Here have my husband and sons just gone to Charlottesville to fight for ye, andyou running away with all your might. Clear out!”

“But,” said Henry, “we were obliged to fly. It would not do for the Legislature to be broken up by the enemy. Here is Mr. SpeakerHarrison; you don’t think he would have fled had it not been necessary?”

“I always thought a good deal of Mr. Harrison till now, but he had no business to run from the enemy,” and the old woman startedto shut the door.

“Wait a moment my good woman,” said Henry, “you would hardly believe Mr. Tyler or Colonel Christian would take to flight if therewere not good cause for so doing.”

“No, indeed, that I wouldn’t.”

“But,” said Henry, “Mr. Tyler and Colonel Christian are here.”





“They here? Well, I never would have thought it.” She hesitated a moment. “No matter we love those gentlemen, and I didn’t suppose they would ever run from the British, but since they have, theyshall have nothing to eat in my house. You may ride along.”

Tyler then spoke up. “What would you say, my good woman, if I were to tell you that Patrick Henry fled with the rest of us?”

“Patrick Henry! I would tell you there wasn’t a word of truth in it. Patrick Henry would never do such a cowardly thing.”

“But this is Mr. Henry,” said Tyler, pointing to him.

The old woman’s mouth dropped open and she stood for an instant or two playing with her apron before she said, “Well, then, if thatis Patrick Henry, it must be all right. Come in, and ye shall have thebest I have in the house.”
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John Henry, the father of Patrick, came to Virginia sometime in the second decade of the century. He was a Scotsman and came of an intellectual family. William Robertson, the historian, was his first cousinand the mother of Lord Brougham was his second cousin. On his arrival in Virginia, John Henry went to live with a relative, John Syme,who had migrated a few years earlier. Syme was some sort of connection of Governor Dinwiddie but the relationship does not seem to havehelped him materially. Syme had married a local girl, Sarah Winston,and had a small plantation in Hanover County which was then prettymuch on the outskirts of civilization. Syme died shortly after the arrivalof John Henry and left one child, a son. John Henry later marriedthe widow. Their second son, Patrick, was born on May 29, 1736, andwas named after a brother of John Henry, an Episcopal clergymanwho had also come to Virginia.

Patrick attended a country school until he was about ten. There his formal education ended. During the next few years his father attempted to teach him Latin and Greek. There is controversy as tothe result. Jefferson always insisted Henry was a complete ignoramusbut it is clear that Henry deliberately minimized his attainments.Whether he was trying a private lawsuit or endeavoring to bring aboutthe rejection of the federal constitution, there was nothing arrogant orconceited in his manner. He used the same approach in dealing withindividuals as in dealing with men in a mass. He won the esteem and friendship of John Adams at the first Congress and he did it partlybecause, when Adams shortly after they became acquainted, inquiredinto his education, Henry told him that he had had practically none.He could talk and write a grammatical English when he wished, buthe habitually said “Cheena” for “China,” spoke of the “yearth,” andreferred to “men’s naiteral parts being improved by larnin.’ ” Jefferson might not like it, but it helped make Henry the idol of the people.

It is clear that Henry was not nearly so ignorant and uneducated as he pretended to be. Jefferson himself occasionally recognized that hehad overstated the case; after telling Daniel Webster at length ofHenry’s ignorance and love of “low society,” Jefferson added, “I haveoften been astonished at his command of proper language; how heattained the knowledge of it, I never could find out, as he read so littleand conversed little with educated men.”

Henry read Virgil and Livy under his father and also learned to speak Latin—at least when he was Governor he carried on a conversation with a visiting French dignitary in that language. He is supposedto have been fond of arithmetic and geography as a boy. One of hisboyhood friends later remembered finding Patrick lying on his backon a bed reading Tristram Shandy. The friend adds that “he had amost retentive memory, making whatever he read his own. I neverheard him quote verbatim any passages from history or poetry, but hewould give you the fact or sentiment in his own expressive language.”Henry’s reading may not have been extensive but it was sound. Thebooks with which in his early life he most frequently claimed an acquaintance were Livy, Plutarch, and Stith’s History of Virginia. Atone time he seems to have made it a rule to read Livy and Plutarchin translation every year. Jefferson’s comment on this, in a letter toHenry’s first biographer, was “that Mr. Henry read Livy through oncea year is a known impossibility … He may have read him once… but certainly not twice. A first reading of a book he could accomplish sometimes and on some subjects, but never a second.” Jefferson was so positive because Henry one fall “borrowed of me Hume’sEssays, in two volumes, saying he should have leisure in the winterfor reading. In the spring he returned them, and declared he had notbeen able to go further than twenty or thirty pages in the first volume.”The natural inference would seem to be that Henry found Hume duller than Plutarch.

There is one anecdote which indicates that Henry’s reading was more extensive than Jefferson would ever admit. During one sessionof the legislature Henry, R, H. Lee, and a number of others stayedat the home of Edmund Randolph. One evening Lee started to descanton the genius of Cervantes and seemed oblivious to the yawns of theaudience. Finally, Henry rose slowly from his chair, walked acrossthe room, remarked that Don Quixote was certainly a most excellentwork but, he said with a smile, as he stopped before Lee, “Mr. Lee,you have overlooked, in your eulogy, one of the finest things in thebook.” “What is that?” asked Lee. “It is,” said Henry, “that divineexclamation of Sancho, ‘Blessed be the man that first invented sleep;it covers one all over, like a cloak.’ ”

When Patrick was about twelve he broke his collarbone and while he was recuperating he learned to play the violin. It was a form ofpleasure which he continued all his life.

He had one source of education which Jefferson never appreciated. Henry was born with the knack of getting along with people. He wasmore than an agreeable companion. Even as a boy he had the abilityto extract information without his companions knowing that he wasdoing so. He never lost the habit, and he later said that he “seldommet with a man who did not tell him something of which he wasignorant.” His son-in-law, Spencer Roane, who was for many yearsChief Justice of Virginia, said that “the advantage of Mr. Henry’seducation consisted in this, that it arose from some reading which henever forgot, and much observation and reflection. He read good booksas it were for a text, and filled up the picture by an acute and penetrating observation and reflection, and by mingling in the society of men.”


[image: dingus649by40_300dpi]

John Henry did not prosper as a planter, and when Patrick was fifteen his father obtained a position for him with a local merchant. Ayear later John Henry set up Patrick and his elder brother William ina country store. After a year the brothers were forced to liquidate.Patrick managed the liquidation and, while doing so, married. He wasnot yet nineteen.

His wife was Sarah Shelton, the daughter of a small planter in Hanover County. She brought him a dowery of six Negroes and threehundred acres of poor land adjoining her father’s farm and known asPine Slash. Patrick later stated that his prospective father-in-law hadagreed to give him ten Negroes and four hundred acres but never carried out the agreement in full.

Patrick started to farm at Pine Slash and about two years later his house and most of his furniture were destroyed by fire. The Henryswent to live with the Sheltons and Patrick sold some of his Negroesto raise money to buy a stock of merchandise for another country store.He continued farming, however, and employed a clerk to run thestore. In another two years Henry’s second business venture failed.He then decided to take up law, and borrowed copies of Coke on Littleton and a Digest of the Virginia Acts, After studying these for a monthor six weeks he went to Williamsburg and applied for a license to practice law. He obtained it because, according to Jefferson, the examinerswere “men of great facility of temper.”

Henry continued to live with his father-in-law, who was now running a tavern. Patrick occasionally helped out behind the bar, and thus laidthe basis for Jefferson’s gibes about his having been originally a “barkeeper.” Such gibes left Henry unmoved personally and they helpedhim politically. Like many self-made men, he later came to ascribehis success to his early difficulties. “Looking forward into life,” hewrote to a young man in 1793, “and to those prospects which seem tobe commensurate with your talents, native and acquired, you may justlyesteem those incidents fortunate which compel an exertion of mentalpower, maturity of which is rarely seen growing out of an uninterruptedtranquillity. Adversity toughens manhood, and the characteristic of thegood or the great man, is not that he has been exempted from theevils of life, but that he has surmounted them.”

For the first few years after his admission he practiced only in the county courts of Hanover and a few surrounding counties. His practicewas so successful that within two years after his admission he was lending money both to his father and his father-in-law. He was already acquiring a reputation, too, as a friend of the common people.

By a law which had been in force for a number of years, each parish was required to pay its parson an annual salary of sixteen thousandpounds of tobacco. One year the price of tobacco was unusually high. Sixteen thousand pounds of it would have been worth four hundredpounds sterling. Then the legislature hastily passed an act giving theparishes an election either to pay in tobacco or to commute the payment by the payment of about one hundred and thirty-three poundsin depreciated colonial currency. This act was vetoed in England andthe parsons began to bring suits for their salaries.

The first of the Parsons’ Cases in Hanover County was brought by James Maury, the clergyman at whose school Jefferson had studied.The court ruled that the parson was entitled to a judgment for thedifference between what he had been paid and the value of sixteenthousand pounds of tobacco at the time it should have been paid tohim, a jury was impanelled to ascertain this amount. The issue didnot appear to leave much scope for legal talent and the lawyer for thedefendants withdrew from the case after advising his clients that therewas nothing more he could do for them. They then retained PatrickHenry.

The payment of church taxes was anything but popular and the courtroom was packed to capacity. The court sent the sheriff out to collect a jury and that official used his own discretion in selecting them.When he brought them in the plaintiff objected that they were “peopleof whom I had never heard before’’—that there was not a single“gentleman” among them—but the court accepted them on Henry’sargument that they were “honest men.”

Henry addressed the jury for nearly an hour. It was the first of his great oratorical triumphs, but its only record is left in the somewhatprejudiced comments of the plaintiff in a letter written a few daysafter the trial. Henry began by arguing “that the only use of anestablished church . . . is to enforce obedience to . . . duties of imperfect obligation; that when a clergy ceases to answer these ends, thecommunity have no further need of their ministry . . . that theclergy of Virginia . . . had been so far from answering, that they hadmost notoriously counteracted, those great ends of their institution; that, therefore, . . . they ought to be considered as enemies of thecommunity.” From this he proceeded to argue that the commutationlaw “had every characteristic of a good law . . . and could not, consistently with . . . the original compact between the, king and people… be annulled” and that “a king, by annulling or disallowing acts of so salutary a nature, from being the father of his people, degeneratedinto a tyrant, and forfeited all right to his subjects’ obedience.” At thispoint the plaintiff’s lawyer “called out aloud, and with an honestwarmth,” “Your worships, the gentleman has spoken treason” and, theplaintiff relates, “at the same instant, too, amongst some gentlemen inthe crowd behind me, was a confused murmur of‘treason, treason.’ ”In “less than five minutes” the jury brought in a verdict of one pennydamages for the plaintiff.

Henry always tried to avoid making personal enemies and, after the trial, he “apologized” to the plaintiff “alleging that his sole viewin engaging in the cause . . . was to render himself popular. You see,then, it is so clear a point in this person’s opinion that the ready roadto popularity here is to trample under foot the interests of religion,the rights of the church, and the prerogatives of the crown.”

The Parson’s Case established Henry in Hanover County as the friend of the people but its echoes were faint in Williamsburg. Hisonly visit to the capital had been to obtain his license, but in 1764 hewent there again to argue a contested election from Hanover Countybefore the committee on privileges of the House of Burgesses. Oneof the burgesses later stated that he had “for a day or two observed anill-dressed young man sauntering in the lobby, that he seemed to be astranger to everybody . . . but that attending when the case of acontested election came on, he was surprised to find this same personcounsel for one of the parties, and still more so, when he delivered anargument superior to anything he ever heard.” Henry lost the case buthe created such an impression that when a vacancy occurred in therepresentation for the County of Louisa the House elected him to fillit. He was not a resident of Louisa but he moved there shortly afterhis election.

The news of the passage of the Stamp Act was received in Virginia a few days after Henry’s election to the legislature and on his twenty-ninth birthday the House resolved to go into committee-of-the-wholeto consider it. There was no Opposition in the colony; the field v/asopen and, when the House had organized itself as a committee, thenew member from Louisa was the first to take the floor. Only two other members knew his purpose when he arose. It was to assume theleadership of the colony on the most momentous political questionwhich had arisen in its history. The Randolphs and Carters were nearlybeside themselves with anger and fright when he produced from hispocket what had once been a blank page of a law book and proceededto read a series of resolutions.

“Resolved, That the first adventurers and settlers . . . brought with them . . . all the privileges, franchises, and immunities that have atany time been held, enjoyed, and possessed, by the people of GreatBritain;”

“Resolved,” that these privileges, franchises and immunities have been confirmed by two royal charters;     “Resolved, That the taxation of the people by themselves or by persons chosen by themselves . . . is the distinguishing characteristicof British freedom . . . ;”

“Resolved,” that the Virginians “have uninterruptedly enjoyed the right of being thus governed by their own assembly in the article oftheir taxes and internal police . . . ;”

“Resolved, therefore, That the general assembly of this colony have, the only and sole exclusive right and power to lay taxes and impositions upon the inhabitants of this colony . . . ;”

“Resolved, That . . . the inhabitants of this colony, are not bound to yield obedience to any law or ordinance whatever, designed to impose any taxation whatsoever upon them, other than the laws orordinances of the general assembly aforesaid;”

“Resolved,” that any person who shall maintain the contrary “by speaking or writing . . . shall be deemed an enemy to his majesty’scolony.”

The debate, says Jefferson, who tried to follow the proceedings by peering in the open door, was “most bloody.” Sometime in its courseHenry pointed out that “Tarquin and Caesar had each his Brutus;Charles the First, his Cromwell; and George the Third—” “Treason,”shouted the chairman; “Treason! Treason!” came from every partof the House, “—may profit by their example! If this be treason,make the most of it.” Jefferson later made the rather inconsistentclaims that as Henry was incapable of preparing these resolutionshimself they must have been prepared by someone else, and that in any event “they are not such as to prove any power of composition,”but he also remembered at another time that when as a young man hehad listened to the debate in the House of Burgesses, Henry “appeared to me to speak as Homer wrote.”

Only the first five of these resolutions were passed. It was near the end of the session and the Governor blamed their passage on the thinness of the House. Each resolution was voted on separately. The votewas so close that the fifth resolution passed by a majority of one only,and Jefferson overheard Peyton Randolph, the Attorney-General, exclaim, as he came out of the House, “By God, I would have given ahundred guineas for a single vote.” That afternoon Henry was seenwalking down Duke of Gloucester Street “wearing buckskin breeches,his saddle bags on his arm, leading a lean horse” on his way back toHanover County. Ten o’clock the next morning young Jefferson foundColonel Peter Randolph, now a member of the Governor’s Council,sitting at the clerk’s desk, “thumbing over the volumes of Journals tofind a precedent of expunging a vote of the House.” In Henry’s absence, the House later expunged the fifth resolution but the damagehad been done. The resolutions as originally passed were publishedthroughout the continent as the action of Virginia. The reputationthey gave Henry can be judged from John Adams’ diary, where wesee the young Braintree lawyer eagerly inquiring of the few Virginianshe met what they could tell of Patrick Henry.
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During the next decade, Henry’s practice grew rapidly but he was not admitted to the bar of the General Court until four years after hehad introduced his Stamp Act resolutions. In this court he was notcalled upon to deal merely with questions of fact but had to arguequestions of law. He was found fully capable of doing so. After hisargument of an admiralty case—a branch of the law of which it wasuniversally supposed that he was totally ignorant—his reputation wassuch that Robert Carter Nicholas—who, according to Jefferson, asone of the examiners had only approved Henry’s application for admission to the bar of the county courts “on repeated importunities andpromises of future reading”—on retiring from practice, referred his clients to Henry.

Despite the fog which Jefferson raised there is no great mystery as to the method by which Henry acquired his legal knowledge. Theonly one of the eminent Virginians of the next generation who followedHenry rather than Jefferson was John Marshall. A study of the characters of Henry and Marshall makes the reason plain. Neither was ascholar like Jefferson and John Adams. Both had that faculty so common among great advocates of acquiring information orally. Both knewhow to read the common pulse.

Jefferson was a legal scholar but Henry was a lawyer. While Jefferson sat in his office and read books for the sheer pleasure of knowing, Henry learned from the casual conversation of his brethren of the barand from the cases he happened to overhear argued while he was awaiting his turn. If necessary, he, too, could plunge into the books, but hecould not do so on a matter of theory. He could not study law in theabstract; to interest him it had to be related to a concrete controversy.This was why he could step from the county courts into the GeneralCourt and argue a question of admiralty law. It was not genius but ahabit of mind. The details of the admiralty case are lost, but the methodis evident from a later instance.

Shortly after the organization of the government of the constitution Henry was retained by the defendant in a test case designed to ascertain the possibility of recovering pre-revolutionary debts owing to Britishsubjects. For several weeks before the trial he refused all engagementsand settled down to intense study. He was then living at an estate heowned in Prince Edward County, and his office was a separate brickbuilding at some distance from the house. He secluded himself hereso rigorously that he even had his meals brought to him. When hewas all through, the notes he had taken filled a leatherbound notebookmore than an inch thick but small enough to go into his coat pocket,A path shaded by black locusts ran in front of his office, and for thenext few days he was seen pacing up and down this path. He usuallyhad the notebook open in his hand; when he occasionally returned itto his pocket it was apparent from the gestures which followed thathe was rehearsing his speech.

Henry could prepare a closely-reasoned and logical argument on alegal or political question. He could even, Jefferson to the contrary, reduce it to writing. Sometime between 1765 and 1770 he prepared apamphlet which was never published in which he discussed the questions of why Virginia “should want the common conveniencys, thenecessarys of life” and of “How comes it that the lands in Pennsylvania are five times the value of ours?” His conclusion was that the answer to both questions was slavery and an established church. Therefore,he argued, the thing to do is to restrict slavery as much as possibleand to encourage the immigration of free whites. “I agree entirely,”he wrote, “with those who insist on the necessity of home manufactures. We differ in the means of procuring them. To what purposedo we offer premiums, when experience tells us no one will obtainthem? Common sense informs us that the first thing to be thought of ismanufacturers.” The best way to get good artisans to migrate to Virginia, he argued further, would be complete religious toleration.

Neither these abilities nor his close association with the people explain his power. The reasons for that must be sought in his oratory.

The most striking thing about Henry as an orator is that we do not have a complete and accurate copy of any of his speeches. We cannotsit down and compare his literary style with Demosthenes or DanielWebster, but there is one comparison which we can make. Many ofthe classics of oratory—Burke’s speech on conciliation with America is a conspicuous example—were delivered on the losing side. Henry didnot deliver his speeches for the library but to convince. His speechesdo not remain as literature but they produced action.

It was a sound instinct which made him object to their preservation verbatim. It is not an accident that they are all lost; he wanted themlost. This is apparent from an anecdote. Henry was a trustee and oneof the most active promoters of Hampden-Sidney College. When, in1788, it was known that he was about to deliver a speech advocatingthe rejection of the proposed federal constitution, Smith, the presidentof that college, sent a stenographer to take down Henry’s speech. Ashort time later there was an exhibition of public speaking at the college. Henry, as was his custom, attended, and, to his surprise, one ofthe students delivered what purported to be a reproduction of hisspeech against the adoption of the constitution. Henry was so offendedthat he forced Smith’s resignation from the presidency of the college.





Henry the orator was a very great artist—one of the greatest artists of all time. He was not merely a literary artist. Logic and the knackof making words behave were to him merely two factors among othersin producing the ultimate result—persuasion. To him oratory was theart of making men behave differently than they otherwise would.This is the reason Henry did not want his speeches preserved; he didnot wish to be judged as a logician or a literary artist but as a producerof action.

The absence of the usual evidence is not so important as it would at first sight appear; in fact, it may be an advantage, for it keeps usfrom trying to judge Henry by a comparison with the literary orators.There is no lack of evidence as to the nature of his art. In his laterperiod lawyers and preachers—especially preachers—flocked from farand near to hear him speak and made detailed written analyses of theart of persuasion as practiced by Patrick Henry. All these analyses makeone thing clear: The words which he spoke and their arrangement wereto him only the beginning of oratory.

“His mightiest feelings,” said an eminent Presbyterian minister, after a careful study of Henry’s courtroom manner, “were sometimes indicated and communicated by a long pause, aided by an eloquent aspect,and some significant use of the finger.” His long pauses were notorious,but he made equally effective use of less obvious oratorical devices.

Like all “persuaders” as distinct from simple orators, Henry paid the utmost attention to his audience. He did not limit himself to vaguegeneral classifications, but in preparing for a jury case, for example, helearned as much as possible about each individual juryman. Henry’ssocial habits, his powers of close observation and his thorough knowledge of Virginian life then made it easy for him to enter into the mindsof those he was about to address. “Arguments,” said Edmund Randolph, who himself had a reputation as an orator, in analyzing thesources of Henry’s oratorical strength, “which at first seemed strange,were afterwards discovered to be select in their kind, because adaptedto some peculiarity in his audience.” In one murder case in whichan eye-witness who was present at the trial says that the evidence wasso clear that he was “unable to conceive any grounds of defence,”Henry, who represented the defendant “for a long time” after he hadstarted to address the jury “never once adverted to the merits of thecase . . . but went off into a most captivating and discursive oration on general topics, expressing opinions in perfect accordance with those ofhis hearers; until having fully succeeded in obliterating every impression of his opponent’s speech, he obliquely approached the subject. . . .”

He even arranged his personal appearance to suit his audience. He is usually described as being ill-dressed. He probably preferred the easeof simple old clothes but he would not have worn them if it had notbeen for a deeper reason. During both of his two periods as governorhe is always described as being very well and very fashionably dressed.That was what the people expected of their chief executive and theactor in Henry called upon him to act the part he was playing to thegreatest satisfaction of his audience. But as John Marshall wrote Monroe when Henry became governor for the second time, “he is aboutmoving in a sphere of less real importance and power.” A governorwas not then expected to make speeches but when Henry returnedto making electioneering speeches and to trying jury cases he knew hewould be more persuasive if he wore simple old clothes and talked ofhis lack of “larnin.”

He was somewhat over the average in height but still under six feet. He was always slender and was stoop-shouldered except when hewas well into a speech, when his shoulders would suddenly straightenout. His forehead was high and straight and his nose jutted out at arather sharp angle. It was long and straight, rather than high. Hischin, likewise, was long but well-rounded. His cheekbones were highbut rather close together. Length was the predominant characteristic.His complexion was dark and bloodless and his hair black. He beganto lose his hair early but he always wore a black wig. His eyebrowswere extremely long and black; so much so that many observers described his deep-set eyes as black. Actually they appear to have beenblue. “Go out on a perfectly cloudless day,” said one of his daughters,“and look up at the sky, and you will have an exact idea of the colorof his eyes.” Early in life he developed deep lines in his face and hisbrows were habitually knitted. His not very handsome appearancewas helped by a fine set of teeth.

There is other evidence besides Jefferson’s that Henry “excelled in pleasantry.” He played the fiddle, he was an excellent dancer andnone could equal him in the telling of a story. These talents were notobservable in his public life. Thomson, the Secretary of the Continental Congress, when he rather hastily assumed his duties did not know Henry but, Thomson states,“from his appearance, I took himfor a Presbyterian clergyman, used to haranguing the people.’’ Thatwas the note which Henry wished to strike. When Thomson first sawhim, he was “dressed in a suit of parson’s gray” but his usual attire inthe courtroom was black. In 1773 a student in Williamsburg recordsthat he met Henry, who was dressed in a “peach blossom coloredcoat” but that attire would never do for the courtroom or the Houseof Burgesses. There the emphasis was on solemnity; Henry alwaysaimed first to impress on his audience that the decision which theywere called upon to make involved a grave responsibility. The judgewho presided at one of his murder cases said Henry made the juryforget all about the fact that the defendant had killed a storekeeperand made them think only of the possibility that through their verdictan innocent man might be hanged. In another murder case in which a defendant who was pretty obviously guilty was acquitted a juryman,on being asked why, said that Henry had scared him out of his wits bymaking him feel that if he voted for a hanging he would have toanswer for it at Judgment Day.

Although Henry was famous for his ability to tell a story he very seldom used the talent in the courtroom or on the political platform.On the rare occasions when he did, he never deviated from his usualsolemn manner. In speaking in the assembly he always addressed himself not only formally, but actually, to the Speaker. According to allaccounts Henry had a perfect control of the tones of his voice andachieved many of his most remarkable successes by slight but uniquechanges of tone or emphasis, but his usual speaking was in a melodiousmonotone. It was only as he approached his climax that he began tovary his tone and to use gestures.

The beginning of one of his speeches was always disappointing. This may have been due to temperament originally but it was in accordwith his general strategy of persuasion. He was always excessivelymodest. In court, he always treated the judges and his opponents withthe greatest deference. He never in any way indicated any consciousness of his oratorical talents. The way to compliment him was not totell him he was a great orator but that he was a shrewd business man.

The formula on which he combined these talents was this: His modesty of demeanor and of garb, his hobbling introduction and his vulgar pronunciation were all designed to throw the audience, whether juryor burgesses, off their guard. Surely there could be no guile in thishumble and ignorant fellow. Then he was deadly serious. A prominent Presbyterian minister who, after hearing Henry several times,tried to analyze the source of his persuasiveness, came to the conclusionthat it was “the vivid feeling of his cause with which he spoke.” Theopening having thrown his audience off their guard, Henry’s seriousness paved the way to that unison of feeling with his audience which hewanted to create. Henry’s description, in the Virginian ratifying convention, of the slavery which the proposed federal constitution wouldbring, was so vivid that one of the members of the convention said laterthat he had found himself unconsciously feeling his wrists for thefetters.

His greatest speech was delivered a few weeks before the Battle of Lexington. It was delivered in the second Virginian revolutionaryconvention in support of a series of resolutions which he had introducedculminating in the clause “Resolved, therefore. That this colony beimmediately put into a posture of defence . . .” These resolutionswere bitterly opposed by some of the leading men of the colony whostill hoped against hope that the differences with Britain could beaccommodated.

Henry’s start was as prosaic as always. But he warmed to his subject sooner than usual. He had not spoken long before, in the words of a Baptist preacher who was present, “The tendons of his neck stoodout white and rigid like whipcords. His voice rose louder and louder,until the walls of the building and all within them seemed to shakeand rock in its tremendous vibrations. Finally, his pale face and glaringeyes became terrible to look upon. Men leaned forward in their seatswith their heads strained forward, their faces pale and their eyes glaring.” When Henry sat down the preacher says that he “felt sick withexcitement. Every eye yet gazed entranced on Henry. It seemed as ifa word from him would have led to any wild explosion of violence.Men looked beside themselves.”

Henry began by complimenting those who had spoken on the other side and by apologizing for differing with them. He then pointed tothe fleets and armies which England had recently sent to America. “And what have we to oppose to them? Shall we try argument? Sir,we have been trying that for the last ten years. Have we anythingnew to offer upon the subject? Nothing. We have held the subject upin every light of which it is capable; but it has been all in vain. Shallwe resort to entreaty and humble supplication? What terms shall wefind, which have not been already exhausted? Let us not, I beseech you,sir, deceive ourselves longer. Sir, we have done everything that couldbe done, to avert the storm which is now coming on. We have petitioned—we have remonstrated—we have supplicated—we have prostrated ourselves before the throne, and have implored its interpositionto arrest the tyrannical hands of the ministry and parliament. Our petitions have been slighted; our remonstrances have produced additionalviolence and insult; our supplications have been disregarded; and wehave been spurned, with contempt, from the foot of the throne. Invain, after these things, may we indulge the fond hope of peace andreconciliation. There is no longer any room for hope. If we wish to befree—if we mean to preserve inviolate those inestimable privileges forwhich we have been so long contending—if we mean not basely toabandon the noble struggle in which we have been so long engaged,and which we have pledged ourselves never to abandon until the glorious object of our contest shall be obtained—we must fight!—I repeat it,sir, we must fight! ! An appeal to arms and to the God of Hosts, isall that is left us! . . .

“They tell us, sir, that we are weak—unable to cope with so formidable an adversary. But when shall we be stronger? Will it be the next week, or the next year? Will it be when we are totally disarmed,and when a British guard shall be stationed in every house? Shallwe gather strength by irresolution and inaction? Shall we acquire themeans of effectual resistance by lying supinely on our backs, and hugging the delusive phantom of Hope, until our enemies shall have boundus hand and foot? Sir, we are not weak, if we make a proper use ofthose means which the God of nature hath placed in our power. Threemillions of people, armed in the holy cause of liberty, and in such acountry as that which we possess, are invincible by any force whichour enemy can send against us. Besides, sir, we shall not fight ourbattles alone. There is a just God who presides over the destiniesof nations; and who will raise up friends to fight our battles for us. The battle, sir, is not to the strong alone; it is to the vigilant, theactive, the brave. Besides, sir, we have no election. If we were baseenough to desire it, it is now too late to retire from the contest. Thereis no retreat, but in submission and slavery! Our chains are forged,their clanking may be heard on the plains of Boston! The war is inevitable—and let it come! ! I repeat it, sir, let it come!!!

“It is in vain, sir, to extenuate the matter. Gentlemen may cry, peace, peace,—but there is no peace. The war is actually begun! The nextgale that sweeps from the north will bring to our ears the clash of resounding arms! Our brethren are already in the field! Why stand wehere idle? What is it that gentlemen wish? what would they have?Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, as to be purchased at the price ofchains and slavery? Forbid it. Almighty God! I know not what courseothers may take; but as for me, give me liberty, or give me death!”

The account of an eyewitness reveals that close correlation of action and oratory on which Henry’s power of persuasion depended. “Whenhe said, 'Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, as to be purchased at theprice of chains and slavery?’ he stood in the attitude of a condemnedgalley slave, loaded with fetters, awaiting his doom. His form wasbowed; his wrists were crossed; his manacles were almost visible as hestood like an embodiment of helplessness and agony. After a solemnpause, he raised his eyes and chained hands toward Heaven, andprayed, in words and tones which thrilled every heart. 'Forbid it,Almighty God!’ He then turned toward the timid loyalists of thehouse . . . and he slowly bent his form yet nearer to the earth, andsaid, 'I know not what course others may take,’ and he accompanied thewords with his hands still crossed, while he seemed to be weigheddown with additional chains. The man appeared transformed into anoppressed, heart-broken, and hopeless felon. After remaining in thisposture of humiliation long enough to impress the imagination withthe condition of the colony under the iron heel of military despotism,he arose proudly, and exclaimed, 'but as for me,’—and the words hissedthrough his clenched teeth, while his body was thrown back, and everymuscle and tendon was strained against the fetters which bound him,and with his countenance distorted by agony and rage, he looked for amoment like Laocoon in a death struggle with coiling serpents; thenthe loud, clear, triumphant notes, 'give me liberty,’ electrified the assembly. It was not a prayer, but a stern demand, which would submit to no refusal or delay . . . and, as each syllable of the word ‘liberty’echoed through the building, his fetters were shivered; his arms werehurled apart; and the links of his chains were scattered to the winds.When he spoke the word ‘liberty’ with an emphasis never given itbefore, his hands were open, and his arms elevated and extended; hiscountenance was radiant; he stood erect and defiant; while the soundof his voice and the sublimity of his attitude made him appear a magnificent incarnation of Freedom, and expressed all that can be acquiredor enjoyed by nations and individuals invincible and free. After a momentary pause, only long enough to permit the echo of the word‘liberty’ to cease, he let his left hand fall powerless to his side, andclenched his right hand firmly, as if holding a dagger with the pointaimed at his breast.” As he closed “with the solemn words ‘or give medeath’ . . . he suited the action to the word by a blow upon the leftbreast with the right hand which seemed to drive the dagger to …[his] heart.”
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Henry’s desire to fight and, if necessary, to die was not confined to the rostrum. Gage’s attempt to seize the colonial powder in Concordwas in pursuance of general instructions from London which had beensent to all the colonies. At the same time that Gage made his attempt,Dunmore, the Governor of Virginia, had the twenty kegs of powderin the public magazine at Williamsburg taken aboard a schooner in theriver. There was a near-riot but the town council managed to keeporder. The next day the Governor thought fit to send word to the towncouncil that if any insult was offered to himself or the captain of theschooner he would declare the slaves free and burn the town.

Henry’s comment on hearing of these proceedings was that “it is a fortunate circumstance which will arouse the people. You may in vainmention to them the duties upon tea, etc. These things, they will say,do not affect them. But tell them of the robbery of the magazine, andthat the next step will be to disarm them, and they will be then readyto fly to arms to defend themselves.”

He immediately organized a military force of volunteers with whichhe advanced on Williamsburg. The Governor obtained a detachment from a man-of-war and issued a number of proclamations. When Henrywas sixteen miles from Williamsburg a messenger from the Governormet him. Various negotiations followed as a result of which three hundred and thirty pounds—the supposed value of the powder which hadbeen seized—was paid to Henry to be forwarded by him to the Virginian delegates in Congress to be used by them for the purchase ofpowder in substitution for that which had been seized. Henry thereupon disbanded his force and the following day the Governor issueda proclamation warning people of Henry’s traitorous designs. He setout for the second Continental Congress immediately after. The effectof the Governor’s proclamation was that Henry was guarded until hehad reached Maryland by troops of volunteers and, in addition, hisjourney was greatly impeded by congratulatory addresses.

He was back in Virginia by August. At this time he had a great desire for military glory and he succeeded in getting himself elected commander-in-chief in Virginia with the title of colonel. The members ofthe convention were by no means unanimous in their opinion of thewisdom of this measure. While Henry’s friends succeeded in gettinghim elected, the other side succeeded in tying his hands by putting himunder the orders of the Committee of Safety. Pendleton, the chairmanof this committee, and Henry had seldom agreed in the past, and wereseldom to agree in the future. There were a number of skirmishes inVirginia while Henry was nominally commander-in-chief but he wasnot in any of them. The Committee saw to it that he stayed in Williamsburg while the fighting was directed by his second-in-command.

Henry felt himself very unjustly treated, and with some reason. He may have been an amateur soldier, but so were most of the otherofficers. Pendleton, who had opposed Henry’s election to command theVirginian forces, had also opposed Washington’s election to commandthe continental forces. Henry had made a real contribution to theorganization of the military force, for most of the soldiers had enlistedonly because of their faith in him. This became apparent when he finallyresigned. There was a near-mutiny. The soldiers claimed they hadenlisted only to serve under him, and it was only as a result of greatpersonal exertion on his part that they were induced to stay underanother commander.





A real friendship existed between Washington and Henry. The General, of course, only knew of these bickerings by hearsay, but fromwhat he heard he concluded that “my countrymen made a capital mistake, when they took Henry out of the senate to place him in thefield.” The reason for the distrust of Henry as a military leader washis apparent indifference to discipline.
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One of the unfortunate results of the possession of such a genius as Henry’s talent for persuasion is that it tends to obscure his realmerits as a statesman. Commonplace men were apt to console themselves by saying he was so brilliant he could not be sound. Such a talentas he had can be used for good or evil and those who found themselvesin opposition to him were likely to say with Jefferson that Henry “isalways alive to catch the first sensation of the popular breeze, that hemay take the lead of that which in truth leads him.”

There is ample evidence that Jefferson’s slander is untrue. The most striking instance occurred during the formation of the first Virginiaconstitution. John Adams has had more influence on American conceptions of government than any other individual and Henry had developed a great admiration for Adams from their association in thefirst Continental Congress. “I fear,” Henry wrote to R. H. Lee shortlyafter a form of constitution came under consideration in Virginia, “toogreat a bias to Aristocracy prevails among the opulent. I own myselfa Democrat on the plan of our admired friend, J. Adams, whose pamphlet I read with great pleasure.” Adams himself warned Henrythat the “plan of the pamphlet” might be too “popular” for the stateof public opinion in Virginia. Adams’ advocacy of frequent electionsand a broad franchise would naturally be popular with Henry’s followers. The interesting thing is that Henry devoted himself zealouslyto the promotion of the one unpopular feature of Adams’ plan ofgovernment.

It is very difficult for us Americans of the twentieth century to realize how closely the ideas of popular government and of legislative supremacy were intertwined in the eighteenth-century mind. Someappreciation of the extent to which these two ideas were at one timeregarded as inseparable may be gained by considering that the idea ofan independent and powerful executive as a necessary, or even a legitimate, part of a popular government has never gained a foothold in Europe. For a long time after the Revolution the idea prevailed inAmerica that a powerful executive, independent of the legislature, wasincompatible with a republic. It was one of the principal causes forthe popular belief that Adams was a “monarchist.” It would probablynever have disappeared if it had not been for Jackson but the existenceof constitutional machinery which permitted the emergence of Jacksons was due to Adams.

It was this unpopular idea, in its most unpopular aspect, that Henry championed in Virginia. To most Americans and to all European “liberals” the existence of an executive veto prevented a government frombeing a republic. This was the precise point on which Henry madehis fight. “Those who knew him,” wrote Edmund Randolph, “to beindolent in literary investigations, were astonished at the manner inwhich he exhausted the topic . . . Among other arguments, he averredthat a governor would be a mere phantom, unable to defend his officefrom the usurpation of the legislature, unless he could interpose on avehement impulse or ferment in that body, and that he would otherwise be ultimately a dependent, instead of a co-ordinate, branch ofpower.” Henry was successful. He did not, however, go the wholelength with Adams and was content with an election of the governorby the legislature instead of that direct popular election which Adamsadvocated.

Henry himself was the first occupant of the office, being sworn in July 5, 1776. The salary of the governor was one thousand poundsa year and the legislature appropriated an additional thousand poundsto be used in furnishing the “Palace” in Williamsburg for his residence. With these resources, Henry changed his style of living completely.

The constant shortages of men and food in the Continental Army have been largely blamed on the short-sightedness of the state governments. The charge, at least in Henry’s case, is unwarranted. Therecord shows him actively engaged in trying to raise troops and finallyadvocating a draft as the only feasible way to do it. When in thewinter of Valley Forge he learned of the urgent need for food, heacted vigorously and did not hesitate to seize supplies by force whenhe could not obtain them otherwise. Most of the distresses of the Continental Army were due to the lack of a proper organization of government rather than to the indifference of individuals.

His home defense measures were equally practical and successful. He kept a number of small vessels outside the entrance to ChesapeakeBay which gave him timely warning of any British raids. This was ameasure which his successor, Jefferson, discontinued. Henry had alwaysbeen interested in the country across the mountains and, when he hadlaid aside a little money, engaged in a few speculations in westernlands. He stopped speculating in western lands after he was elected tothe first Continental Congress, but he was a ready listener when GeorgeRogers Clark came over the mountains from Kentucky with a schemeto drive the British from the Northwest. Henry backed Clark with allthe limited resources available.

Henry’s desire for western expansion and his sympathy with the backwoodsmen did not blind him to their faults. When a most indecentand outrageous murder of a friendly Shawnee chief precipitated anIndian war, Henry almost refused to call out the militia to protectthe settlements. The jury system made it impossible to punish themurderers and he was induced to call out the militia only becauseof the “miserable condition” of the people. He limited the militia to“defensive operations . . . offensive measures . . . would be too fullof Injustice.”

The new Virginia constitution limited the governor to three successive annual terms. His friends maintained that his first term did not count, since he had been elected for that year by the convention whichframed the constitution but he refused to accede to this reasoning.

His wife had died in the early part of 1775, leaving him six children, all of whom were under twenty-one. Less than a year after he became governor he married again. His second wife was DorotheaDandridge, a granddaughter of Governor Spotswood and a descendantof a brother of Lord Delaware. Henry’s property at the time of hissecond marriage consisted of his home in Hanover County which hecalled Scotchtown, two small tracts in Botetourt County, ten thousandacres in Kentucky and thirty slaves. His second wife brought him twelveslaves. About a year after his second marriage he sold Scotchtownand purchased a three-fifths undivided interest in a tract of nearlyseventeen thousand acres on Leatherwood Creek in Henry County. Henry County was in the southwestern part of the state. It had beenlaid out shortly after he became governor and named after him. Itwas to this estate, which he called Leatherwood, that he moved afterhis retirement from the governorship. His objects in going into whatwas then the far interior were to rid himself of malarial fevers whichhad attacked him several times and to place his family out of dangerof British raids. He made a partition with his co-owners but, as wasusual in the case of newly settled lands, he found himself with a disputed title and with his estate largely in the possession of squatters.After some litigation he managed to settle these difficulties. The proceeds of Scotchtown had only partially paid for Leatherwood. He paidthe final installment of the purchase price on December 1, 1779, witha tobacco note for ten thousand pounds. To raise the money he hadsold his two tracts in Botetourt and five thousand acres of his Kentuckyland.

He did not return to practice. His health was bad and he had frequent periods of sickness. He refused an election to Congress but he accepted election to the legislature. His activities there do not becomeinteresting until the end of the war. He then championed some measures which encountered vigorous opposition. The first of these was abill repealing the act forbidding the importation of British goods. Theopposition, led by R. H. Lee, argued that other and more friendlycountries should first be given an opportunity to establish businessconnections in Virginia and that in any event it was foolish to repealthe prohibitory act before Great Britain showed some disposition toenter into a commercial treaty with the United States. Henry won butthe event proved that Lee’s arguments were sound.

Henry followed this with an even less popular bill—with a bill permitting the exiled Tories and other Britishers to settle in the state. He met the opposition with one of his greatest speeches. “We have, sir, anextensive country, without population—what can be more obvious policy than that this country ought to be populated? People, sir, form thestrength and constitute the wealth of a nation. I want to see our vastforest filled up by some process a little more speedy than the ordinarycourse of nature. I wish to see these states rapidly ascending to therank which their natural advantages authorize them to hold amongthe nations of the earth . . . Sir, you are destined, at some time or other, to become a great agricultural and commercial people; the onlyquestion is, whether you choose to reach this point by slow gradations,and at some distant period—lingering on through a long and sicklyminority—subjected, meanwhile, to machinations, insults, and oppressions of enemies, foreign and domestic, without sufficient strength toresist and chastise them—or whether you choose rather to rush at once,as it were, to the full enjoyment of those high destinies, and be ableto cope, single-handed, with the proudest oppressors of the old world.If you prefer the latter course, as I trust you do, encourage emigration—encourage the husbandmen, the mechanics, the merchants of theold world, to come and settle in this land of promise—make it thehome of the skilful, the industrious, the fortunate, the happy, as wellas the asylum of the distressed—fill up the measure of your populationas speedily as you can, by the means which heaven has placed in yourhands—and I venture to prophesy there are those now living who willsee this favored land among the most powerful on earth— . . . hercannon silencing the vain boasts of those who now proudly affect torule the waves. But, sir, you must have men—you cannot get alongwithout them— . . .

“Do you ask how you are to get them? Open your doors, sir, and they will come in—the population of the old world is full to overflowing—that population is ground, too, by the oppressions of the governments under which they live. Sir, they are already standing on tiptoeupon their native shores, and looking to your coasts with a wistful andlonging eye—they see here a land blessed with natural and politicaladvantages which are not equalled by those of any other countryupon earth—a land on which Providence hath emptied the horn ofabundance—a land over which peace hath now stretched forth herwhite wings, and where content and plenty lie down at every door!Sir, they see something more attractive than all this—they see a landin which liberty hath taken up her abode—that liberty, whom theyhad considered as a fabled goddess existing only in the fancies of poets—they see her here a real divinity—her altars rising on every handthroughout these happy states—her glories chanted by three millionsof tongues—. . .

“But gentlemen object to any accession from Great Britain, andparticularly to the return of the British refugees . . . Let us have the magnanimity, sir, to lay aside our antipathies and prejudices, andconsider the subject in a political light. Those are an enterprising, moneyed people . . . I have no fear of any mischief that they can do us.Afraid of them\ What, sir, shall we, who have laid the proud Britishlion at our feet, now be afraid of his whelps?”

He championed other unpopular measures. Even before the end of the war he advocated the imposition of a tax by the legislature toretire the Virginian quota of the continental debt, but he was unableto prevail over the popular opposition led by George Mason and R.H. Lee. At this period Henry was very much alive to the defects ofthe government of the Confederation and in 1784 he went so far asto ask Madison to work out some scheme for improving the centralgovernment.

Henry ardently desired westward expansion but he did not by any means sympathize with the common attitude towards the Indians. Theproblem of the future of that race had long troubled him. Shortlyafter the close of the war he offered a bill to the legislature which embodied his solution. It provided for the encouragement of marriagebetween whites and Indians by payment of a bounty at marriage andat the birth of each child, exemption from certain taxes, and freeschools for the children. Despite the repugnance with which such marriages were regarded, Henry’s advocacy was so powerful that this billactually passed its second reading. At this point Henry became governor for the second time, and after his removal from the legislaturehis Indian bill was soon forgotten.

The most interesting thing about his second period as governor is his attempt to reform the criminal law. His approach was diametrically different from that of Jefferson. Henry’s knowledge of peoplekept him from trying to set up a code with a fixed punishment for eachcrime. Instead, as governor, when, after a review of the facts, hethought the convict might be reformed, Henry would issue a conditional pardon. The convicts so conditionally pardoned were requiredto labor on the public works and to sleep in the Richmond jail. “Particular care must be taken,” so Henry wrote to the official who hadcharge of carrying out this plan, “that they have plenty of wholesomefood, and that their clothes be warm and comfortable . . . You are to take care that their clothes and lodging be kept clean, and that theirlabor be confined to the usual hours and good weather.” The courtslater declared this procedure void.

Henry refused re-election at the end of two one-year terms. His second wife was bringing him children at such a rate that they finally reached eleven. He was by no means rich, and he had run into debttrying to live in the style which he thought appropriate for a governor. He left Richmond with the definite intention of devoting histime to the accumulation of money. For this purpose he left HenryCounty and settled in Prince Edward, which was much nearer thecenter of things.

He had not practiced actively since the outbreak of the war but now he soon had all the clients he could wish for. He was so busy that healways required his clients to retain associate counsel to prepare thecase. It was as a jury lawyer that he was in the greatest demand. Hishealth was bad and he usually traveled to the various county courtswhere he had to appear in a stick-gig. There is only one known instance when he adopted a more elaborate means of conveyance. Richard Randolph, the elder brother of Randolph of Roanoke, was indictedin Cumberland County for the murder of a new-born infant of whichhe was reputed to be the father. Randolph wrote to Henry asking himto undertake the defense for a fee of two hundred and fifty guineas.Henry replied that he was too unwell to make the journey. Randolphthen offered five hundred guineas. “Dolly,” Henry called to his wifeafter he had read Randolph’s second letter, “Mr. Randolph seemsvery anxious that I should appear for him and five hundred guineas is alarge sum. Don’t you think I could make the trip in the carriage?”

John Marshall was retained by Randolph as Henry’s junior in this case, but the tradition is that what brought about the acquittal was asingle question which Henry asked on cross-examination. The chiefwitness for the state was a Mrs. Grundy type, who testified that shehad acquired her information by peeping through a crack in the doorof the room where the mother of the dead infant slept. “Madam,”said Henry in his most solemn manner, “with which eye did youpeep?”
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About the time he retired from the governorship Madison wrote Washington that Henry, “who has been hitherto the champion of thefederal cause, has become a cold advocate.” This was a surprisingchange for the man who had announced to the first Continental Congress that “the distinctions between Virginians, Pennsylvanians, NewYorkers, and New Englanders, are no more. I am not a Virginian, butan American”; for the man who had asked Madison to work out aplan for a more perfect union. In the two years of his second governorship Henry’s ideas on this point changed completely. He becameconvinced that the central government, whether strong or weak, wouldbe under the control of the northern majority and that the northernmajority would use its control with complete indifference to the interests of the South. It was therefore in the interests of the South tokeep the central government weak. At the time, the area west of themountains was regarded as a part of the South. What convinced Henryof the danger of a strong central government was the disposition shownby Congress at this time to compromise the dispute with Spain overthe right to navigate the Mississippi.

When he had once accepted the principle of the necessity of protecting the sectional interests of the South, he soon found other causes for alarm. He warned his colleagues in the Virginian ratifying convention that the adoption of the proposed federal constitution wouldlead to the abolition of slavery. This might be done by the laying offederal taxes which would force emancipation, but with a strong prescience he warned that it would be accomplished through the exerciseof the war power. “They have the power in clear unequivocal terms; and will clearly and certainly exercise it.”

No one today can doubt the soundness of Henry’s analysis of the nature of the government which would be evolved under the constitution. “This government,” he told the Virginian convention, “is nota Virginian but an American government.” He even foretold themethod by which the state governments would gradually lose theirimportance. If both the central government and the state governmentshad the power to tax, the central government, being the stronger,would in the end absorb all the sources of revenue and let the states“glide imperceptibly and gradually out of existence. This, sir, mustnaturaly terminate in a consolidation.” “I beg gentlemen to consider,”he told the Virginian convention a few days later, “—lay aside your prejudices—is this a federal government? Is it not a consolidated government for every purpose almost? Is the government of Virginia aState government after this government is adopted? I grant that it isa republican government, but for what purposes? For such trivial domestic considerations, as render it unworthy the name of a legislature.”

He did not confine his opposition to the fear that the adoption of the constitution would put the South under the domination of theNorth. The great powers entrusted to the President and the Congressmeant that the new government “will be an empire of men and notof laws.” “You are not to enquire,” he told the Virginian convention,“how your trade may be increased nor how you are to become a greatand powerful people, but how your liberties can be secured; for liberty}-ought to be the direct end of your government.” In short, he thoughtthat the proposed federal constitution was “the most fatal plan thatcould possibly be conceived to enslave a free people.”

When we consider the soundness of Henry’s arguments, his powers of persuasion and his position with the people, the surprising thing isthat the constitution was ever adopted by Virginia. It was only by thenarrowest of majorities. He himself estimated that four-fifths of thepeople were opposed to adoption. What, then, defeated him?

Henry revealed one of the fatal weaknesses in his position in one of his speeches to the Virginian convention. “I acknowledge,” he said, “theweakness of the old confederation. Every man says that somethingmust be done.” The greatest efforts had been made to induce himto act as one of the Virginian delegates in the convention which framedthe constitution but he had “peremptorily” refused. It was an illustration of the adage that you can’t beat something with nothing. Headmitted that something must be done. What had he to suggest? Theother fatal weakness was George Washington. In the abstract, Henrymight convince his fellow Virginians that the new government wouldbe a tyranny administered in the interests of the Northerners. Buteverybody knew that Washington would be the first president.

Henry’s true greatness is apparent in the manner in which he took his defeat. “I beg pardon of this house,” he told the Virginian convention just before the final vote, “for having taken up more timethan came to my share, and I thank them for the patience and politeattention with which I have been heard. If I shall be in the minority, I shall have those painful sensations which arise from a convictionof being overpowered in a good cause. Yet I will be a peaceable citizen.My head, my hand, and my heart shall be at liberty to retrieve theloss of liberty, and remove the defects of that system, in a constitutional way. I wish not to go to violence, but will wait with hopes thatthe spirit which predominated in the revolution is not yet gone, nor thecause of those who are attached to the revolution yet lost—I shalltherefore patiently wait in expectation of seeing that governmentchanged so as to be compatible with the safety, liberty, and happinessof the people.”

He lived up to this declaration. On the evening of the day in which the vote of ratification had passed, a group of anti-ratificationists helda meeting. They sent for Henry to take the chair. He came and toldthem that “he had done his duty strenuously in opposing the constitution, in the proper place, and with all the powers he possessed. Thequestion had been fully discussed, and settled, and that, as true andfaithful republicans, they had all better go home; they should cherishit and give it fair play, support it too, in order that the Federal administration might be left to the untrammeled and free exercise of itsfunctions.”
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Madison, the leader of the ratificationists in Virginia and one of the chief architects of the federal constitution, soon began to drift intoopposition to the new government. Henry despised him for it. Madison’s various complaints against the actions of the federal governmentmerely drew from Henry the comment that they were what he himself had predicted in the convention. At the same time Henry driftedin the opposite direction. A little over a year after the organizationof the government of the constitution he wrote to a friend in Georgiathat “Truth obliges me to declare that I perceive In the Federal characters I converse with in this country an honest and patriotic care ofthe general good.”

From then on Henry’s progress into Federalism was rapid. Some of the earliest actions of the new government had been unfavorableto some of his speculations in land in the western part of Georgia—“the measures and tone of the government,” as Jefferson expressed it, “threaten abortion to some of his speculations”—but Henry gotover this. The adoption of the constitution had brought on an era ofgeneral prosperity but what first brought him to the support of thenational administration was his faith in Washington.

Very few letters ever passed between the two men; there is no record of any other great intimacy. But their faith in each other was of thatorder which does not require constant confirmation. In the darkestdays of the war there was a widespread plan to remove Washingtonas commander-in-chief. An attempt was made to induce Henry to join.His response was to send all the information he had on the subjectto the General. One of the very few letters in which Washingtondropped his usually impenetrable dignity was that in which he thankedHenry.

Many of those opposed to the administration made the mistake—in which Jefferson never joined—of attacking or belittling Washington. In the first administration Henry attended a dinner at the homeof his half-brother, John Syme. When the cloth was removed the firsttoast which the host proposed was “The people.” Henry pushed hiswig aside, as was his custom when much excited, and, with his armsakimbo, exclaimed, “What, brother, not drink to General Washingtonas we used to do? For shame, brother! for shame!” and, filling up hisglass with Thomson’s Madeira, pronounced the name of “Washington.” Washington reciprocated this trust by offering Henry the Secretaryship of State and the Chief Justiceship in succession. Both offerswere rejected.

It was the French Revolution which brought about the first definite party cleavage in America and Henry’s views on the French Revolution were clear. The conduct of France, he wrote in 1799, “has madeit the interest of the great family of mankind to wish the downfall ofher present government; because its existence is incompatible with thatof all others within its reach. And, whilst I see the dangers that threatenours from her intrigues and her arms, I am not so much alarmed asat the apprehension of her destroying the great pillars of all government and of social life; I mean virtue, morality, and religion.”

During most of his life Henry passed among his fellow Virginians for a deist. It was a reputation which in his old age he abhorred. Hisfamily were Episcopalians and he had been baptised in that church. It was the only formal connection he ever had with any sect. Whenhe was about eleven a Presbyterian minister, Samuel Davies, who wasafterwards president of Princeton, began to preach in Hanover undera special license from the Governor. Henry’s mother became a member of this congregation and used to take Henry to services with her.Davies was known as the “prince of American preachers” and on theirreturn journeys Mrs. Henry was accustomed to ask Patrick for a resumeof the sermon. When he grew to manhood he was noted for hisfriendship for “Dissenters.” The Baptists were his special favorites.In 1768 the Episcopalians began a regular persecution of that churchand Henry was the Baptists’ invariable champion. Shortly after theoutbreak of the war the Baptists petitioned the Virginian Conventionfor permission to preach to the troops. On Henry’s motion this privilegewas accorded to all dissenting clergymen. Later the Baptists came tohim and asked his advice as to the best method for obtaining the rightto perform marriages. He advised them to go ahead and afterwardssucceeded in getting an act passed by the legislature validating suchmarriages.

He did not sympathize with Jefferson in his desire for a complete divorce of Church and State. Shortly after the close of the war, Henrychampioned a bill which, while it continued church taxes, provided thatthe taxpayer could select the church to which he wished his taxes paid.He left the legislature before the bill was passed and before the endof the session. In his absence Madison succeeded in defeating themeasure.

With this background he became very religious in his old age. As early as 1789 he became so alarmed at the spread of infidelity that heprinted an edition of Soame Jennings’ Internal Evidences of Christianity. He carried copies around in his gig and gave them away. He laterwrote a reply to Paine’s Age of Reason but was so dissatisfied with whathe had written that he destroyed the manuscript. But he blamed Jefferson more than Paine. Henry’s analysis was that infidelity had beeninvented in France and that Jefferson was its apostle in America. Withsuch views it is not surprising to find Henry supporting John Adamsagainst Jefferson.

Henry retired from practice shortly after Washington became President. All his life he had been exchanging one plantation for another. He seldom lived in the same spot for more than three or four years.About the time of his retirement he sold his home in Prince Edwardand bought an estate in Campbell County on the Staunton River. Hestill was not satisfied and two or three years’ later he bought an estatetwenty miles lower down the Staunton which was called Red Hill, fromthe color of the soil. It was here that he died. The residence was aplain wooden structure located on a hill which overlooked the valley.Early on summer mornings he would go to the edge of this hill anduse the voice which had been a terror to Britain to shout orders to hisNegroes in the valley below, a half-mile away. Much of his time ingood weather was spent sitting in his yard, with his chair leaning againstthe trunk of a tree and a can of spring water on the grass beside him.At other times he was found lying on the floor playing with his childrenor playing his violin for them.

Visitors were numerous. They came to see the great orator and to hear his own version of his great oratorical triumphs. Instead, he toldthem of the goodness of his land and of the shrewdness with whichhe had traded lands and horses. For Henry was very American. Hewas a great master in his own art—the art of oratory—but aside fromthat, he was much more typical of the nation that was coming intobeing than were Jefferson or the Adamses. Nothing pleased him somuch as to be thought a shrewd trader.

On rising in the morning Henry would seat himself in his dining room and read the Bible until breakfast. As each one of his children entered the room he would raise his eyes and gravely say “Good morrow.” At other times, he busied himself reading various theologicalwriters, particularly Tillotson, Butler, and Sherlock. He filled themargins of his copy of Sherlock with penciled notes, and on Sundayevenings he was accustomed to read from this volume to his family.After the reading they would all sing hymns while he accompaniedthem on the violin.

He had some foibles which one would hardly expect of the representative of the common man in eighteenth-century Virginia. One of these was an extreme aversion to whiskey. Shortly after the close ofthe war he had a merchant in Scotland send him a Scotch brewer andhis wife to cultivate barley and make it into small beer. Thereaftersmall beer was the customary drink at Henry’s table. He drank it himself for he had no taste for wine. Another foible approached beinga phobia. Henry disliked tobacco so intensely that he not only forbadehis servants to smoke in his presence but to smoke at any time.

He often animadverted on the “French cooking” at Monticello. Henry’s own table was always abundantly spread, but only with thecommonest foods.

For years, Henry’s health had been bad. He aged prematurely, and when he was barely sixty-three he reached the end. Shortly before hisdeath he met Randolph of Roanoke, who, Henry had been informed,had delivered a rousing philippic against John Adams. “Young man,”said the old orator to the young one, taking him by both hands, “youcall me father; then, my son, I have something to say unto you keepjustice, keep truth—and you will live to think differently.”






CHAPTER VI

George Washington



The deeper one delves into the record the more evident it becomes that if it had not been for George Washington there would never have been a United States. It is possible that without him thecolonies might ultimately have achieved some sort of independence. Butthey would never have coalesced. They would have been a group ofpetty sovereignties—a second Holy Roman Empire or a League ofNation., What brought about the adoption of the constitution was theuniversal belief that Washington would be President. All the eloquence and popularity of Patrick Henry were insufficient to convincethe people that “consolidation” was an evil—provided that “consolidation” was to be under Washington. Men who for years had referredto Pennsylvania or Massachusetts or South Carolina as “my country”suddenly spoke of “our country.” The stupendousness of that fact canonly be grasped by looking at the history of peoples beyond our ownborder. It is not a question of a common language or a common tradition. Why have the Scandinavian countries never coalesced? Or theLow Countries? Or Central America? What an amount of force wentinto the unification of Germany. What a piece of luck and what anamount of trouble were involved in the union of England and Scotland. Why was Ireland never successfully made a part of Great Britain? Why did Spain and Portugal, after being united for sixty years,separate again? Why, in every country of Europe, are there separatisttendencies which come to life in any period of stress?

The diversities among the original thirteen states are more thansufficient to justify the existence of any number of nations. For the most part the people spoke English, and for the most part they professed some form of Protestant Christianity. That is about all they hadin common. For the most part they lived by tilling the land or byfishing—the agriculture of the sea. That was the extent of their economic solidarity. The products of the different colonies were neithersimilar nor complementary. All the colonies were dependent on Europefor manufactured articles. Their social structures differed widely. Therewere rich and poor in every colony but there was no sort of similaritybetween the rich and poor of the different colonies. In some, the richwere planters, owning hundreds of slaves; in others, they were merchants, owning fleets of ships. In some the poor were farm hands whohoped to better their condition; in others they were slaves who hadno hope. Aside from the slaves, the people were nearly all of northwest European descent. That certainly was not a reason for their union.The principal characteristic of Europeans in all ages has been their inability to live together in peace.

The colonies lacked a common historical tradition. They had been founded in all sorts of ways and by all sorts of people. They had beenNew England, New Netherlands, New Sweden. Even in New Englandtwo colonies, Connecticut and Rhode Island, were founded by secedersfrom a third, Massachusetts. Some colonies had a religious, some afeudal, and some a commercial origin. Archbishop Laud’s persecutionshad peopled New England; Louis XIV’s devastation of the Palatinatehad peopled Pennsylvania; the demand for tobacco had peopled Virginia. The colonies lacked any common triumphs, any common hero.They had fought separate and unrelated wars with the Indians. Theyhad fought the British together. That was all. The triumphs of theRevolutionary War had been merely the common triumphs of allies,but they had given the country one unifying principle—a common hero.It was to be the decisive factor.
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Washington, by the end of the war, was a hero of legendary stature. Men who could agree on nothing else agreed in their admiration forhim. Men who thought the adoption of the constitution meant the endof liberty quietly submitted to the government of the constitution,secure in the knowledge that it was to be administered by him. A senator who opposed almost every measure of the Washington administration, after hearing the President read a message to Congress in a manner which the senator consider “agitated and embarrassed,” entered in his diary that he “felt hurt that this- first of men was not firstin everything.” Measures which had Washington’s known approval—measures which he regarded as of urgent necessity—passed Congressonly after long debate and by the slenderest majorities. Yet he was reelected unanimously. Jay was ruined politically so far as national politics was concerned by the treaty he made with England, but none ofthat unpopularity attached to the president who signed the treaty. Thepeople who disliked what Washington did blamed his actions on his advisers. He himself could do no wrong. This was in spite of the factthat he did not attempt to conceal where he stood when the nationbecame divided into parties near the end of his life. One of the reasonshe gave for refusing to run for president again, after Adams had beenin office for one term, was that he would “stand upon no other groundthan any other Federal character well supported.” At times his comments on the Jeffersonians were as intemperate as those of the mosthigh-toned Federalist. “You could as soon scrub the blackamore white,”he wrote, “as to change the principle of a protest Democrat, and hewill leave nothing unattempted to overturn the Government of thisCountry.”

The “protest Democrats” did not share this dislike. Many years after Washington’s death a Jeffersonian author sent a manuscript to Monticello in which the author stated he feared he had undertaken a “perilous topic” in attempting to justify Washington’s political conduct.Jefferson seldom spared an old political opponent, but his reply to thisletter was “I do not think so. You have given the genuine history ofthe course of his mind through the trying scenes in which it was engaged, and of the seductions by which it was deceived, but not depraved.”

Washington was first in the hearts of his countrymen; he was pater patriae,the father of his country. He was those things in reality, notin rhetoric. Why?

The surface is so unimpressive. In the nineteenth century a great deal of nonsense was written on both sides of the Atlantic about “natural kings”—a kind of nonsense which has borne bitter fruit in our own age. It was not surprising that much of this nonsense was written inAmerica, for America had produced the only genuine “natural king.”Others—Cromwell, the elder Pitt, Napoleon—might appear to besuch. They took charge and defeat was turned into victory; whateverthey touched was successful. There is no difficulty in explaining whythe victorious general, or the statesman who obtains what the peoplewant, is a natural hero. But Washington was defeated more often thanhe was victorious; his political career is marked largely by measures—such as the adoption of the constitution—which were far from popularbut which were acquiesced in because Washington approved them. Hewas not popular because he did what the people wanted; the peoplesubmitted to unpopular measures because he approved them.

The traditional answer is character. That merely gives the problem a new name. What are the elements that character must possess to produce such implicit trust among millions of people—a trust, too, whichcould exist alongside a lack of faith in some of the specific measureswhich the possessor of that character was pursuing?

The men of the time were not blind to Washington’s failures and shortcomings. He received very little genuine admiration from thegroup of high-toned Federalists—the Hamiltons and the Pickerings—who owed their political importance entirely to his support. JohnAdams could never quite conceal his feeling that some of the admiration should have gone to him as chiefly responsible for the appointmentof Washington as commander-in-chief. Then, too, in that formative era,when the true position of the vice-presidency was little understood,there was a popular tendency to credit President Washington with allthe popular acts of his administration and to blame all the unpopularones on Vice-President Adams. One of the factors in Jefferson’s riseto power was his ability to reconcile admiration for Washington withopposition to his policies.

The people were not blind to the apparent contradiction in their attitude toward Washington. They, too, groped for an explanationand brought forth such legends as that of the cherry tree. That he couldnot tell a lie is at least doubtful. When President, his diary recordsthat “Having suffered very much by the dust yesterday, and findingthat parties of Horse, and a number of other Gentlemen were intending to attend me part of the way to day, I caused their enquiries respecting the time of my setting out, to be answered that, I should endeavor to do it before eight o’clock; but I did it a little after five, by which means I avoided the inconveniences above mentioned.” Nordid he find it impossible to stretch a point in matters of more importance. When, during the war, he had made an agreement to exchangecertain British prisoners and the question was raised whether his agreement covered prisoners who did not wish to be exchanged but preferredto become American citizens, he ruled that it did. “At the same time,”he added, “I should think it not improper . . . that they should beinvited to escape afterwards, which, in all probability, they may effectwithout much difficulty.”

Yet the popular instinct which cherished the cherry tree legend was sound. Even in his own lifetime Washington was not regarded as aman among men but as a legendary hero—as one of the giants of old,the drippings of whose spear became islands, who slew armies withthe jawbone of an ass. The record is full on Washington the gentleman. We can read his letters by the volume; we have innumerableaccounts from other eighteenth-century gentlemen who attended hisdull and formal dinner parties. The popular tradition was of a PaulBunyan; of one whose physical strength exceeded all human bounds;of one who even as a little boy could not depart from the most rigidtruth. Aside from the fact that Washington undoubtedly was of greatphysical and moral strength, these legends should not be dismissed witha smile. Their truth is unimportant. The interesting thing is that thesestories were told not of Hercules but of a man who lived among literatepeople in a literate country in the most skeptical of all ages—the eighteenth century.

Gilbert Stuart once told General Henry (“Light-Horse Harry”) Lee that Washington had a tremendous temper but that he had itunder wonderful control. A few days later Lee had breakfast with theWashingtons.

“I saw your portrait the other day,” said Lee, “but Stuart says you have a tremendous temper.”

“Upon my word,” said Mrs. Washington blushing, “Mr. Stuart takes a great deal upon himself to make such a remark.”

With the mere ghost of a smile, Washington remarked, “He is right.”

Stuart had his finger on the secret. On another occasion he told a third person, in regard to Washington, that “there were features inhis face totally different from what he ever observed in that of anyother human being; the sockets for the eyes, for instance, are largerthan what he ever met with before, and the upper part of the nosebroader. All his features, he observed, were indicative of the strongestand most ungovernable passions, and had he been born in the forests,it was his opinion that he would have been the fiercest man among thesavage tribes.”

Of one famous occasion it is reported that Washington “swore like an angel from heaven.” The unusualness of the analogy is arresting.It would have been so much more natural for General Scott to havesaid that Washington had sworn “like the devil.” Like an angel fromheaven? It was not a literary device; it expressed the inner convictionof the retreating troops that they had heard and seen something akinto the supernatural.

Washington showed this unhuman quality in other ways than profanity. He was with Braddock as a volunteer aide when the latter marched against Fort Duquesne. Washington became so ill of a feverthat he was left behind to travel in a wagon. Impatiently he pushed thewagon forward and mounted his horse for the first time the day theFrench and Indians made their surprise attack. Braddock’s other aideswere killed or wounded. The General’s sole assistant was Washington.Angrily he ranged the field. Two horses were shot under him; bulletspierced his clothing. Over the wrath of Braddock, his aide ordered thecolonial troops to take cover and fight like Indians. The fever-strickenmilitia colonel was in the saddle for forty-eight hours. When it wasall over he took to his bed again. But the despised colonials felt thatthe only reason anybody came away from the Monongahela with hisscalp was because of Colonel Washington.

This hidden, superhuman force which made Washington swear “like an angel from heaven” at Monmouth, which made him take chargeof the stricken field at the Monongahela, is not unique. It is only toocommon in the history of man. It is that subterranean energy which ischaracteristic of the great ruffians, of the scourges of the human race.We find it in the Attilas and the Genghis Khans. Specifically, there is a remarkable resemblance between William the Conqueror and Washington. It is as if one were the reverse side of the other. Washingtonwas an English gentleman of ancient family, but when we view him inhis savage aspect he seems like a natural member of that terribleNorman dynasty of Rollo the Ganger, of Robert the Devil, of William the Bastard—what would he have been? Perhaps George theTerrible. It sounds in character.

Heredity is a factor which had better be forgotten in explaining any man, but there is one item about Washington which is so curious that,whether or not accidental, it can hardly be forgotten. Lord Ferrers wasa distant relative of Washington’s and the first English peer to behanged. Neither of those statements is important. Ferrers was hangedfor a murder—he was suspected of a series of murders—of such a primitive and savage nature that it was incomprehensible to the eighteenth-century mind. The thing that is interesting is that Horace Walpole inreporting the trial and hanging of Lord Ferrers adds, “The Washingtons were certainly a very frantic race, and I have no doubt of madnessin him.” Is this some lingering trace of forgotten gossip? Certainlythe brothers and the nephews and the cousins of George displayed nosuch queer primitivity. Aside from George there is only one trace ofit in the American Washingtons. His great-grandfather, John, wasknown among the Indians as Conotocarlus—“the Destroyer of Villages.” The title was rather ingloriously earned but when George appeared on the frontier many years later as an untried militia officerhe promptly inherited it. Was it heredity or was it some secret electricity, current only among savages, which made the Indians recognizein this untried stripling a “Destroyer of Villages”?

This savagery was a terrible inheritance. It might have made him an atrocious murderer like his cousin Lord Ferrers j it might have led himto the frontier where, in Stuart’s words, “he would have been thefiercest man among the savage tribes.” It was the stuff of which desperadoes are made. He might have been a bandit leader or a piratecaptain. Those were the possibilities if he had combined with this savagenature a mediocre or less than mediocre intelligence; instead, “hismind,” in the words of Jefferson, “was great and powerful, withoutbeing of the very first order.”

There were other possibilities. He belonged to the tribe of the scourges of mankind. The opportunity was there. “Sir,” said Rochambeau, turning to Washington, as together they reviewed the Americanarmy after Yorktown, “these men are Prussians,” For years Washington had struggled with raw troops, enlisted for short periods, who wenthome as soon as they were partially trained; but the army that he ledback from Yorktown was a very different outfit. It consisted of veterans, enlisted for the duration of the war, and for the first time itwas adequately equipped, partly from the captured British stores andpartly with supplies brought from France. The only thing it lackedwas pay. And it meant to get that. There was a series of dangerousmutinies. The men had no respect for Congress; they wanted to marchon Philadelphia, seize the government, and do themselves justice. Someunits actually started marching. They had no quarrel with Washington.If he had mounted his horse and led them on to Philadelphia he wouldhave been followed with a universal roar of approval.

This was no manufactured crisis, cooked up to give a would-be dictator an opportunity. It was a real crisis; it came from the ground up. The army was disgusted with civilian government; it wanted to imposemilitary rule; all it lacked was a leader.

Although the officers did not join in any of the mutinies, they were as dissatisfied as the men. There was a Colonel Nicola, who was somewhat older than the average. He bore a good reputation in the army,was intimate with Washington, and was frequently used by the subordinate officers as a means of communication with the commander-in-chief. He was now used for that purpose again. After various secretmeetings among the officers Nicola addressed a letter on their behalfto Washington. It dilated on the distressed condition of the army andthe country at large; it compared the merits of republicanism andmonarchy; it concluded that the only solution was the establishmentof a monarchy. “Some people have so connected the ideas of tyrannyand monarchy,” so Nicola wrote, “as to find it very difficult to separatethem. It may therefore be requisite to give the head of such a constitution, as I propose, some title apparently more moderate; but if allother things were once adjusted, I believe strong arguments might beproduced for admitting the title of king, which I conceive would beattended with some material advantages.”





There was nothing chimerical about Nicola’s suggestion. Dissatisfaction with the state of affairs was not confined to the army. Distress was universal. The worthless paper currency was a curse to everybody.The greatest single factor in making Tories was the conviction of manymen that the choice was between anarchy and British rule. Most ofthose elements in the population which later advocated adoption ofthe constitution would now have hurrahed for King Washington. Whatthey wanted above all was good government—one in which the currency was sound, in which order was kept, in which contracts wereenforced.

Washington could see other kingdoms from the high mountain. The Kentuckians were already straining at the leash, anxious to seize NewOrleans. South of New Orleans was all Latin America, weakly heldby a decaying monarchy. The means were there. The army was smallbut excellent. The amateur generals and the amateur soldiers whomhe had found when he took command at Cambridge seven years beforewere gone. Now it contained not only good soldiers. There were major-generals like Greene, Knox, and Steuben, brigadiers like Daniel Morganand Mad Anthony Wayne, brilliant young colonels like Hamilton andBurr. There was no reason to suppose that Hamilton would have beenan any less able financier for King Washington than for PresidentWashington. All that was needed to expand the army was finance, andonce a strong government was formed that could easily be provided.A navy was necessary but New England was one of the great shippingcenters of the world. It had the seamen and the shipyards. All thatwas needed was a government.

“I am much at a loss,” Washington wrote to Nicola, “to conceive what part of my conduct could have given encouragement to an address, which to me seems big with the greatest mischiefs, that canbefall my Country . . . if you have any regard for your Country,concern for yourself or posterity, or respect for me, banish thesethoughts from your mind, and never communicate, as from yourself orany one else, a sentiment of the like nature. I am. Sir, your most obedientservant.”

Some years later a historian wrote to Washington that he had seen his reply to Nicola and asked for more particulars. “I had quite forgotten,” Washington replied, “the private transaction to which youallude, nor could I recall it to mind without much difficulty. If I now recollect rightly, and I believe I do (though there were several applications made to me), I am conscious of only having done my duty.As no particular credit is due for that, and as no good but some harmmight result from the publication, the letter, in my judgment, had betterremain in concealment.” That was all, and it came from a man who“had he been born in the forests . . . would have been the fiercestman among the savage tribes,” from the spiritual brother of the Attilasand the Genghis Khans, the scourges of the race. A great portraitpainter like Stuart could see in Washington’s countenance traces of thestruggle it had taken to turn this wild man into an eighteenth-centurygentleman, but even Stuart could not put it on canvas. All Washington’s contemporaries agree that none of his portraits is completelysuccessful.

At first glance, the wild, headlong warrior, “the fiercest man among the savage tribes,” is not very apparent in Washington’s militarycareer. His contemporaries thought the chief characteristic of his military policy was caution. The intrigue to replace him as commander-in-chief derived its strength from a public opinion which was sick ofwhat it called “Fabian tactics.” So was Washington. A month after hetook command of the army before Boston, while the public was waitingfor him to gain a glorious victory, he was discovering to his horrorthat if he ignored his few pieces of artillery and issued all the powderfor use in muskets, each man would be supplied with nine rounds. Andthere was no visible source from which the supply could be replenished.

When Washington took command of the army he would scarcely have passed in Europe for a trained officer, but he had seen enough warto convince him, after a few months’ observation, that the men he had“are not to be depended upon . . . I do not apply this only to thesepeople. I suppose it to be the case with all raw and undisciplinedtroops.” The New Englanders might boast of what they had done atBunker Hill but it did not change his opinion. “Place them,” he wrote,“behind a parapet, a breast-work, stone wall, or any thing that willafford them shelter, and, from their knowledge of a firelock, they willgive a good account of their enemy; but I am as well convinced, as ifI had seen it, that they will not march boldly up to a work, nor standexposed in a plain.”

Even if the soldiers remained without uniforms until near the end of the war; even if powder was always scarce and food frequentlyscarcer; even if prior to the advent of Steuben the army did not contain an officer with the training and ability to organize it on the mostapproved European models, it should in time have outgrown the adjective raw. If it had been like any other army that ever existed itwould have. The distinction should be borne in mind between thelater army which Rochambeau compared to the Prussians and thearmy of the first few years. The army which besieged Boston, whichwas driven from New York and later from Philadelphia was not onearmy but a series of armies. It was originally enlisted for a term ending on January i, 1776, the next army was enlisted for one year andthis practice continued with such gradual modification that as late asAugust, 1780, Washington solemnly warned Congress to rememberthat the term of enlistment of nearly one-half his troops expired on thenext January 1.

There was nothing nominal about these re-enlistments. Washington was deservedly proud of the first one. He was at the time engaged ina close siege of Boston and, when the second year's army was finallyorganized, he boasted to his brother that “we have disbanded onearmy, and recruited another, within musket-shot of two and twentyregiments, the flower of the British army.” Re-enlistment did not consist merely of inducing privates to stay another year. Washington hadto begin with the officers. He started by asking them, as early as October, to signify whether they were willing to stay. Over a thirdrefused.

This was only the beginning of his troubles. The army at the time consisted almost entirely of New Englanders but the soldiers fromthe different New England colonies treated each other as if they wereof different colors. “Connecticut,” he wrote, “wants no Massachusettsman in their corps; Massachusetts thinks there is no necessity for aRhode-Islander to be introduced amongst them; and New Hampshiresays, it’s very hard, that her valuable and experienced officers (whoare willing to serve) should be discarded, because her own regiments,under the new establishment, cannot provide for them. In short,after a four days’ labor, I expect that numbers of officers, who havegiven in their names to serve, must be discarded from Massachusetts,(where the regiments have been numerous, and the number in them small) and Connecticut, completed with a fresh recruit of officers fromits own government.” Provincial jealousies were not the only thingto be considered. The New Englanders were accustomed to elect theirown officers and now Washington found that the men “will not enlist,until they know their colonel, lieutenant-colonel, major, captain, &c.”and that, as a consequence, “a captain must be in this regiment, asubaltern in that company.”

These provincialisms led to other troubles. Pay was on a monthly basis but in Massachusetts soldiers had always been paid by lunarmonths. There was no justification for paying a Massachusetts soldierthe same amount for a lunar month that a Connecticut soldier receivedfor a calendar month. Even after Washington had induced the Massachusetts troops to accept pay on a calendar month basis he had notsolved this problem entirely. In order to induce the soldiers to reenlist at the end of 1775 he found it necessary to grant them furloughsin which to visit their homes. He called out the militia to assist inguarding the lines of siege during this period of disorganization.The militia were from Massachusetts and, according to the immemorialcustom of that province, expected to be paid by lunar months. If youdo so, Washington wrote to the provincial authorities, “you must giveme leave to add, that it aims the most fatal stab to the peace of thisarmy that ever was given, and that Lord North himself could not havedevised a more effectual blow to the recruiting Service.”

At times, Washington praised the militia. “We may expect every thing from ours that militia is capable of, but . . . I never was witness to a single instance that can countenance an opinion of militia orraw troops being fit for the real business of fighting. I have found themuseful as light parties to skirmish in the woods, but incapable of making or sustaining a serious attack. This firmness is only acquired byhabit of discipline and service.” At other times, his anger at the militiaknew no bounds. His real complaint was not of the inefficiency of themilitia but of the inadequacy of the regular army, which forced him torely on militia. “Being subject to no controul themselves,” he wroteof the militia, “they introduce disorder among the troops, whom youhave attempted to discipline, while the change in their living brings onsickness; this makes them impatient to get home, which spreads universally, and introduces abominable desertions.”

The state jealousies increased rather than diminished as the war progressed. In the summer of 1776 the Congress decided that for theensuing year each state should appoint the officers for its own troops.Washington complained bitterly that “the Commander-in-chief has notan opportunity, even by recommendation, to give the least assurancesof reward for the most essential services.” He could not even ask anofficer to stay, for the officer could stay only if his state reappointedhim.

The news of this decision of the Congress arrived while the army was at the Heights of Harlem, in sight of the enemy and with abattle expected any moment. Yet some of the officers, Washingtonwrote, “without leave or license from me,” immediately left for theirhome states to solicit promotion. “What kind of officers these are, Ileave Congress to judge.” The officers finally appointed by the states,he wrote his brother, were “such as are not fit to be shoeblacks.” Onanother occasion, he wrote that the “men consider and treat” an officer“as an equal, and, in the character of an officer, regard him no morethan a broomstick.”

One of Washington’s letters to Congress asking for a strengthening of the articles of war on the subject of plundering adds point to thesecomments. He states that recently an ensign and a number of menrobbed a house of all its valuables, including “four large pier looking-glasses, women’s clothes, and other articles, which, one would think,could be of no earthly use to him.”

As the ensign was returning to camp a major saw him and ordered him to take the goods back “which he not only peremptorily refusedto do, but drew up his party, and swore he would defend them at thehazard of his life.” When this came to Washington’s ears he orderedthe ensign arrested and tried for plunder, disobedience of orders, andmutiny. The court-martial ordered him to ask pardon of the majorand to be reprimanded at the head of his regiment. This “judgmentappeared so exceedingly extraordinary, that I ordered a reconsideration of the matter, upon which, and with the assistance of a fresh evidence, they made a shift to cashier him.”

It is little wonder that Greene advised the governor of his state that“We want nothing but good officers to constitute as good an army as ever marched into the field. Our men are much better than the officers.”When the war was near the close of its second year Washington admonished a colonel “that no instance has yet happened of good or badbehavior in a corps in our service, that has not originated with theofficers.”

Making the army, in effect, an allied force of armies from different states had other inconveniences. Troops raised in the more distantstates spent months in reaching the scene of war some of them neverdid so during their term of enlistment. Even those near to the scenewere sometimes useless. A Connecticut colonel whose return showedthat he had two hundred and five men in his command drew suppliesfor five hundred from the inadequate confederate stores. “Can youconceive it necessary,” read the fiery letter of the commander-in-chief,“that your Regiment, is to have one Suit for parade, and another tomarch to New Haven. Present appearances render it doubtful whetherthey will ever get further or intend to leave the State of Connecticut.”Other alleged troops could not even be found. “I should suppose,”Washington wrote to Schuyler, “that Vanschaick’s and Wynkoop’sregiments exclusive of any other men would nearly suffice for the purposes mentioned in your several letters, or that very few men more inaddition to them certainly would,—if they were compleat and properlyemployed; but I am informed by a letter from General Sullivan ofthe 18th Ulto., dated at Albany, that those regiments were not to befound on the strictest enquiry he could make; that Colo. Vanschaick,who was there, never furnished a single man for guard or any otherduty after he got there, and that Lieutenant Colo. Courtland, ofWynkoop’s Regiment, when he applied for pay for two companies saidto be in Tryon County to keep the Tories in order, informed him theyhad neither arms nor ammunition; that in some Companies there wasnot a man present fit for duty, and that in others there were not morethan eleven and in some less.”

The troops were raw, incompetently officered and harassed by contradictory orders. Even the commander-in-chief frequently did not know where alleged components of his army were or whether theyeven existed. “The ridiculous and inconsistent orders given by theexecutive powers, in some of the states,” Washington wrote his brother,“and even by the officers therein, for the rendezvous of their men, is scarcely to be thought of with patience. It would seem as if to harassthe Troops and delay their junction were the ends in view.” On thesame day he wrote to Congress that“If the Men that are raised, fewas they are, could be got into the Field, it would be a matter of someConsolation, that every Method that I have been able to devise hasproved ineffectual. If I send an Officer to collect the sick or scatteredof his Regiment, it is ten to one that he neglects his duty—goes homeon pleasure or Business, and the next that I hear of him, is, that hehas resigned. Furloughs are no more attended to than if there wasno limitation of time ...”

There were other difficulties. “We can scarcely form a Court Martial or parade a detachment in any instance,” Washington wrote to Congressas late as the latter part of 1778, “without a warm discussion on thesubject of precedence, and there are several Good Officers now, whoare forced to decline duty, to prevent disputes and their being commanded by others, who upon every principle are their Inferiors.” Thisparticular difficulty arose from allowing the states to issue commissionssince no two of them followed exactly the same system in doing so, if,indeed, they followed any system.

This chaotic military system led to a tremendous waste of the inadequate supplies but the greatest difficulty of all was the encouragement which it gave to desertion. Practically speaking, any deserter who managed to get a few miles from camp was safe. On principle, all loyalWhigs abhorred military power. No help was to be expected from anycivil authority in apprehending deserters. Nor did the deserters haveany difficulty concealing themselves, since the soldiers did not wearuniforms.


What made the men desert was not so much a desire to get out of the army as a desire to get better terms. Every state was competingfor recruits and tried to outbid its fellow states. Pay, even pay indepreciated currency, was months behind in the army, but good bonusescould be received for enlisting in the troops of any state. The states didnot issue such clothing as they had to the men already under armsbut used it as an inducement to obtain new recruits. “The strongestWashington wrote to Congress on one occasion, “against being able to make a forced march is the want of shoes.” The menwere not long in discovering that the most profitable way of soldiering was to get bonuses to serve as substitutes in the militia. This was notonly more profitable but more pleasant, for the militia generally tookthe position that they were not subject to the regular army discipline.



The habitual weakness of the army made frequent calls for the militia necessary. The introduction of militia into the camp disorganizedthe army still more, facilitated desertion and increased the prices paidfor substitutes in the militia, thus increasing the temptation for desertion. The militia went home almost at will. A Connecticut militia regiment was supposed to contain a thousand men but at one point Washington dismissed thirteen of those regiments because the whole lot ofthem contained only seven hundred men. Most of the rest had deserted.At the end of 1776 the army was reduced to almost nothing and thetime of the few remaining men expired with the year. Next year’sarmy was yet to be raised. Under these circumstances Washington reported to Congress that he had induced the New England regimentsto agree to stay for six weeks of the new year. “For this extraordinarymark of their attachment to their country, I have agreed to give thema bounty of ten dollars per man, besides their pay running on.” Thebounty had to be paid in advance for no one had any faith in thepromises of the government. A few days after it was paid nearly one-half of the men had deserted.

After several years of this Washington described his army as “a force that is constantly fluctuating and sliding from under us as apedestal of ice would do from a statue in a summer’s day.” His militaryplans all had to be made to correspond with the terms of enlistment ofhis men. Trenton, for instance, was attacked on Christmas not so muchbecause Christmas was a good time to attack as because most of thetroops would leave on December 31. “We dare not in ye beginning ofa campaign attempt enterprises, on acct. of the rawness of the men,nor at the latter end of it, because they are about to leave us.” Beforethe troops are disciplined, he wrote on another occasion, “the time approaches for their dismissal, and you are beginning to make interestwith them for their continuance for another limited period; in thedoing of which you are obliged to relax in your discipline, in order asit were to curry favor with them, by which means the latter part ofyour time is employed in undoing what the first was accomplishing,and instead of having men always ready to take advantage of circumstances, you must govern your movements by the circumstances of your Inlistment.”

This state of affairs did not come to him as a surprise. Only a few weeks after he took command he began to express his conviction thatthe only way the war could ever be brought to a successful conclusionwas by raising an army for the duration and that the only way suchan army could be raised was by a draft. From the very beginning hewas opposed to any state distinctions among the troops. On July 4,1775, the day after he took command of the army, his general ordersexhorted the soldiers to remember that they were “the Troops of theUnited Provinces of North America; and it is hoped that all Distinctions of Colonies will be laid aside.” A year and a half later he wroteCongress that “I have labored, ever since I have been in the service,to discourage all kinds of local attachments and distinctions of country,denominating the whole by the greater name of AMERICAN.” Noneof his contemporaries ever approached Washington in his completefreedom from sectional prejudice. Jefferson, John Adams, Henry, alltried to think nationally but in the case of each of them local prejudiceat one time or another affected his thinking importantly. Such prejudice is discernible in Washington when he first appears in history asa frontier officer during the Seven Years’ War. It reappears in a fewremarks about New Englanders made in the first few months of theRevolutionary War. Then it disappears forever.

It disappeared so completely that at times his disregard of sectional prejudice verged on imprudence. When Virginia was invaded duringJefferson’s governorship, Washington at first felt that the only helphe could send was an officer of experience to take command of theVirginian militia. The officer he selected was Steuben. Steuben hadnone of the stiffness customary with the Prussian military caste, buthe had been one of Frederick the Great’s generals. The military ideaswhich prevailed in Virginia were somewhat different from those taughtat Potsdam. When Steuben caught one of the Virginia colonels makinga false return he promptly had the colonel’s spurs knocked off and reduced him to the ranks. The magnates of the Old Dominion were notaccustomed to such treatment and it took all Jefferson’s powers ofdiplomacy to mollify the colonel.

When Washington later sent troops to Virginia he also sent additional commanders, Lafayette and Muhlenberg. Two foreigners and a Pennsylvania Dutchman was a stiff dose for Virginia. But the mostremarkable instance of Washington’s disregard of sectional prejudicewas his appointment of Greene to the southern command. After theirfavorite, Gates, had demonstrated his incompetence, the Congress askedthe commander-in-chief to select a general to oppose Cornwallis. Ata later date—during the French war—Washington insisted on theappointment of C. C. Pinckney as one of his three major-generals because of Pinckney’s personal and family influence in South Carolina.But now—when South Carolina, Georgia and part of North Carolinawere in the hands of the enemy—in what was a sort of civil war—Washington sent a Rhode Islander to try to recover them. Greenewas almost unknown in the territory where he was to command. Hewas by family religion a Quaker and by trade an iron founder. Neitherthe religion nor the trade was respectable in South Carolina. Greenehad qualities of mind—balance and judgment—comparable to Washington’s, but it still was a bold experiment. It is sufficient to say thatit was successful. Greene not only accomplished his military purposes; he won the affection and confidence of the strange people among whomhe was cast.

This attitude of mind cannot be described as tolerant. The mere use of such a word implies a recognition of fundamental differences.Toleration is an agreement to overlook fundamental differences forthe sake of a specific end. Washington did not think in such abstractions; his mind was too practical. Almost from boyhood he had beenamong those who command. He was an aristocrat by any definition ofthe term. One of his business letters reveals the attitude which madehim so indifferent to sectional prejudices. He asked his correspondentto obtain a house-joiner and a brick-layer and added “if they are goodworkmen, they may be from Asia, Africa or Europe; they may beMahometans, Jews or Christians of any sect, or they may be Atheists.”That was his way—to pay attention to essentials. If there was something to be done he inquired merely whether the prospective doer was“a good workman.” If he thought a Prussian the best man to defendVirginia, he sent him; if he thought a Rhode Islander the best manto recover the Carolinas, he sent him. When there was work to be done, his only object was to get the best workman available.

Washington’s military career has been the subject of many unkind remarks. It is clear that if Cromwell or Bonaparte had commanded theContinental Army the war would have been much shorter. Neither ofthem would have tolerated what Washington tolerated. It is equallyclear that if either Cromwell or Bonaparte had been in command theresulting nation would have been vastly different. It is absurd to judgeWashington on the basis of what General A should do with X numberof troops when opposed by General B with Y number of troops.Washington’s strategy went beyond the bounds of such narrow professional questions.

From the purely military standpoint he had the high merit of judging his opponent’s problem correctly. The British problem was not to defeat an army but to subdue a country. In a pitched battle, with equalnumbers and without any advantages of terrain, the British were almostcertain to win. But there were no strategic industries, no arteries ofcommunication, whose capture or destruction could compel the population to surrender. For the most part the people lived on farms orplantations and most of the farms and plantations were self-sustaining.Luxuries had to be imported but even if all foreign trade was stoppedthe people could always eat and sleep. If necessary, they could allwear homespun. Salt and military equipment had to be imported butthe colonists had a thousand miles of coast through which to import it.Salt, it is true, became dear, but if salt was expensive among theAmericans, the British in New York had to import even their firewood. It was similar to the problem which the Japanese now face inChina.

There was one solution. The British could spread out their army so that it actually occupied the country—a “war of posts,” Washingtoncalled it. That was the solution, but its effectiveness depended on onefactor—the elimination of the American army. So long as Washingtonwas strong enough to surprise and capture any British post, the warwould continue. This was demonstrated at the end of 1776. The Britishwere in complete possession of New Jersey. Washington, with a handful of men, was on the other side of the Delaware. He crossed theDelaware on Christmas night and captured the British post at Trenton.

The forces at their other posts rolled together. They were safe but their cause was lost. When the British had first spread over NewJersey the farmers had fallen over each other in their zeal to demonstrate their loyalty to the Crown. Trenton changed all this. The warwas not so much military as psychological. The first problem was toconvince the Americans of the feasibility of resistance. The secondproblem was to keep the British united in some seaport town. So longas Washington was in the field at the head of anything which couldbe called an army, the United States existed. It was a nation strugglingfor existence, and so long as that nation had some sort of an army, itcould be said to exist. If the army disappeared, the prospective nationwas merely a group of disgruntled colonists.

It was on this point that Washington demonstrated his supreme grasp of political as well as military strategy. His military strategy isevident enough, but it is his political strategy which established hisgreatness. So long as the country had an army—a nucleus about whichall could gather—it was a nation. This was Washington’s supremestrategy—at all hazards to preserve the semblance of an American army.Militarily, it prevented the British from occupying the country; psychologically, it convinced the Americans that they were a nation.

This was hardly a strategic conception with any emotional appeal for a man who “had he been born in the forests . . . would have beenthe fiercest man among the savage tribes.” His natural inclinations areapparent enough. He hated the tedium of the defensive. All his instincts were for attack. Both on the Virginian frontier and during theRevolutionary War necessity kept him largely on the defensive. Butthe few instances where he had an opportunity to attack all bear aremarkable similarity. A fast, secret march, a sudden, headlong attackfrom an unexpected quarter, preferably at midnight, a reliance onbayonets rather than bullets to gain the decision, that was thestyle of fighting he liked. He could not go to Stony Point. He decided on the attack largely because of “the necessity of doing something” and the probability that in the event of failure the loss wouldbe inconsiderable. The commander-in-chief could not go on such anexpedition. His mere presence would mean that a defeat would havethe psychological effect of a disaster. But he made the plan. “Advance,”were his orders to Wayne, whom he selected to command the expedition, “with fixed Bayonets and muskets unloaded. The officers . . . are to know precisely what Batteries, or particular parts of theline, they are respectively to possess, that confusion and the consequences of indecision may be avoided . . . The usual time for exploitsof this kind is a little before day . . . I therefore recommend a midnight hour . . . A Dark night, and even a rainy one, (if you can findthe way,) will contribute to your success.” That was it. Travel lightly,swiftly, silently. Leave your ammunition at home. Crawl up throughthe darkness. Then one wild rush at midnight, a brief clash of bayonetsand all would be over.

Speed, secrecy, and surprise were the fundamental principles of his military art. They were not so much learned from experience as inherent in his nature. He it was who advised Braddock to divide hisarmy; to push on with a light column while he left his heavy baggageand artillery to follow. Washington went so far as to suggest to Braddock’s successors that the British troops abandon their cumbersomeand ornamental uniforms and “adopt the Indian dress . . . convenience, rather than shew, I think, should be consulted.” Shortly afterhe took command in Boston he began to think of a plan to carry thecity by a surprise assault. It was voted down in a council of his generals.In the midst of his troubles with the re-enlistment of his army at theend of the year he wrote to a friend: “Could I have foreseen the difficulties, which have come upon us; could I have known, that such abackwardness would have been discovered in the old soldiers to theservice, all the generals upon earth should not have convinced me ofthe propriety of delaying an attack upon Boston.”

His most brilliant victory was Trenton—a surprise attack in the midst of a blizzard. His most famous victory was Yorktown, whichagain had its basis in speed and surprise. For years Washington hadsat just outside New York City while the British stayed inside. Hehad played with several different schemes to try to take the city bystorm. Then de Grasse and his fleet created a brief period in whichCornwallis’ sea communication was cut off. Washington ostentatiouslyprepared for the siege of New York while as secretly and unobtrusivelyas possible he moved the bulk of the American army and the Frenchexpeditionary force to Virginia. Yorktown was won when he succeededin getting his army there without interference.

His preparations for the war with France give the clearest indication of his military views. In both his previous wars his policies had been governed by necessity; this time he hoped to fight the way hethought a war should be fought. In the first place, he wrote PresidentAdams, he did not want his old generals. They were not “of sufficientactivity, energy, and health.” What he wanted was troops trained to“the 'quick step,' long marches.” This from a man of sixty-six, whoseown health was undermined. That war never happened, but from thecolonial militia officer to the ex-President, Washington clung to thebelief that speed, secrecy, and surprise were the elements of successfulfighting.

If those elements are not at once apparent In a survey of his generalship, it is because, as he himself said in a letter to Noah Webster, in the Revolutionary War “the difficulty consisted more in providing,than knowing how to apply, the military apparatus.” Washington wasunsuccessful in his defense of New York, he lost the battle of Brandywine. He had not entered on either enterprise with any enthusiasm.They represent the other side of Washington, the intellectual side,which recognized that public opinion had to be satisfied. He could notsurrender either New York or Philadelphia without at least a battle,and he fought the battles even though, in between times, he wrote toCongress that “I am obliged to confess my want of confidence in thegenerality of the troops.” He would have recovered Philadelphia byhis brilliant surprise attack at Germantown had it not been for anaccident which he could not reasonably foresee. His major strategywas justified when the British found themselves compelled voluntarilyto evacuate the city. Washington seized the opportunity to make anattack which would have been a brilliant victory if it had not been forthe treachery of one of his subordinates.

“Let me get at him” is probably the national theory of fighting. It has a good ancestry, for it was certainly that of the father of thecountry. In his first skirmishes even his Indian allies characterized hisdesire to get to close quarters with the enemy as obstinacy. After hereached his maturity it was tempered in his planning by more abstractconsiderations. After all, what plan of attack could he adopt with anarmy which, in an official report, he characterized as “continuing adestructive, expensive, and disorderly mob.”





When battle was actually joined, the wild man always came to the fore. As a militia officer of twenty-two he wrote his brother, after hisbaptism of fire, ‘‘I heard the bullets whistle, and, believe me, thereis something charming in the sound.” As commander-in-chief duringthe Revolutionary War he was intellectually convinced that the preservation of his army was far more important than any victory ordefeat. He must have known that the only thing which held it togetherwas his own personality. Yet he always rushed in where the battle wasthickest and where, on any rational principle, he had no business to be.Innumerable are the stories of his carelessness. When he was tryingto defend New York he suddenly discovered that two militia brigadeswhom he had posted at Kip’s Bay were fleeing before a small detachment of British. Washington rushed in among them, struck the officersover the head with his cane, swore at them, and, when this provedineffectual, rode at the enemy. His aids seized his bridle and forcedhim from the field amid his own curses. On a reconnaissance at Yorktown he took a position which one of his aids, Colonel Cobb, considereddangerously close to the enemy.

“Sir,” said Cobb, “you are too much exposed here, had you not better step back a little”

“Colonel Cobb,” Washington replied, “if you are afraid, you have liberty to step back.”
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Too much should not be known about the childhood of heroes of legendary proportions. It would detract from the myth of Hercules tolearn that he had the chickenpox at three. Washington’s beginningswere appropriately obscure. Less is known about his early life thanabout that of any other man discussed in this book. It is as if the godswho designed him to be the founder of a nation purposely concealedthose details a knowledge of which might impair the greatness of thelegend which was to give that nation unity.

This obscurity is the more remarkable in view of Washington’s inherited social position. Unlike the other men treated in this book, he could boast of a long and honorable pedigree. He did not have to buya coat-of-arms, like Jefferson. For obvious reasons most of the settlersin America came from the lower classes in Europe. This was not trueof the Washingtons. They had been “gentlemen” for centuries; many of them had been knights; they had more than one relative in thepeerage. One of them, a colonel in the royal army during the Englishcivil war, had been distinguished by a foolhardy courage which hadadded to the tradition that “the Washingtons were certainly a veryfrantic race.” All the family had followed the King, and they foundthe struggle for survival difficult under the commonwealth and theprotectorate. Several of them went to the Continent and, after Georgebecame famous, he received and acknowledged a letter from a JamesWashington of Berlin who claimed to be a descendant of some member of the family who had settled in Prussia.

The royalist colonel had an uncle, Lawrence Washington, a clergyman, whom the victorious Puritans expelled from his valuable living on the ground that “he is a common frequenter of Ale-houses, notonly himselfe sitting dayly tippling there, but also incouraging othersin that beastly vice, and hath been oft drunk.”

Lawrence had two young sons, John and Lawrence. Somehow or other, they found means to get to Virginia. John married a youngwidow he met in that colony, and her father gave him a tract of land.He rapidly expanded this nest-egg and at his death was a prosperousplanter in Westmoreland County, on the estuary of the Potomac.

John’s grandson, Augustine, was educated in England and on his return to Virginia promoted and managed an iron-mine. It was financedby English capital and Augustine made frequent trips to England. TheWashington family tradition was much broader than that of theirfellow planters. In the England of the early Stuarts they had prospered at court. That was then the road to success. In Virginia the situation was different. That did not discourage them. They took to whatever appeared to be the way to get ahead in the social organization inwhich they found themselves. They were not narrow-minded as tothe means. The only form of gainful activity which the average Virginian grandee recognized was the growing of tobacco. If the Washingtons found the mining of iron more profitable, they mined iron.None of them ever showed any hesitancy about the kind of businessin which he engaged so long as it was profitable. George himself milledflour, operated a whiskey distillery, caught and sold fish, ownedschooners. It probably explains the lingering tradition that despite his pedigree and coat-of-arms he was not quite a gentleman.

They differed from the other planters in another respect. Other planters might, when their means permitted it, send a son to Englandfor his education. The varied business interests of the Washingtonsgave them a much more cosmopolitan outlook. John had been to theWest Indies before he came to Virginia. His grandson Augustine crossedthe ocean frequently. Augustine’s eldest son, Lawrence, was in theBritish expedition to capture Cartagena. Augustine’s younger son,George, would have become a sea captain if it had not been for theopposition of his mother. The Washingtons were always foundwherever there was a chance to gain fame or fortune.

They were a short-lived family. Augustine in his will states that his children were “by several Ventures.” George was the eldest by thesecond venture—Augustine’s marriage with Mary Ball. There wereten children in all by both marriages. George inherited his physicalappearance from the Balls. That was all. The Balls were merely Virginia planters without either the aristocratic or the cosmopolitan tradition of the Washingtons. George was eleven at the time of his father’sdeath. The boy was thrown pretty much on his own resources. If hisfather had lived, George would have been sent to school in England—would have grown up in the atmosphere of his father’s extensiveconnections.

Mary Ball Washington was ignorant, untidy, and, according to tradition, smoked a pipe. She did not hope for any more from her sons than that they should develop into ignorant, small-time Virginiaplanters quite content to spend their time drinking, hunting, and cock-fighting. She never interfered in George’s career except to his disadvantage. The first time was when in his teens his elder half-brothersobtained what they considered an advantageous opportunity for him togo to sea. She raised so much irrational clamor about it that he did notgo. She again interposed violently when Braddock asked Washingtonto come with him as one of his aids. When her son finally attainedeminence in spite of her, her vulgar mind could think of nothing buthow to profit pecuniarily from his fame. When he was struggling tohold some sort of American army together he wrathfully learned“from very good authority, that she is, upon all occasions and in allcompanies, complaining of . . . her wants and difficulties,” and as a result obtaining all sort of gifts from acquaintances and strangers.

Her complaints aroused so much sympathy that there was a scheme afloat in Virginia to pay her a pension out of the state treasury. Avigorous letter from Washington to Ben Harrison put a stop to this.The General pointed out that he had bought his mother a house andlot in Fredericksburg and had rented her plantation from her “whichhas been an annual expence to me ever since, as the estate never raisedone half the rent I was to pay. Before I left Virginia I answered all hercalls for money; and since that period have directed my steward to dothe same. Whence her distresses can arise, therefore, I know not . . .she has not a child that would not divide the last sixpence to relieveher from real distress. This she has been repeatedly assured of by me.”Even when he gave her money, his troubles were not over. There isa significant entry in his cash-book: “By Cash paid my Mother in thepresence of my Br. Chas. £30.”

George Washington was born in 1732 and attended various local schools until he was fourteen or fifteen. His great-grandfather Johnhad originally acquired the estate which was afterwards known asMount Vernon. It was then a mere wilderness. George’s father, Augustine, had begun its development and by his will had left it to his eldestson, Lawrence. After the death of his father it was Mount Vernonrather than his mother’s house which was home to George. Here thearistocratic, worldly-wise tradition of the Washingtons was reinforcedfrom another direction.

The Stuarts had given a deed to some millions of acres of northern Virginia to one of their faithful supporters, Lord Culpeper. By marriage, this property had passed to the descendants of the Parliamentarygeneral, Fairfax. They had used it so far to provide for several cadetbranches of their family. One of these was settled at Belvoir, whichwas separated from Mount Vernon only by an arm of the Potomac.About the time that Washington went to live with his half-brother,Lord Fairfax himself came to live permanently in Virginia, which hehad visited once some years before.

This was an event of great public interest. Fairfax was only a Scotch peer but even so he was the only authentic lord in America. It gave himsocial preeminence, but his place In American history is derived fromhis personal qualities. Born some years before the close of the seventeenth century, he was in his fifties when he decided to spend the rest of his life in Virginia. He brought more than a title with him. As astudent at Oxford he had contributed to the Spectator. Later he hadbeen among those lords whom Pope collected. A peer, a friend of Popeand Addison, of Bolingbroke and Swift, he was a unique phenomenonin America. For a short time after his arrival he lived at Belvoir. Thenhe built himself a home which he called Greenway Court, in theShenandoah Valley, on the edge of the wilderness. The home he builtwas very modest by Virginian standards but it was well filled withbooks.

The relations between the Washingtons and the Fairfaxes were close. No entry seems more common in that journal of George Washington’s which has been misnamed a diary than “Fox hunting withLord Fairfax and his Brothr. and Colo. Fairfax. Started a Fox andlost it.” The relations between the two families began with the marriage of Lawrence Washington and Ann, the daughter of the Fairfax of Belvoir, a few years before the arrival of the head of the familyin Virginia. It was at Belvoir that George as a boy met Lord Fairfax.

George was a difficult youngster. The scanty records suggest a boy of such audacity and obstinacy that his elders knew not what to think.He had a most magnificent physique; he was a perfect horseman.Significantly, these factors do not seem to have made him as a boy thehero of other boys. All the voluminous records which he left behindhim do not reveal a boyhood friend. There was terrific potential inGeorge, but its development . . . ?

His brother Lawrence and the Fairfaxes had some appreciation of the problem. They did not suggest further schooling; they did nottalk to him of his duty to prepare himself to farm the plantation whichhis father had left him. By study under one or more local surveyors hehad acquired the art of surveying. Lord Fairfax decided to send GeorgeWilliam Fairfax, the son of the Fairfax of Belvoir, to explore hiswestern lands. George William was in his middle twenties and whenhe left for the frontier the sixteen-year-old George Washington accompanied him.

The younger George found many things to surprise him. He kept a journal of his adventures. His first surprise ca-me shortly after theyreached the frontier. “We got our Supper,” he relates, “and was lighted into a Room and I not being so good a Woodsman as ye restof my Company striped myself very orderly and went in to ye Bedas they called it when to my Surprize I found it to be nothing but aLittle Straw-Matted together without Sheets or any thing else butonly one thread Bear blanket with double its Weight of Vermin suchas Lice Fleas &c I was glad to get up (as soon as y. Light was carried from us) I put on my Cloths and Lay as my Companions. Had wenot been very tired I am sure we should not have slep’d much thatnight. I made a promise not to Sleep so from that time forward chusing rather to sleep in y. open Air before a fire.” The following day herecords that “we set out early and finish’d about one oClock and thenTravelPd up to Frederick Town where our Baggage came to us wecleaned ourselves (to get Rid of y. Game we had catched y. Nightbefore) and took a Review of y. Town and thence return’d to ourLodgings where we had a good Dinner prepar’d for us Wine andRum Punch in Plenty and a good Feather Bed with clean Sheets whichwas a very agreeable regale.” After some weeks of this he wrote to afriend that “I have not sleep’d above three nights or four in a bed,but, after walking a good deal all the day, I lay down before the fireupon a little hay, straw, fodder, or bearskin, which ever is to be had,with man, wife, and children, like a parcel of dogs and cats 5 and happyis he, who gets the berth nearest the fire.”

It was on this trip to the frontier that he had his first experience with the non-English elements which went into the founding of America.He noted in his journal, of one settlement, that “they seemed to beas Ignorant a Set of People as the Indians they would never speakEnglish but when spoken to they speak all Dutch.”

This journey into the wilderness was followed by his one brief experience of foreign travel. Lawrence’s health was bad and his physicians recommended a trip to the West Indies. George accompanied him. They went to Barbadoes. George lost much of his few monthsthere in an attack of smallpox which left its marks on his appearanceever after. Again he kept a journal of his experiences. Board and lodging for the two of them, he found, cost fifteen pounds a month exclusive of liquors and washing, a price which he considered “extrava-gently dear.” When he left Barbadoes, he made long reflections onthe social and economic condition of the island. He records that it is unnecessary to discuss its fruits since these are sufficiently described ina published book, but he adds that “none pleases my taste as do’s thePine” (pineapple). What surprised him most in the matter of farming was that “their dung they are very careful in saving.” That wasnot done in Virginia, where no one worried about exhausting his land.Sociologically, he was puzzled by one phenomenon. “There are few,”he records, “who may be called midling people they are either veryrich or very poor.”
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This was the boy. From this, he almost immediately became the man, not only in years but in deeds. It is plain that his was a misunderstood, lonely boyhood. Even as a man he had many qualities which arenot usually associated with success. As President, he impressed a Britishdiplomat as “cold, reserved and even phlegmatic.” Toward the endof the war Hamilton told Madison that Washington’s “extreme reserve, mixed sometimes with a degree of asperity of temper” hadmade him unpopular in the army. Senator Maclay, after one dinnerwith the President, records that “The President is a cold, formal man.”Of an earlier dinner, Maclay entered in his diary that “It was the mostsolemn dinner ever I sat at.” And of another: “The President seemedto bear in his countenance a settled aspect of melancholy. No cheeringray of convivial sunshine broke through the cloudy gloom of settledseriousness. At every interval of eating or drinking he played on thetable with a fork or knife, like a drumstick.”

A traveling French nobleman looked a little deeper. He records of his conversations with Washington that “All his answers are pertinent; he shows the utmost reserve, and is very diffident; but, at the sametime, he is firm and unchangeable in whatever he undertakes.” Thatwas it—diffidence. Under the most favorable circumstances, Washington was never the life of the party. “Although in the circle of hisfriends,” says Jefferson, “where he might be unreserved with safety,he took a free share in conversation, his colloquial talents were notabove mediocrity, possessing neither copiousness of ideas, nor fluencyof words.” When with strangers or mere acquaintances he curled upcompletely. To the end of his life he only relaxed with those he hadknown for a long time. But the reason was not pride, it was diffidence. He was shy to an extreme. Even the diplomatist quoted before, whoremarked that he was “cold, reserved and even phlegmatic,” addedthat he was “without the least appearance of haughtiness or ill-nature.”

That this coldness was not innate but was the effect of diffidence seems to have been well understood at the time. “The General,” onetraveler to Mount Vernon records, “with a few glasses of champagnegot quite merry, and being with his intimate friends laughed andtalked a good deal. Before strangers he is very reserved, and seldomsays a word. I was fortunate in being in his company with his particular acquaintances.”

This reserve went beyond mere diffidence in speech. Most of those who met him and recorded their impressions speak of his eyes. Forthe most part, they were impressed. To one English traveler it appeared “a light eye and full—the very eye of genius and reflection”but to another Englishman, a diplomatist, it appeared that “his eyesretire inward (do you understand me?) and have nothing of fire ofanimation or openness in their expression.” The wild man was onlyapparent on extraordinary occasions.

He did not act the experienced man of the world. He had to be brought out by whoever interviewed him. When the interviewer hadthe proper skill he found Washington full of valuable conversation.

When France decided to recognize the United States it sent a minister, Gerard, to America—not an enthusiast like Lafayette, buta regularly trained career diplomatist. One of the things on whichhe was expected to report was the character and capacity of Washington. Gerard went to camp and interviewed the General. The reportto the French foreign minister read, “I have had many conversationswith General Washington, some of which have continued for threehours. It is impossible for me briefly to communicate the fund of intelligence, which I have derived from him, but I shall do it in myletters as occasions shall present themselves. I will now say only, thatI have formed as high an opinion of the powers of his mind, hismoderation, his patriotism, and his virtues, as I had before from common report conceived of his military talents and of the incalculableservices he has rendered to his country.” That Gerard found out somuch was a tribute to his diplomatic capacity. The effect of what hediscovered and reported was that at a later date the French put their expeditionary force under Washington’s command—not under thecommand of whoever happened to be the American general but onlyof Washington personally.

This shyness in conversation gave Washington one habit which is curious in a man of his background. He evidently liked to transactbusiness on paper. There exist long letters from him to the managerof his Mount Vernon estate, written when Washington was in residencethere and, one would think, would have preferred a conference. Hewrote almost as easily and as readily as Jefferson or John Adams. Hisletters do not read like those of a man who ever had to stop for aword. They might be better letters if he had had to do so. The chiefcriticism which can be made of them is the excess of words. Most ofhis letters could have been advantageously pruned.

That Washington liked women is beyond dispute. His success is not remarkable. That is curious, for he had the qualifications. The smallpox marred his appearance but the small-pox was as customary asmumps in the eighteenth century. He was huge—the physician whomeasured his body after his death reported the length as six feet threeand a half inches. Even in his maturity his weight was reported as amere two hundred and ten pounds. If anything, according to Maclay,“his frame would seem to want filling up.” Many years after hisdeath, Jefferson wrote that “his person, you know, was fine, his statureexactly what one would wish, his deportment easy, erect and noble;the best horseman of his age, and the most graceful figure that couldbe seen on horseback.” All his life he was extremely fond of dancing.These qualities do not seem to have appealed to the ladies of colonialVirginia. There was also that moodiness. Generally, his eye was vacant.At other times it filled with only too much passion, but the passion wasnot the passion of love. This magnificent horseman, this mighty manof muscle, did not attract women.

As a youth he was constantly in love with one girl or another. None of these girls possessed the ability to penetrate his crust of pride anddiffidence. They admired the muscle and the horsemanship but theygave their hearts to simpler, more understandable men; not to thisstrange youth whose apparently impenetrable shyness was varied onlyby fits of demoniac temper.





So acute a man as Hamilton would have said the girls were right. According to the not entirely trustworthy report of Benjamin Rush,Hamilton, on one occasion, after having been in intimate contact withWashington for a number of years, said that “his heart was a stone.”Jefferson was of much the same opinion. “His heart,” he wrote ofWashington after his death, “was not warm in its affections; but heexactly calculated every man’s value, and gave him a solid esteemproportioned to it.”

An instance will show what that exact calculation meant. If any public man in America could call Washington “friend” it was Knox.He was one of the few men to whom Washington wrote letters inwhich there are traces of real affection. When he had decided on theaction about to be discussed Washington wrote of Knox “there is noman in the United States with whom I have been in habits of greaterintimacy, no one whom I have loved more sincerely, nor any for whomI have had a greater friendship.” They had first met when Washington took command at Cambridge. Knox was then a private citizen whoassisted the army with advice in laying out its fortifications. Washington found this advice so valuable that, at his request, Knox was madea colonel. Washington found him one of his few entirely satisfactorysubordinates and pushed his promotion. At the end of the war Knoxretired as a major-general. When Washington became President heappointed Knox Secretary of War and again received loyal, able, andsatisfactory service.

Then came the organization of the army to fight the French. Three major-generals were to be appointed. Knox was the only one of hisrevolutionary-war major-generals whom Washington was willing totake but insisted that he be ranked last among the three. The othertwo, Pinckney and Hamilton, had been only colonels in the old army.At that point Knox would certainly have agreed with Hamilton that“his heart was a stone.” Indeed, there were many people besides Knoxwho disliked this particular “exact calculation of every man’s value.”

“His integrity,” said Jefferson of Washington, “was most pure, his justice the most inflexible I have ever known, no motives of interest or consanguinity, of friendship or hatred, being able to bias his decision.”That is very, very high praise. But can anyone blame Henry Knox, afriend of twenty years’ standing, for wishing it tempered a little bythe milk of human kindness, when he learned that that inflexible integrity demanded that he, a loyal, competent and zealous subordinate, be the junior of three major-generals of whom the two senior wereyounger men who had never risen beyond the rank of colonel in thesame army in which he had been a major-general? We all demandjustice, but we do not wish it to attain the precision of a scientific instrument. Somehow we like it better if it has those traits we call human—such as a bit of weakness for a friend now and then.

There is one other factor to be considered in determining the reasons for Washington’s apparent lack of success with women. It takes us into the realm of speculation, feminine instinct and such-like imponderables. Was there some instinctive, subconscious mechanism thatwarned the girls of colonial Virginia that he was impotent? Not inthe crude sense that he could not perform sexually but in the moreimportant sense that he could not beget. The whole question is purespeculation, but the facts make one wonder. He was so thoroughlymasculine. He ardently desired children. When he married his wife,she was a widow in her middle twenties who had had children before.There was never any noticeable rift in their married life. Neither werethere any children. Such questions cannot be answered by any reference to ordinary standards. Washington was too thoroughly uncommon.Under a diffident exterior he concealed a demoniac temper. He learnedthe art of keeping it in an iron cage. That suppression embodied aterrific emotional strain. He was only sixty-seven when he died, yetfor years his face had struck observers as marked by the ravages oftime. These marks reflected the internal struggle. That struggledrained off his vital energy. May it not also have drained off hissexual energy?

By middle age he overcame some of this shyness with women. One woman wrote to another, when he was commander-in-chief, that when“General Washington throws off the Hero and takes up the chattyagreeable Companion—he can be down right impudent sometimes—such impudence, Fanny, as you and I like.” It is evident from theform of this statement that even then he was “down right impudent”only on rare occasions.
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As in the case of other sensitive, misunderstood, bewildered youths, Washington as a young man was intensely ambitious. His ambitiontook the crudest form. He wanted to be a soldier, a great conqueringhero. His colonial birth barred him from the British army. His ambition had to find a local outlet, and the Washington-Fairfax cliquefound it for him. They had already brought about his appointment assurveyor for the new county of Culpeper when he was seventeen.When he was not quite twenty he was appointed one of the four adjutants of the Virginian militia with the rank of major and a salary ofone hundred pounds a year.

Pull, of course, was an important element in this last appointment, but it was not the only element. A new governor, Dinwiddie, hadcome to Virginia about a year before the appointment was made.George had promptly gone to Williamsburg with a letter of introduction to Dinwiddie from Lawrence Washington. The Governor wasimpressed; so impressed that it is due to Dinwiddie that Washingtonalmost immediately entered upon a series of offices of startlingly greatresponsibility. All Washington’s family connections did for him wasto bring him to the attention of those in power. The rest must beascribed to his personality and to the penetration of Dinwiddie.

The first of these great responsibilities was the mission to the French. Washington was twenty-one when Dinwiddie sent him on this combined military and diplomatic trip. His duties were to ascertain thetruth of rumors that the French were penetrating into territory whichthe Governor considered British; to ascertain what they were doingthere; to endeavor to persuade them to leave; to warn them that ifthey did not do so, force would be used to drive them out; but aboveall, to find out the facts. In truth, it was one of the opening movesin a world war—the Seven Years’ War. Dinwiddie took a bold gamblewhen he entrusted such a job to a headstrong and inexperienced youth.He was so confident of his choice, however, that he wrote to anothercolonial governor that he had sent “a person of distinction.”

Washington left on his mission at the end of October, 1753. He took along his former fencing-master, a Hollander named Van Braam,to act as his French interpreter. At Winchester, he employed Christopher Gist, a famous Indian trader, as his guide and four others to actas servants. They traveled on horseback. The weather was unusuallycold and their progress was much impeded by rain and snow. On the route he added a number of friendly Indians to his party, including achief known as the Half-King, with whom he was subsequently tohave much to do. He also heard stories of a number of Indian traderswho had been seized and were being held by the French. He arrivedat the French fort in the middle of December and soon found that theFrench were entrenched in a manner which meant business. He wasreceived with apparent hospitality; he was permitted to inspect thefortifications; but the French paid no attention to his demand thatthey get out. Instead, they used every means, of which liquor was thechief, to inveigle his Indians away from him.“I can’t say,” wroteWashington, “that ever in my Life I suffered so much Anxiety as I didin this Affair: I saw that every Stratagem which the most fruitfulBrain could invent, was practised, to win the Half-King to theirInterest.” Finally Washington got away with his party intact.

The cold increased; the horses were so much fatigued that Washington dismounted and walked. It seemed to him they would never get back to civilization and that the information he was bringing was ofvital importance. He determined to leave the party in charge of VanBraam and to set off on foot with only Gist as a companion. Gist, whoalso kept a journal, records that he opposed this on the ground thatWashington was not physically equal to such a trip in the middle of asevere winter. Gist should have thought of a different reason. Theyset out.

“I took my necessary Papers,” Washington wrote when he got home, “pulled off my Cloaths; and tied myself up in a Match Coat [afur coat of matched skins]. Then with Gun in Hand and Pack at myBack, in which were my Papers and Provisions, I set-out with Mr.Gist.”

The first day they made eighteen miles. “The Major,” says Gist, “was much fatigued. It was very cold; all the small runs were frozen,that we could hardly get water to drink.” The next day they came to“a Place,” says Washington, “called the Murdering Town.”Herethey met an Indian who pretended to be friendly and who agreed toact as their guide. He also carried Washington’s pack. They had notgone very far when Gist was convinced “the Indian steered too muchnortheastwardly.” Suspicion was ingrained in Washington and it wasnot long before he was as mistrustful as Gist. “We travelled very brisk for eight or ten miles,” says Gist, “when the Major’s feet grew verysore, and he very weary . . . The Major desired to encamp, to whichthe Indian asked to carry his gun, but he refused that.” They continued, when suddenly the Indian, who was in front, turned aroundand fired. “Are you shot?” said Washington. “No,” said Gist, Theystarted after the Indian and secured him before he could fire again.Gist was in favor of killing the Indian. Washington would not hearof it. Gist told him that if they released the Indian he would certainlyget assistance and come back to attack them; that if they released theIndian they must travel all night. Washington agreed. “I followed”the Indian, says Gist, “and listened until he was fairly out of the way,and then we set out about half a mile, when we made a fire, set ourcompass, and fixed our course, and travelled all night.” “The nextDay,” says Washington, “we continued travelling till quite dark, andgot to the River , . . We expected to have found the River frozen,but it was not, only about 50 Yards from each Shore; The Ice I suppose had broken up above, for it was driving in vast Quantities.

“There was no Way for getting over but on a Raft; Which we set about with but one poor Hatchet, and finished just after Sun-setting.This was a whole Day’s Work. Then set off; But before we were HalfWay over, we were jammed in the Ice, in such a Manner that weexpected every Moment our Raft to sink, and ourselves to perish.I put-out my setting Pole to try to stop the Raft, that the Ice mightpass by; when the Rapidity of the Stream threw it with so muchViolence against the Pole, that it jerked me out into ten Feet Water:but I fortunately saved myself by catching hold of one of the RaftLogs. Notwithstanding all our Efforts we could not get the Raft toeither Shore; but were obliged, as we were near an Island, to quit ourRaft and make to it.

“The Cold was so extremely severe, that Mr. Gist had all his Fingers, and some of his Toes frozen; but the water was shut up so hard, that we found no Difficulty in getting-off the Island, on the Ice, in theMorning.”

Washington got back to Belvoir on the eleventh of January. He rested there a day and on the sixteenth he was in Williamsburg. TheGovernor was highly pleased with his conduct. He ordered Washington to write up his journal for the official records and allowed him one day in which to do this. As his report as presented was eight orten thousand words in length, the labor of handwriting alone musthave been severe, but he was astonished when he discovered that hishastily written manuscript had been given to a printer. As soon as acopy reached England it was republished there. It was all part of thepropaganda build-up for the Seven Years’ War.

Washington was all for going after the Frenchmen. So was the legislature. A few weeks after his return a bill was passed providingfor the raising of “the Virginia regiment.” Washington had receivednothing in a financial way as a reward for his trip. He had been reimbursed his expenses; that was all. He did not wish for anythingmore. He was burning with a desire to be famous. Money was not hisobject. When he learned of the project for a Virginia regiment hewrote to all the influential men he knew not only asking for their aidto get into the regiment but asking their aid to get him in at a rankhigher than major. He realized he could not be commander—after all,he was only twenty-two. He wanted to be lieutenant-colonel, and lieutenant-colonel he was. The colonel was Joshua Fry, the professor ofmathematics at William and Mary—the same who, in conjunction withThomas Jefferson’s father, had prepared Fry and Jefferson’s map ofVirginia.

Washington began to recruit at Alexandria on the Potomac, a few miles from Mount Vernon. In a short time he had twenty-five men, buthe also had the troubles which were to accompany his military exertions all his life. “Some of those,” he wrote Dinwiddie, “who wereamong the first enlisters, being needy, and knowing it to be usual forhis Majesty’s soldiers to be paid once a week, or at most every fortnight, are very importunate to receive their due . . . We daily experience the great necessity for cloathing the men . . . There are manyof them without shoes, others want stockings, some are without shirts,and not a few that have scarce a coat or waistcoat to their backs.”

A few weeks later he set off for the wilderness with a total force of somewhat less than two hundred men. War had not yet been declared.It was still merely an incident. As he advanced he was joined by theHalf-King and some friendly Indians.

The management of Indians was never an easy matter. The Half-King was an intelligent man and his complaints have come down to us in the journal of Conrad Weiser, a famous frontiersman. The Indianchief told Weiser that Washington “took upon him to command theIndians as his slaves . . . and would by no means take advice from theIndians.” The Half-King also said he and the other Indians had senttheir wives and children to a distance because of their lack of confidencein Washington. Weiser states, however, that these complaints weremade “in a very moderate way,” the Half-King blaming their troubleschiefly on Washington’s want of experience.

Washington was only on the edge of the wilderness when he learned that a fort which the Virginians were building at the forks of the Ohiohad been compelled to surrender to a vastly superior French force.The captors renamed it Fort Duquesne. He resolved to push on andseek out the French. This decision was afterwards much criticized onthe ground he should have waited for the rest of the Virginian troopsto join him. The military virtue of waiting was something which Washington only learned by experience.

He had not gone far when he learned that there were also French parties in the great woods. The Indians tracked down one party anddiscovered that it had taken shelter in a hollow for the night. TheHalf-King sent word of their discovery to Washington. The lattertook forty of his men and marched through the night to join theIndians. There was a brief conference. At dawn the Virginians attackedfrom one side and the Indians from the other. The fight lasted onlya few minutes. The French leader, Jumonville, and nine of his menwere killed. Twenty-one surrendered. One or two got away.

“I heard the bullets whistle,” Washington wrote to one of his brothers, “and, believe me, there is something charming in the sound.”The letter got into print and was carried across the Atlantic. This phraseappears, somewhat misquoted, in one of Horace Walpole’s letters onthe news of the day. For Washington’s first action was not a merewilderness skirmish; it was a diplomatic incident of worldwide importance.

The French took the position that Jumonville had been assassinated. There was no war at least neither country had yet said so. Even admitting that Jumonville was in English territory, at most he was atrespasser. His force was obviously too small to be regarded as an armyof invasion. What any properly trained officer in Washington’s position should have done was to have brought up as large a force as possible,surrounded Jumonville, and called upon him to retreat or surrender.That was what the French had done when they drove the English fromthe forks of the Ohio. A surprise attack assumed the existence of astate of war.

This line of argument was adopted by the French immediately after the encounter. Washington, in reporting to Dinwiddie, gave, amongothers, one most curious argument in defense of his surprise attack. Itwas that he had considered the matter with the Half-King, who concurred in his views. A fine authority on a diplomatic question betweentwo presumably civilized countries! It is plain from the use of thisargument that after the deed Washington was somewhat uneasy asto the consequences of what he had done. He probably did not havesufficient knowledge of world events to appreciate that he was openinga war not merely between English and French and Indians, but between English and French and Indians and Prussians and Austriansand Saxons and Swedes and Russians and Poles and Hindus.

The Washington of twenty-two was a man of war. He was later to become the man of peace—the man who appreciated the calamities ofwar—but at this point he saw battle merely as the joyful apex of existence. He had not yet subdued the wild man. He longed for thecharming whistle of bullets. The Indians looked on him and, evenwhen they talked of his inexperience, they called him Conotocarius—the Destroyer of Villages. They looked indulgently on his mistakes forthey recognized that he had the makings of a great war chief. Andnow, when his Indian friends told him that the time had come for asurprise attack, how could he talk to them of the lack of a declarationof war? Nor was he likely to. They had read his character correctly.

If the world had been inclined to peace, it might have gone hard with Washington. But the witches’ cauldron had long been boiling. Norwas Dinwiddie the man to blame him. The Governor was an expansionist, an imperialist. What he wanted was officers who were aggressive,who dared to attack. Perhaps the attack was slightly premature. Thewar was bound to come anyway, and the important thing was that theattack had been successful. Dinwiddie was satisfied that his judgmenthad been sound in pushing this young man forward.

The campaign which started in this vigorous fashion came to an inglorious end. After his defeat of Jumonville, Washington pushed onover the mountains but he soon learned that the enemy were farsuperior in numbers. He began to retreat but in the early part of Julya French force under a leader named Villiers overtook him. Washington defended himself behind some improvised fortifications at a placewhich he called Fort Necessity. The French attacked in a blinding rainstorm. The Virginians stood knee deep in water behind their fortifications on an open meadow while the French fired at them from thesurrounding forest. The fight continued from about eleven in themorning until about eight at night. Washington then agreed to capitulate. Villiers sent him articles of capitulation written in French. Bycandlelight, in the midst of the driving rain, Van Braam translatedthem. Washington signed. Among the articles was one in which Washington acknowledged that he had “assassinated” Jumonville. Washington claimed that Van Braam had either failed to read this or had mistranslated it 5 that in any event he was unaware of this statement whenhe signed the articles. It is one of the very rare instances in which hisveracity has been called in question. One of his letters states that atfirst Washington refused to “sign the Capitulation because they chargedus with Assassination in it.” In any event, the existence of his signatureon a document containing this admission was grist to the French propaganda mills.

As is usual in the case of a surrender, Washington’s rapidly growing fame suffered a sudden eclipse. The most interesting comment is thatof the Half-King. In the customary Indian manner he had desertedWashington when he perceived him getting into difficulties. Accordingto Weiser’s journal, the Indian chief summed up the campaign by saying “that the French had acted as great cowards, and the English asfools.”

Washington’s capitulation did not make him a prisoner of war. He marched back to Virginia and, as is usual in the case of such capitulations, there was a quarrel about its carrying out, in which the Frenchand English accused each other of bad faith. The temper of the twenty-two-year-old colonel was affected badly by his surrender and by thecriticisms which were made of his conduct. He became very irritable.He lost interest in military glory. He quarreled with Dinwiddie andwas relieved of his command. Governor Sharpe of Maryland was the royal commander-in-chief in America. He offered Washington a command and it was rather perfunctorily refused.

Lawrence Washington had died two years previously. His only surviving child was an infant daughter who died a few weeks later. Under Lawrence’s will Mount Vernon then went to his widow for life, witha remainder over in fee to George. The widow soon married again andGeorge now bought out her life estate.

The following summer Braddock arrived. It had been decided in London that Alexandria should be his point of debarkation, so his headquarters were practically in Washington’s back yard. Washington wasone of the few colonials whose names were known in London. PerhapsBraddock came over with prepossessions in his favor—Horace Walpoleis evidence that London had not only heard his name but had beenfavorably impressed—perhaps Braddock liked the looks of the man;perhaps Dinwiddie or Sharpe had something to do with it; in anyevent, Braddock asked Washington to come along as a member of hisstaff. The latter had already learned that no British officer had anyregard for a colonial commission. What would be his rank? He learnedthat Braddock did not have authority to grant any rank higher thancaptain. That Washington could not accept. The difficulty was solved.Washington went on the expedition as a volunteer aid without rank.

It was a very enlightening experience. The General treated him with great intimacy and Washington frequently went far beyond the boundssuitable for a mere aid. His lack of conception of military subordination at this time is really startling. In a letter written from headquartersto the elder Fairfax of Belvoir, for example, Washington remarks that“General Innes has accepted of a Commission to be Governour of FortCumberland, where he is to reside; and will shortly receive anotherto be hangman, or something of that kind, and for which he is equallyqualified.”

Braddock, as everyone knows, was thoroughly and disgracefully defeated. This did not mean he was incompetent. He was the best theBritish government could find. He was an able general in the kind ofwarfare which then prevailed in Europe. Like so many Europeans, hebelieved that their own sub-continent was the center of the universe. Hecould not conceive that America could teach him anything. Braddockdid not learn anything from Washington, but Washington learned much from Braddock. It was on Braddock’s staff that Washington firstacquired some practical knowledge of traditional European militarymethods. He learned many things which were to be of advantage tohim in organizing the Continental army. He also learned the modesof reasoning which would govern the actions of the royal generalswhom he was to oppose. He even met one of them, Gage, who was nowin Braddock’s army. He became well acquainted with another royalofficer, Horatio Gates, whom he was to meet again. These men did nottreat him as one of the despised colonials—he was on the General'sstaff, he was one of themselves.

The rout which cost Braddock his life and reputation restored and increased Washington’s reputation. Whatever may have been thoughtin London, most Virginians believed that Washington was the onlyreason anyone at all escaped from the ford of the Monongahela.

Braddock’s defeat had thrown open the whole frontier. Raiding parties struck everywhere. The French officers soon reported that theIndian villages were full of captive white women and children. Andeach raid drove the frontier inward; each raid peeled off another layerand brought another community which thought itself removed fromdanger on to the border. Then a rumor spread among the Negroesthat the French were coming to free them. The remains of Braddock’sarmy had taken up winter quarters in Philadelphia. “Winter-quartersin August!” said Dinwiddie.

The decision of the House of Burgesses was to restore and expand the Virginia Regiment. But they were not willing to do so without someagreement as to its commander. Fry had died the previous year. Augustine Washington was his younger half-brother’s political manager.George stood on his dignity. He would not ask for the position; if itwas offered to him he would accept it only on the understanding hewas to have a free hand. Dinwiddie, his momentary distrust of Washington gone, agreed. In September Washington formally took command.

No better apprenticeship for the commander-in-chief of the Continental Army could possibly have been devised than the command of the Virginia Regiment. Every evil which afterwards plagued Washington plagued him now. He was forced to take the defensive in asituation in which offense offered the only possible relief. He was forced to this partly because of his inferiority of numbers, partly becauseof the quality of his troops, and partly by political necessity. He wasconstantly hampered by a lack of supplies of every kind, from ammunition to clothing. He could never raise the recruits he was supposed toraise. The men he had were raised for limited periods, necessitatingfrequent reorganizations of his force. His officers lacked military training and, what was worse, many of them did not scruple to make falsereturns, draw supplies for improper purposes, and engage in otherpractices which indicated a lack of common honesty. He was cursed byinvidious distinctions among different classes of troops under his command. He was supposed to use the militia to assist him, and the militiawhich he now had to rely on was much worse than that which he latergot from the northern states. His soldiers were prone enough to desert,and the use of militia now aggravated this tendency as much as it didin the Revolutionary War. The difficulties which he later had withthe divergent ideas and policies of different states were now matchedby the differences among counties.

“When Hampshire was invaded,” he wrote to Lord Fairfax, “and called on Frederick for assistance, the people of the latter refused theiraid, answering, Tet them defend themselves, as we shall do if theycome to us,’ Now the enemy have forced through that county, andbegin to infest this, those a little removed from danger are equallyinfatuated.”

There is a sort of journal in Washington’s papers, made at Winchester in the spring after he had taken command. He there records that fifty privates and four officers of the militia of King George Countyhad set out to reinforce him. Thirty of the privates deserted on theway. Prince William County sent eight officers and one hundred andtwenty-one men. According to Washington, they “made use of everymeans to treat not only the private soldiers, but the officers of theVirginia Regiment ill.” One of the Prince William men was arrested.Thereupon “one of their officers called for a number of Men to rescuehim and pulled down” the guardhouse.

On April 29 Washington had received the assistance of a Captain Russel with twenty-three men. On May 3 they were ordered to scouta particular area. On May 8 Russel and his men were back. “Uponenquiring the reason of this I was answered that Captain Russel and his volunteers had got tired and must needs go home.” Of Russel’soriginal twenty-three men, ten had by this time deserted.

Russel left the next day, and at the same time Washington received word from a Colonel Slaughter that he was coming with two hundredmen and adding that “they had not above 50 firelocks in the whole.”Washington ordered him to remain where he was “as the town hadmore already in it than they could lodge, and many quarrelsome fellows amongst them.”

Two days later Washington ordered a company of the Prince William militia to an outlying fort. Their colonel “insisted upon going out to command them. I expostulated with him on the absurdity of it . . .He said . . . that unless he went, he was sure the men would desert.”Two days later Washington received an “express” from the same colonel “informing that a Sergeant and 14 men deserted last night . . .and desiring Reinforcement.”

The climax came four days later. “Some time last night an express arrived . . . informing that a considerable body of Indians were about again and had taken a prisoner. Upon this all the Militia ofLouisa and Stafford, save 6 of the first and 8 of the latter deserted . . .Our strength being so much reduced . . . I immediately dispatched anexpress to Colonels Barrat, Talliaferro and Slaughter . . . orderingthem to return with their Men. In the Evening the Colonels Barrat &Talliaferro returned without any men, informed me . . . that thosewho were with Colonel Talliaferro upon hearing that they were ordered back charged their pieces and continued their march towardstheir County in defiance of the officers.”

One of the worst aspects of the Virginia militia was the excessive quantity of officers. It would, of course, never do for a plantation ownerto go to war without a commission. In their own estimation the slaveholders were all “gentlemen,” and gentlemen must necessarily beofficers. That system worked in Europe, where there was a peasantryto supply the soldiers. But the peasantry in Virginia were alien slaves,who could not be trusted with arms. Any call for the militia producedgreat quantities of colonels, majors, and captains, but mighty fewsoldiers.

“From Fort Trial on Smith’s River,” Washington wrote to Dinwiddie a little over a year after he had taken command, “I returned to Fort William on the Catawba, where I met Colonel Buchanan withabout thirty men, (chiefly officers,) to conduct me up Jackson’s River,along the range of forts. With this small company of irregulars, withwhom order, regularity, circumspection, and vigilance were mattersof derision and contempt, we set out, and, by the protection of Providence, reached Augusta Court-House in seven days, without meetingthe enemy; otherwise we must have fallen a sacrifice, through theindiscretion of these whooping, hallooing gentlemen soldiers!”

Perhaps it was his own long aristocratic tradition that made Washington look with contempt on these small-time barons. His letters record the giving of an ensigncy to more than one “worthy sergeant.”He fiercely resented attempts which were made by various Virginianaristocrats to obtain commissions in his regiment through influence atWilliamsburg. He paid great attention to seniority in promotions fromrank to rank.

Most of his own officers were as bad as any he had during the Revolutionary War. Nearly two years after he took command he issued General Instructions To All The Captains of Companies in whichthere is one sentence which gives an insight into their military accomplishments. “I recommend it to you, likewise, and in the strongestterms, that you and the officers under your command, do make yourselves master of the necessary salutes.”

There is a sharp letter to one captain calling his attention to the fact that for the past ten months he had been drawing pay for a fullcompany although his company had never reached its full strength.This captain was not the only one. A short time later Washingtonwrote that the returns to him totaled nine hundred and twenty-sixmen, although the returns to the paymaster as of the same date totaledone thousand and eighty.

Washington would have loved to march over the mountains to Fort Duquesne. He recognized that this was impossible. His force wasnot equal to the task. Even if he reached Duquesne he could not takeit. It could only be attacked by artillery, and he had neither cannonnor anyone who understood the management of cannon. His own planwas to divide his army among three or four strong forts, from whichdetachments could be sent out to operate against the Indians. Eachfrontier community, of course, wanted some portion of the army stationed nearby, and the Governor and Council yielded to this pressure. Washington’s army was scattered over a front of nearly four hundredmiles in a series of little blockhouses. They served as places of refugein case of Indian attack. That is all. They were like bombshelters. Theymight protect you from the bombs but they did not stop the bombing.The reason is that the garrison at any individual fort was barely sufficient to defend the fort. Even if it knew of a party of Indians inthe vicinity it could not send out a force to attack it. This scatteredcondition of the army was largely responsible for the lack of discipline.

Washington ever after had a vivid recollection of the ineffectiveness of this system. When he was President there was the same kind of pressure for the establishment of a little fort at every new settlement in the West. Such forts, he wrote Secretary Knox, “are of nouse but to protect the people within them; for unless the garrisonis of such strength, and can detach in such force, as to bid defianceto the enemy, it is always cooped up . . . Besides, we shall never berespectable at any point, if the troops are divided and subdivided forthe quietude of particular settlements or neighborhoods; nor will theyever be disciplined and under due subordination, whilst they are scattered over the country in small parties under subaltern officers; exceptwhen they are employed in ranging, which is an essential part of theirmilitary education in the service for which they are designed.”

Washington’s own headquarters were at Winchester, in the Shenandoah Valley, where there was a larger fort. In a report which he made in the second year of his command he states that in the course of “thiscampaign” his regiment has been engaged in nearly twenty skirmishesand has lost nearly one hundred men in killed and wounded. It doesnot appear that he was in any of these skirmishes.

In truth, his position was more that of a minister of war than of a commander in the field. There was no civilian war department. Washington reported directly to the Governor and his main function wasto keep men and supplies moving to this string of little forts. He madefrequent trips to Williamsburg to confer with the Governor and theleaders of the House of Burgesses. Once in the wintertime, whenthings were quiet on the frontier, he went as far as Boston to conferwith Governor Shirley of Massachusetts, who was the royal commander-in-chief in America.

Washington was maturing rapidly. In the day of battle he was still occasionally the wild man, but this administrative experience was converting the soldier into the statesman. When he first went to Winchester he blamed the difficulty he had in getting wagons on “theinsolence of these people.” A few months later he told Dinwiddieplainly that the reason was that the people had never been paid for thehorses and wagons which Braddock had seized. “I believe it will beimpossible to get wagons or horses sufficient, without the old score ispaid off; as the people are really ruined for want of their money, andcomplain justly of their grievances.”

Nor did Washington long content himself with blaming the constant desertions on the rascality of the men. He reported the reasons as the insufficiency of the pay and the lack of clothing. Their pay wasless than that in the British army, which itself was too small to attractmen even in England. His soldiers, Washington wrote the provincialtreasurer, “think it extremely hard, as it is indeed. Sir, that they,whoperhaps do more duty, and undergo more fatigue and hardship, fromthe nature of the service and situation of the country, than any troopsupon the continent, should be allowed the least pay,and smallest encouragements in other respects. The Carolinians received [sic] Britishpay; the Marylanders, I believe, do the same; Pennsylvania is exorbitant in rewarding their soldiers; the Jerseys and New Yorkers, I donot remember what it is they give; but the New England governments give more than a shilling per day, our money, besides an allowance of rum, peas, tobacco, ginger, vinegar, &c, &c.

“Our soldiers complain, that their pay is insufficient, even to furnish shoes, shirts, stockings, &c, which their officers, in order to keep themfit for duty, oblige them to provide. This, they say, deprives them ofthe means of purchasing any of the conveniences or necessaries of life,and obliges them to drag through a disagreeable service, in the mostdisagreeable manner. That their pay will not afford more than enough(if that) to keep them in clothes, I should be convinced of for thesereasons, if experience had not taught me. The British soldiers areallowed eight pence sterling per day, with many necessaries that oursare not, and can buy what is requisite upon the cheapest terms; and lieone half the year in camp, or garrison, when they cannot consume the fifth part of what ours do in continual marches over mountains, rocks,rivers, &c. . . . The money that is given in paying for deserters, expresses, horse-hire, losses and abuse of horses, would go a great lengthtoward advancing their pay, which I hope would contribute not a littleto remove the cause of this expense.”

Another cause of dissatisfaction was the lack of any pension system for those who were maimed. The soldiers, Washington wrote on thispoint, “can have nothing in view but the most gloomy prospects, andno encouragement to be bold and active; and the probable effects ofwhich are wounds, which no sooner happen and they unfit for servicethan they are discharged, and turned upon an uncharitable world tobeg, steal, or starve!”

The legislature heeded his recommendations so far as to raise the pay of the soldiers. There was still one difficulty which it is hard fora modern to comprehend. The British government had forbiddencolonial coinages. It did nothing to supply the deficiency. The coloniesput out paper money but this was always in large denominations. Therewere no small coins in Virginia, at least, except foreign ones, chieflySpanish and Portuguese. This want was not severely felt in ordinarycivilian life in Virginia. There was really no retail trade. Purchaseswere made by plantation owners who bought not only for themselvesbut for large groups of slaves and indentured servants. All paymentsinvolved large amounts. A currency system in which there were nosmall denominations might work between the owners of large plantations and their merchants. The army solved the problem by giving“the pay of two or three soldiers to one man. He, ten to one, drinks,games, or pays it away; by which means the parties are all dissatisfied,and perpetually complaining for want of their pay. It also preventsthem from laying out their pay for absolute necessaries, and obligesthem many times to drink it out; for they put it into the tavern-keeper’shands, who will give no change, unless they consent to take the greatestpart in liquor. In short, for five shillings cash you may at any timepurchase a month’s pay from the soldiers.” It is little wonder thatWashington complained that his men “in despite of the utmost careand vigilance, are, so long as their pay holds good, incessantly drunk,and unfit for service.”





The legislature ultimately decided to expand the Virginian army and, with that ineptitude which seemed to govern everything ineighteenth-century America, provided higher pay for the soldiers of thesecond regiment than of the first. The newer soldiers also received asubstantial bonus while nothing was done to supply the old soldierswith the clothes which had been promised them.

At one time Washington reported to the Council that his troops were so wanting in “arms, tents, and other sorts of field-equipage’’ thatthey were unable to take the field. At times, the lack of supplies wasalmost as great as in the Continental Army. “I have sent you,” Washington wrote to one of his captains, “two barrels of powder, and fourboxes of balls. As to cartridge paper, I neither have nor can get anyupon no terms. You must get horns and pouches, if you send overthe neighborhood for them.” (Washington’s grammar improved withage.)

The constant lack of adequate supplies during the Revolutionary War—even of supplies such as beef, of which there was a superabundance in the country—is generally blamed on the inefficient form ofgovernment. That is not a sufficient explanation. The same chaos andinefficiency is apparent, although in a somewhat lesser degree, incolonial Virginia. Nor can it be blamed on the lack of colonial manufacturing. The sea-lanes were open. All the resources of the BritishEmpire were available to the colony. Yet its troops could not take thefield for lack of tents. It could not attack an enemy fort for lack ofcannon. Its officers had to scour the countryside for private stocks ofcartridge paper.

This state of affairs in Virginia cannot be blamed on the Governor, Dinwiddie and Washington did not always agree but inefficiency, procrastination, and lack of attention to business were not among Dinwiddle’s faults. The Governor blamed it on the form of government,and was among the first to suggest that Parliament take over the government of the colonies. But it is absurd to blame this chaos on theform of government. Many governments much worse organized haveproved themselves highly efficient militarily.

The answer lies in the American character. A few years after the foundation of the Republic that character underwent a profound changebut in the eighteenth century its characteristics were undisputed. Itsinefficiency was Russian. Promises were never kept; everything was put off until a tomorrow which never came. These men had not settled in the wilderness to be ordered around. They were free men, andthe first right of free men was the right to loaf.

All the British officials in America agreed on the absolute impossibility of relying on anything which was promised by Americans. Whatever the colonials said they would do, you could be certain they would do nothing, or next to nothing. The unanimity of these reports deserves respect. Any lingering doubt is dissipated by Jefferson’s statement that “the most remarkable qualities” of “my countrymen . . . .are indolence, extravagance, & infidelity to their engagement.” Theseare precisely the qualities which Washington lacked.

The people deeply resented the attempts of British officials to introduce efficiency. This resentment was a natural resentment against foreigners. It was the British, rather than the Americans, who were responsible for the growth of the national prejudice. Few men regardedthemselves as Americans. But no British official ever overlooked thedistinction between an Englishman and a colonial. The latter was amere beast of burden; at the best, he was to be treated merely as anunusually intelligent savage. Washington, personally, received his fullshare of this condescending patronage.

When Washington first took command in Winchester he was not much more popular than Braddock’s officers. He did not hesitate touse “a party of soldiers, or my own drawn sword” to seize neededhorses. He informed Dinwiddie that he was doing so and that hewould continue to do so “unless they execute what they threaten, i.e.‘to blow out my brains.’ ” His papers are full of statements that hehas ordered floggings of soldiers. Here are a few samples from hisorderly book:



Any soldier, who shall presume to quarrel or fight, shall receive five hundred lashes, without the benefit of a court-martial. . . . Any soldier found drunk shall receive one hundred lashes, without benefit of a court-martial.

Colonel Washington has observed, that the men of his regiment are very profane and reprobate. He takes this opportunity of informing them of hisgreat displeasure at such practices. . . . The officers are desired, if theyhear any man swear, or make use of an oath or execration, to order theoffender twenty-five lashes immediately, without a court-martial. For the second offence, they will be more severely punished.

Sometime during his residence in Winchester he ran for the House of Burgesses in the county in which Winchester was located. He received only forty votes out of a total which may have reached fivehundred. But as the people learned that while he might seize theirhorses with drawn sword he did not do it out of whim; that he didit only when he believed it really necessary; and that after takingthe horses he really tried to get payment for the owners, their feelingschanged. They saw that he did not run away, as the militia did, upon amere rumor that Indians were in the vicinity. However poorly disciplined his regiment might have appeared to a European officer, theysaw that it was a marvel of efficiency beside the militia. Those thingsbegan to win respect. They noticed his justice. He asked the Governorto provide payment for the horses and wagons Braddock had taken.He might punish his soldiers severely but he obtained a raise in payfor them. The frontier had formerly been guarded by small bodiesof rangers, the nominal commanders of which usually spent most oftheir time at home. The people noticed that when Washington wasnot in Winchester or out inspecting the long line of blockhouses, therewas some good reason for it.

He did not have the characteristics which appeal to the people in a time of peace and prosperity, but he was a great comfort in trouble.His mere presence made the Indians seem more remote. The shiftlessness which was so much in evidence among the population madea man in whom it was conspicuously absent stand out the more. Peopleadmired when they had no desire to imitate. The voters of Winchestershowed the change in their attitude by electing him as one of theirburgesses, at the head of the poll, near the end of his military service.

Washington was an acting brigadier-general in command of the advance division of the army which under Forbes finally drove theFrench from Fort Duquesne near the end of 1758. When that happenedWashington promptly resigned his commission, for he had otherthings on his mind than soldiering.
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On January 6, 1759, he was married to Martha Custis. The courtship had not been long. On the previous March he had gone to Williamsburg to consult a physician. He had stopped at a plantation on the way, where she was a house-guest, and it was here that he first mether. In May he ordered a ring from Philadelphia which cost himtwo pounds sixteen shillings. As soon as he could, he came home fromthe wars and married her.

She was nine months older than he and, when he met her, had been a widow for seven months. Her talents were not distinguished.All accounts agree that she was well-bred. One intimate of the familydescribed her as “not possessing much sense, though a perfect lady.”Her lack of sense was combined with an obstinacy and temper whichsometimes caused him great trouble. She was lacking in any practicalability—so much so that Washington found it necessary to employ ahousekeeper to manage his home under his own supervision. She couldscarcely write a letter. He was so ashamed of this that when he wascommander-in-chief and president—when he was so overwhelmed withbusiness that he delegated the writing of many of his own letters tosecretaries—he used to write her letters for her. She would then copythem, so that what the recipient received was in her handwriting. Thedrafting of her letters could have been entrusted to a secretary moreeasily than the drafting of his own, but Washington took no chanceson letting the secret of his wife’s incapacity get out.

Her first husband had been one of the richest men in the colony. His fortune now belonged to her and her two children, a son, Jacky,and a daughter, Patsy. But a Virginian fortune did not consist of high-grade bonds which merely require the owner to cut the coupons. TheCustis fortune seems to have contained an unusual amount of cash andsecurities, but its basic elements were still that of every Virginian fortune—land and slaves. It was notorious that a Virginian plantationcould only be made to pay under the immediate supervision of a vigilant owner. Martha Custis, who could not run her own home, wascertainly unequal to the management of the Custis estate. The marriagewas of material advantage to Washington, but she also profited. Out ofit she obtained the best business man in Virginia to manage the Custisestate.

They did not reside on any of the Custis plantations. Mount Vernon had been managed for Washington in his absence by a younger brother.It was there that the newly married pair now went. Washington was very conscious of his position as a sort of trustee and very careful notto arouse criticism in any way by his management of the Custis properties. In the traditional manner those plantations were given over tothe growing of tobacco under his general supervision but under theimmediate supervision of overseers. He had other ideas for his ownproperty.

His boyhood surprise at the manner in which manure was saved in Barbados had made a deep impression on him. Since then he hadseen other parts of the country than Virginia; he had seen other modesof farmings he had reflected on what he had seen and his reflectionshad convinced him that the customary method of operating a plantation in Virginia was unsound. That method was to depend on tobaccofor cash income and to raise corn as food for the Negroes. Only a fewcattle and hogs were kept. In the summer these animals ran wild inthe woods. In the winter they were fed on odds and ends. They werenot regarded as a source of revenue but merely as a means of obtainingfresh meat for the people on the plantation. The planting of tobaccoand corn, Washington wrote Arthur Young years after, was continuedon the same land, year after year, “without any dressing, till the landis exhausted; when it is turned out, without being sown with grass-seeds, or any method taken to restore it; and another piece is ruinedin the same manner.”

Washington was convinced of the evils of tobacco-growing before he took over the management of his plantation. He could not changethe whole course of plantation life at once, but he immediately tooksteps to prepare for a change. In his first letter to his London agentshe ordered “The newest and most approved Treatise of Agriculture—besides this, send me a Small piece in Octavo—called a New Systemof Agriculture, or a Speedy Way to grow Rich.” Also “Longley’s Bookof Gardening.” Also “Gibson, upon Horses.” Also “A pretty largeAssortment of Grass Seeds—among which let there be a good deal ofLucerne [alfalfa] & St. Foi, especially the former, also a good deal ofEnglish or bleu Grass Clover.”

These agricultural treatises were not ordered for show. Washington was not a great reader. He did not read extensively for mere amusement, nor did he have the speculative, scholarly type of mind whichtook Jefferson and John Adams to their libraries. Books were only interesting to Washington when he found their contents useful in the solution of some practical problem. What general reading he did waschiefly English history.

When he did find a book which he thought useful there was nothing casual about his reading. He made voluminous notes on agricultural books and compared the results of his own farming with the statements in these books. This was a habit he had acquired early. Before he had gone off to the wars he had abstracted Tull's Husbandry andThe Farmer's Comfleat Guide. Nor did the habit ever leave him. Hekept notes on Young's Annals of Agriculture from the time they beganto appear, which was 1784.

This led to a correspondence with Young. As President, Washington did not have the time to reply to all Young's letters and turned someof them over to Jefferson. John Adams, who had his own theory of howto dress land, also mixed in this correspondence. Anyone who wonderswhy Jefferson died insolvent should read the notes he prepared forWashington in answer to Young's inquiry as to what return a Virginian plantation owner could expect on his capital investment. If thereis still a lingering doubt after this, read Young's devastating analysisof Jefferson's figures. It is sufficient to point out here that one of theprincipal figures which Jefferson had included on the profit side wasunrealized appreciation at an annual rate of five per cent of the valueof the land.

Jefferson prepared many documents for Washington's signature. It is significant that when Washington transmitted these notes to Young heidentified them as Jefferson's. Washington had no desire to take theresponsibility for any of Jefferson’s theories on how to run a plantation.

Washington’s habit of turning to books for help on practical problems was not confined to agricultural problems. In the winter after he took command of the Virginia Regiment he issued an Address tohis officers in which he admonished them to “Remember, that it is theactions, and not the commission, that make the officer, and that thereis more expected from him, than the title. Do not forget, that thereought to be a time appropriated to attain this knowledge, as well asto indulge pleasure. And as we now have no opportunities to improvefrom example, let us read for this desirable end. There is Bland’s and other treatises which will give the wished-for information.” Later hewrote to his major “to recommend in the strongest terms to you thenecessity of qualifying yourself by reading for the discharge of theduty of major.”

The colonel took his own advice. There was little incentive for him to read military books after the close of the Seven Years’ War. Henever expected to fight again. But he was one of the first to see thatthe dispute with Parliament would end in war and it is probable thathe began to look around for the latest treatises which might be useful.He could not have had much time to study after he became commander-in-chief but in reply to a French officer who asked him whathe considered the most useful books on the art of war Washingtonnamed Frederick the Great’s Instructions to his generals and Guibert’sTactics.

Washington gave one of the commissioners whom he sent to the British in New York to arrange for its evacuation at the end of theRevolutionary War a list of books which he desired him to purchasewhile in the city. It consisted of lives of Charles XII, Louis XV, Peterthe Great, Gustavus Adolphus, and Charles V, of Sully’s Memoirs,of a book called the Campaigns of Marshall Turenne, of a Frenchand English dictionary, of Robertson’s History of America, Voltaire’sLetters, Vertot’s Revolution of Rome and Revolution of Portugal,Locke’s Essay On The Human Understanding,and, as evidence thatthe farmer was never completely lost in the general or the statesman,Goldsmith’s Natural History.

An interesting light is cast on Washington’s attitude toward books by a letter which he wrote to Lafayette. The purpose of the letter wasto introduce the poet (?) Barlow, who, Washington wrote, is “considered by those who are good Judges to be a genius of the firstmagnitude . . . And these, my dear Marquis, are no vulgar functions.” Washington goes on to point out that great heroes have alwayspatronized great poets; that Alexander the Great did; that “JuliusCaesar is well known to have been a man of a highly cultivated understanding and taste”; that Augustus was a great patron of learning; thatLouis XIV was; that Queen Anne was. Evidently Washington felt thatLafayette did not pay sufficient attention to literature.

When the question of ratification of the constitution was under consideration, Washington studied political science as carefully as he studied the publications in the new-born field of scientific agriculture.“I have read every performance, which has been printed on one sideand the other of the great question,” he wrote to Hamilton, and “without an unmeaning compliment,” The Federalist, “will merit the noticeof posterity, because in it are candidly and ably discussed the principlesof freedom and the topics of government, which will be always interesting to mankind, so long as they shall be connected in civil society.”

One of Young's criticisms of Jefferson’s notes had been that the proportion of animals allowed for was too small to keep up the fertilityof the land. The preservation and increase of the value of the landwas always the primary consideration in Washington’s farming. WhenPresident, he sent detailed instructions to the manager of Mount Vernon as to the crops to be planted. The owner added that he was awareother crops would produce a greater cash return, but his object was“to recover the fields from the exhausted state into which they havefallen.” That exhaustion he blamed on his absences. It is a difficultthing to conduct a large establishment in an unorthodox manner. Assoon as Washington’s back was turned his employees and slaves wouldgo back to farming in the traditional manner. “As a proof in point,”Washington wrote when President, “of the almost impossibility of putting the overseers of this country out of the track they have been accustomed to walk in, I have one of the most convenient barns in this,or perhaps any other country, where thirty hands may with greatease be employed in threshing. Half of the wheat of the farm wasactually stowed in this barn in the straw, by my order, for threshing; notwithstanding, when I came home about the middle of September, Ifound a treading-yard not thirty feet from the barn-door, the wheatagain brought out of the barn, and horses treading it out in an openexposure, liable to the vicissitudes of weather.” He mentioned thisinstance as a reason for not buying a threshing-machine which hadbeen recommended to him until he was again settled at home and couldpersonally supervise its use.

His own ideas of profitable farming were incomprehensible to other Virginians. He not only gave up tobacco completely and would havegiven up corn except that he needed it to feed his Negroes: he even rebelled from the idea that the object of a farmer should be to grow crops for sale. Jefferson told Young that “the carcase of the beef israised on the spontaneous food of the forests, and is delivered to thefarmer in good plight in the fall, often fat enough for slaughter.”That was not Washington’s way. He early became convinced that improved meadow was the most valuable land to own. His business lettersare full of plans to make meadows. His opinion of the value of grasslands, expressed in the interval between the war and the adoption ofthe constitution, was that “an acre of tolerable good grass will payall the expences of cutting, curing and stacking, and will put at least40/ in the owner’s pocket annually.”

How unorthodox this was appears from one of his letters written near the close of the Revolutionary War. Mount Vernon was situatedon a “neck” located between the estuaries of two tributaries of thePotomac. Washington was always anxious to obtain complete ownership of this neck. An opportunity had arisen to acquire a tract of landin the neck in exchange for another tract. The basis of the exchangewas to be an appraisal of the two tracts by independent appraisers. YetWashington shied away. He was willing to submit to an appraisal ifit was to “be determined by northern men . . . But my countrymen aretoo much used to corn blades and corn shucks; and have too littleknowledge of the profit of grass lands.”

Nor were Washington’s ideas of the uses of grass lands orthodox. If a Virginian thought of raising stock at all he thought only of cattle,hogs, and riding horses. Washington thought sheep and draft animalsmore profitable. The raising of sheep was practically unknown in Virginia but they had a fascination for Washington. He was more interested in the wool than the mutton.

He always liked to raise horses. During the Revolutionary War he availed himself of every opportunity to acquire mares. He was veryparticular about his mounts but he did not want these mares to raiseriding horses. His immediate concern was the breeding of work-horses.But he thought the breeding of mules gave much greater promise.When the Revolutionary War ended he took steps to obtain somejacks of superior quality from Spain. Their exportation was forbiddenbut when the government learned for whom they were intended twojacks were sent to him as a gift in the name of the King of Spain. Onedied on the way. Some idea of the cost of such experiments may be gathered from one circumstance. The jack and its transportation toAmerica was a gift. It still cost Washington three hundred dollarsto get it from the ship to Mount Vernon.

He wrote Lafayette of his acquisition. “The Jack . . . in appearance is fine; but his late royal master, tho’ past his grand climacteric,cannot be less moved by female allurements than he is; or whenprompted can proceed with more deliberation and majestic solemnityto the work of procreation.” Lafayette did better than the King ofSpain. A short time later the Marquis sent his friend a jack and twojennets which he had obtained from Malta. Washington named theSpanish jack “Royal Gift” and the Maltese jack “Knight of Malta.”Royal Gift overcame his homesickness and Washington was well pleasedwith the breeding qualities of both animals. “From these, altogether,”he wrote Young of his acquisitions, “I hope to secure a race of extraordinary goodness, which will stock the country. Their longevity andcheap keeping will be circumstances much in their favor. I am convinced, from the little experiments I have made with the ordinarymules (which perform as much labor, with vastly less feeding thanhorses), that those of a superior quality will be the best cattle we canemploy for the harness; and indeed in a few years, I intend to driveno other in my carriage, having appropriated for the sole purpose ofbreeding them, upwards of twenty of my best mares.” From time totime advertisements in the newspapers announced that the services ofthe two jacks were available for a fee and at one time Royal Gift traveled as far as Charleston, South Carolina, where he rendered publicservice for several months.

Washington’s interest in quality is apparent from the manner in which he took up the breeding of mules. It was the dominant principlein all his farming operations. “My object,” he wrote to one of his managers, “is to labor for profit, and therefore to regard quality, insteadof quantity, there being, except in the article of manuring, no differencebetween attending a good plant and an indifferent one.” This wasdirectly contrary to the commonly accepted practice in the state. Jefferson expressed the ordinary Virginian viewpoint when he explained toYoung that “where land is cheap, & rich, & labour dear, the samelabour, spread in a slighter culture over 100 acres, will produce moreprofit than if concentrated by the highest degree of cultivation on a small portion of the lands.” That was never Washington’s way. Sloppiness had no appeal for him in anything. “If the same labor, and expenseof manure, &c., (which is the common mode of management in Virginia),” he wrote to a Georgia correspondent, “was bestowed of 50acres of land, that is now scattered over 100, . . . the former wouldbe more profitable and productive to the owner. What I would beunderstood to mean by this, is that a field not more than half preparedfor a crop, the crop not more than half tilled, and the ground but indifferently manured, will not produce as much as the half of it would,if these were bestowed in full proportion to the requirements of theland.”

Washington did not rely for the improvement in quality at which he aimed on the importation of new strains of plants and animals andon ideas to be found in agricultural publications. His healthy attitudetoward importations is evidenced by his experiments with the growingof grapes.

Since the founding of the settlements numerous attempts had been made in every colony to introduce a wine industry. None had beensuccessful. In Washington’s opinion this showed that no Europeanvariety of grape could stand the American climate. He therefore devoted his attention to trying to develop a domesticated variety fromAmerican wild grapes.

He was careful not to run the risk of turning his plantation into an experimental station rather than a business institution. Generally hedevoted only a trifling amount of ground to new crops or new varietiesuntil he was satisfied that it was a reasonably safe speculation to planta larger area. His numerous experiments with different kinds of fertilizer and different methods of cultivation were frequently confined toboxes. Thus an entry in his journal made in the spring of 1760, almostimmediately after he came to live at Mount Vernon, records that hehad filled ten boxes with different kinds of soil and different kinds ofmanures, and had planted three grains of wheat, three of oats, andthree of barley, in each. After he finally got rid of tobacco his staplecrop was wheat.

Washington had a keen appreciation of the value of water-power. In his numerous notes on different tracts of land he always indicatesthe possibilities on this point. At first he was content to sell his wheat but he was interested in growing wheat of exceptional quality and hebelieved “that, for every pound it gains after it is once got to a middling weight, it increases the flour in a tenfold proportion.” At thefirst opportunity he established his own mill and the Mount Vernonbrand ultimately attained such a reputation that he was buying outsidewheat.

Later, when President, he set up a distillery where whiskey was made from “Rye chiefly and Indian corn in a certain proportion.” It was sosuccessful that he was soon buying both grains on the outside. In theeighteenth century whiskey was not considered a gentleman’s drinkbut Washington drank it occasionally. The instructions from his privatesecretary to the Secretary of War in regard to the accommodations tobe provided for Washington on the expedition to suppress the WhiskeyRebellion state that “As the President will be going, if he proceeds,into the country of whiskey, he proposes to make use of that liquorfor his drink.”

He did not overlook any possibility for a profit. He kept a seine which was lowered into the Potomac whenever the fish appeared to berunning. The greatest catch in quantity was herring, but in value,shad.

His business transactions suggested the advisability of acquiring his own means of transportation. He owned at least one schooner. Whenit was not engaged in transporting goods for him he was of courseglad to hire it out.

Mount Vernon, when he acquired it, consisted of about twenty-five hundred acres, only a small proportion of which had been broughtunder cultivation. By the time of his death it consisted of over eightthousand acres, of which three thousand two hundred and sixty hadbeen reduced to cultivation.

At first Washington was content with the Virginian labor system. By his father’s will he inherited at least ten slaves. It is not clearwhether he ever actually received all these, as he states at one pointthat his mother is withholding slaves to whom he is entitled. He acquired eighteen with Mount Vernon and immediately began to acquiremore by purchase. In 1774 he paid tithes on one hundred and thirty-five but he had stopped buying two years previously. He had becomeconvinced that the use of slave labor was as unsound economically as the growing of tobacco. In time he developed an abhorrence of slavery in principle. It was probably its economic unsoundness which firstattracted his attention to the subject, but his opposition was based on itsinjustice. Washington was not inclined to question established institutions of any kind; he had no taste for abstract speculation, but whensome concrete instance raised a doubt of the value or the justness ofsome established institution he did not content himself with reform.He went thoroughly into the whole question of the justification forthe existence of the institution, and if he concluded that it was unjustified, he acted accordingly. This mental trait is most apparent in thereasoning which led him to favor American independence. It acted nowon the question of slavery. Washington’s views on slavery and on independence changed at about the same time and it is probable thathe applied many of the arguments he heard in favor of the freedomof Americans to the question of the freedom of Negroes. It was theperiod in which the business man in Washington was giving place tothe statesman.

Washington was singularly free from class or racial prejudice. The reason Jefferson’s dislike of slavery never produced any results wasthat it was emotionally impossible for Jefferson to regard Negroes ashuman beings. He could not conceive of a population of free Negroesand he could not find any practical alternative to slavery except emancipation. Washington was not alarmed by the social effects of emancipation. It is not that he was an optimist; in fact, he was more inclined topessimism. But he could not see why, in a country so large as theUnited States, rational men could not work out some method of living-together even though they differed in color.

If Washington’s dislike of slavery had been motivated simply by a recognition of its economic unsoundness, the answer to his problemwould have been simple. Other plantation owners did not recognizethis unsoundness. His slaves would find a ready market. He could putthem all on the auction-block and be done forever with the institution. “With respect to the other species of property, concerning whichyou ask my opinion,” he wrote to one correspondent, “I shall franklydeclare to you that I do not like even to think, much less talk of it.However, as you have put the question, I shall, in a few words, giveyou my ideas of it.—Were it not then, that I am principled against selling negroes, as you would do cattle at a market, I would not intwelve months from this date, be possessed of one, as a slave.”

The obvious solution was emancipation. Here Washington had a difficulty peculiar to his own situation. Prior to Jefferson’s reformationof Virginian municipal law, slaves were realty. In addition to the slaveswhich Washington owned himself, there were a great number of slavesat Mount Vernon belonging to the Custis estate but which Mrs. Washington possessed by right of dower. These slaves were intermarriedwith his own and Washington thought it inadvisable to free his ownslaves while the dower slaves remained at Mount Vernon. At her deaththe dower slaves would revert to the Custis estate and, therefore, thesolution which he ultimately adopted was to provide in his will forthe manumission of all his slaves after his wife’s death. He likewiseprovided for the support of those of the Negroes thus freed whowere either too old or too young to support themselves. In the case ofthe children he provided further that they were “to be taught to readand write and to be brought up to some useful occupation.”

It is never easy for a man to refuse to play the game as his neighbors play it and Washington found it far from easy to live up to a statement he made in 1786 that “I never mean . . . to possess another slaveby purchase.” He was once compelled to take a group of slaves as theonly method by which he could collect a debt. Frequently the onlyway to obtain a worker was by purchase. There simply was no freelabor to be hired. “The running off of my cook,” Washington wrotenear the end of his life, “has been a most inconvenient thing to thisfamily, and what rendered it more disagreeable, is that I had resolvednever to become the Master of another slave by purchase, but thisresolution I fear I must break. I have endeavored to hire, black orwhite, but am not yet supplied.”

Washington always had white workmen as well as black. In his very first campaigns he acquired a white body-servant named Alton,to whom he paid thirteen pounds a year. On Braddock’s death Washington hired the General’s servant, Bishop, at a salary of ten pounds ayear. Both these men later became foremen for Washington. Fromtime to time he purchased indentured servants. But the number ofodd employment contracts which exist among his papers would indicatethat many of his skilled white laborers were men who were in a position to bargain with him. There is, for example, a clause in a formal written contract with a gardener which provides that Washington is togive the gardener “four dollars at Christmas, with which he may bedrunk for four days and four nights; two dollars at Easter to effectthe same purpose; two dollars at Whitsuntide to be drunk for twodays; a dram in the morning, and a drink of grog at dinner at noon.”

Washington’s journal contains memoranda of various oral agreements with workmen:

Memm. on the 30th of this Month I agreed with Jonathan Palmer to come and Work with my Carpenters; either at their Trade—Coopering—or,in short at anything that he may be set about. In consideration of which,I am to pay him £40 pr. Ann; allow him 400 lbs of Meat and 20 Bushels ofIndian Corn. I am also to allow him to keep two Milch Cows (one half ofwhose Increase I am to have), and to have Wheat for which he is to pay.He is to be allowed a Garden and I am also to take his Wagon at £17, ifhe brings it free from damage, and it is no older than he says.

John Knowles came here to work at £5 pr. month, and a pint of rum pr. day.

A Mr. Smith, Boat builder, came here to build me a fishing Boat, for which I am to allow him 8/ a foot, and a pint of rum pr. day.

The industrial establishment which was the plantation of Mount Vernon was run with an efficiency which still arouses admiration. Thebasic principle of this efficiency was to count. The plantation was divided into farms, each under the management of an overseer. Eachoverseer made a weekly written report, in which he accounted for thetime of each slave or employee on his farm. Thus the owner couldtell at a glance that the planting of field A had employed the labor ofX men for Y days; that sickness accounted for so many men for somany days. In written instructions given to his manager only a fewdays before Washington’s death he wrote that “in this, as in everything else, system is essential to carry on business well, and with ease.”There were periodic reports as to the stock on each farm. There werecertain central services which were of benefit to every farm. AgainWashington saw the necessity for an accurate accounting. He directs hismanager in one letter to be sure that the central smithy charged eachfarm with the work done for it as accurately as if it were an outsider.

It was a Herculean effort to enforce a system like this in eighteenth-century America. It worked so long as Washington was at home and mounted his horse each morning to tour his farms and check up onthe overseers’ reports. So soon as he was absent the overseers stoppedcounting. When President, Washington wrote to his manager that hehad noted the absence of eight sheep in the last report he had receivedand that “This confirms what I observed to you . . . viz, that theoverseers know very little of what relates to their own stock, giving inthe number from old reports instead of from actual weekly counting.”It was good experience for the commander of the Continental Army.

This managerial efficiency did not arouse any popular respect among Washington’s contemporaries. It did not fit into their concept of anArcadian America which was to remain free, virtuous and inefficient.The eighteenth-century American attitude toward industrial efficiencycomes out clearly from the entry in Maclay’s journal recording thenone-too-accurate account which he had heard of Mount Vernon. “Itconsists,” Maclay wrote, “of three divisions. The whole contains someten or fifteen thousand acres. It is under different overseers, who maybe styled generals, under whom are grades of subordinate appointmentsdescending down through whites, mulattoes, negroes, horses, cows,sheep, hogs, etc.; it was hinted all were named. The crops to be putinto the different fields, etc., and the hands, horned-cattle, etc., to beused in tillage, pasturing, etc., are arranged in a roster calculated forten years. The Friday of every week is appointed for the overseers, orwe will say the brigadier-generals, to make up their returns. Not a day’swork but is noted; what, by whom, and where done; not a cow calvesor a ewe drops a lamb but it is registered; deaths, etc., whether accidental or by the hands of the butcher, all minuted. Thus the etiquetteand arrangement of an army are preserved on his farm. This maytruly be called sham-care; but is it not nature. When once the humanmind is penetrated by any system, no matter what, it can never disengage itself.”

In the years between the Seven Years’ War and the Revolutionary War Washington’s conscious, dominant desire was a desire to get rich.Subconsciously it was a desire to develop the country; to exploit theearth. He loved Mount Vernon; he would never have considered thepossibility of making his permanent home elsewhere. “No estate in United America,’’ he wrote Young, “is more pleasantly situated thanthis. It lies in a high, dry and healthy country . . . on one of the finestrivers in the world.” During his Presidency Washington always triedto pass the summer at home. Jefferson’s opinion of the healthiness ofthe Potomac region was so different that he, during his Presidency,absolutely refused to spend any part of August or September in thecity of Washington, which is up the Potomac from Mount Vernon.“Nothing,” he wrote Gallatin, “should induce me to do it . . . Grumblewho will, I will never pass those two months on tide-water.”

Mount Vernon and the various industries which he carried on there were merely Washington’s answer to the problem of income for everyday use. The great fortune of which he dreamed was to be acquiredotherwise. There were those uncounted millions of acres of undeveloped,fertile territory across the mountains. There was the Potomac, “oneof the finest rivers in the world,” which only wanted clearing and thedigging of a few canals to make it the natural gateway to the west.There was the great stretch of the Dismal Swamp in southern Virginiacrying to be drained and turned into fine agricultural land.

During his military service Washington always kept on the lookout for good, undeveloped land. The officers and men of the VirginiaRegiment had been promised a bonus of two hundred thousand acresand, as commander, Washington would receive the largest individualshare. At the close of the war the government apparently intended toforget all about this promise. Washington struggled with the authorities for years in an endeavor to get it carried out. The government inLondon added a complication by forbidding all settlements in the OhioValley. London intended this as a permanent policy but Washingtonwas convinced that this prohibition “must fall, of course, in a fewyears.” Shortly after he was settled at Mount Vernon he made an arrangement with a Pennsylvania frontiersman to explore the westerncountry and stake out claims. Washington was to advance the out-of-pocket expenses and the frontiersman was to have an interest in theland they acquired. Washington made similar arrangements with othermen but always on the condition that the tracts they acquired must beunusually rich. It would be long, he felt, before it would be profitable tocultivate land of mediocre quality in the interior.

It was always an axiom with Washington to attend to as much as possible himself. In the fall of 1763 he explored the Dismal Swampand in the following year became one of the stockholders in a companywhich was organized to drain it. A few years later he went on an extensive exploration of the western country. He started at the beginningof October and was absent from home a total of nine weeks. He wentas far as Pittsburgh on horseback. There he procured a canoe and explored both banks of the Ohio as far as the mouth of the Kanawha.He kept an extensive journal of this expedition which is filled chieflywith notes on the quality of the land.

The general impression one gets from reading Washington’s business letters is that all his deals turned out badly. It is true that he was frequently pressed for ready money but this is due to the fact that hemade it a practice to invest his money as rapidly as possible and didnot keep an adequate cash reserve. “It is not a custom with me,” hewrote to his stepson, “to keep money to look at.” It is also probable thathe lost heavily as a result of the inflation during the RevolutionaryWar, as a result of his long absence from personal attention to hisbusiness and as a result of the depression which followed the war. Butthere is a more fundamental reason for this impression.

He was, in modern business parlance, a poor mouth. He never spoke of his gains but he liked to talk of his losses. It was a manifestation ofthat extreme caution which alternated with the physical rashness whichhe displayed in battle. When the wild man slumbered, Washington’shabitual cast of mind was pessimistic. “He was naturally distrustful ofmen, and inclined to gloomy apprehensions” was Jefferson’s way ofputting it. In Washington’s business transactions this natural distrustof men reached a point where it can be honestly said his motto was“Don’t trust nobody.”

A glance at the fortune he left at his death makes it plain that he had seldom been overreached. None of his property was mortgagedand he did not owe any debts of consequence. His will starts withspecific bequests of a sentimental nature. His wife is given a life estatein all the rest of his property, and after her death the real division isto begin. The slaves are to be freed. Four thousand acres of MountVernon, including the Mansion House, are left to a nephew, BushrodWashington, whom John Adams had appointed a justice of the Supreme Court of the United States. Two thousand acres of the remainder were left to two young nephews in common. The balance of Mount Vernon, including two thousand acres of farm land, the milland the distillery, were left jointly to another nephew and that nephew’swife who was a granddaughter of Mrs. Washington. A grandson ofMrs. Washington received twelve hundred acres“in the vicinity ofAlexandria,” and “my entire square, numbering twenty one, in the cityof Washington.” The rest of the estate is ordered to be sold and theproceeds divided as directed.

To assist his executors, Washington added a detailed schedule of the properties to be sold and of the minimum prices at which theyshould be sold. They consisted of tracts of land scattered all over Virginia, of tracts in Maryland, Pennsylvania, and even New York; oftown-lots in various cities; of United States bonds; of stock in a number of companies, and of all the live-stock at Mount Vernon. The totalof Washington’s minimum prices for these properties was five hundredand thirty thousand dollars. The aggregate value of his specific bequestsmust have been nearly as much, so it is probable that at his death he wasworth around a million dollars.

Washington had inherited a few hundred acres and ten slaves from his father. He had inherited twenty-five hundred acres of MountVernon from his half-brother. This latter devise was subject to a lifeestate which George bought out. His wife’s share of the Custis estatemay have had a total value of twenty thousand pounds, but most ofthis was real estate and thus never became his property. Most of theestate which Washington left at his death he had acquired for himself.

Washington had financial difficulties in the years between the Revolutionary War and the Presidency but they were not difficulties which arose from a want of wealth. They arose from a want of income. Thewar, the inflation and the refusal of the British to negotiate a commercial treaty had created a general poverty, but, at the best, much ofWashington’s wealth was non-income-producing. For the most part,he did not try to develop his scattered holdings but concentrated hisactivities on Mount Vernon. “Middling land under a man’s own eye,”he wrote to his stepson, “is more profitable than rich land at a distance.”Nor was he a land speculator. He never acquired any land with theintention of selling it again. He was still close to the English traditionof a landed aristocracy. His early dream was to be the founder of a great family of country squires living on the rents collected from theirtenant farmers. As his hopes of progeny faded he lost interest in building up a great family fortune. His public position made it difficult forhim to attend to his private concerns and in the latter part of his lifehis guiding principle was to reduce his wealth to a form in which itwould produce the most income with the least trouble.

As soon as he began to acquire western lands he had by newspaper advertisements and otherwise attempted to obtain tenants. He was willing to assist the tenants in all possible ways to get settled and he wassatisfied to accept very low rents at first. He did obtain a few tenantsthis way but, he wrote in his old age of a neighboring woman who wantedto rent her plantation, “I can assure her from an experience of morethan twenty five years that there is a very wide difference between getting Tenants and getting rents.”

Washington realized that Americans were not tenant-minded. When the outbreak of revolutionary activity interrupted him he was tryingactively to obtain tenants from the Rhine Valley. He proposed to advance the cost of transportation and of supporting the immigrants “tillthey can raise a crop for their own subsistence.” The immigrants wereto be bound jointly for the repayment of the sums thus advanced, withinterest. “Otherwise,” he wrote to the shipmaster whom he wished toemploy to obtain the immigrants, “I must be an inevitable loser byevery death or other accident.”

In a few places he had, by the use of indentured servants, started to develop his lands. “Where there is neither house built, nor landcleared,” his letter to the shipmaster continued, “I will allow them anexemption of rent four years; and, where there is a house erected, andfive acres of land cleared and fit for cultivation, two years.

“They shall have the land upon lease for twenty-one years, under the usual covenants; and also at an annual rent, after the first becomesdue, of four pounds sterling for each hundred acres, allowing eachfamily to take more or less, as inclination and convenience may prompt.And I will, moreover, engage to renew the leases at the expiration ofthe above twenty-one years; and, in like manner, at the end of everyseven years afterwards, upon an increased rent, to be agreed on between the landlord and tenant; or, in order to fix the matter absolutely,if this should be more agreeable, the rent may be increased at these periods in proportion to the increased value of that, or the adjoininglands possessed of equal advantages of soil and situation.”

He did not rely entirely on economic inducements to get tenants from Germany. “It may not be amiss further to observe,” his letter concluded, “that I see no prospect of these people, being restrained in thesmallest degree, either in their civil or religious principles; which I takenotice of, because these are privileges, which mankind are solicitous toenjoy, and upon which emigrants must be anxious to be informed.”He had none of Jefferson’s fear of the effects of immigration. Inthis, as in so many other ways, Washington represented what was tobe the American attitude—at least the American attitude of the nineteenth century, if not of the twentieth—more completely than did anyof his contemporaries. It is true that when he tried to get German immigrants for his western lands he had in mind a personal advantage.It was that which made him so peculiarly American. He wanted toexploit the country; to make a profit doing it; but at the same time toimprove the living conditions of others. He was in business for profitbut he was convinced that the carrying on of that business was for thegeneral good. “The Western country,” he wrote Jefferson, “promises toafford a capacious asylum for the poor and persecuted of the earth.”Washington was almost poetic in an earlier expression of the sameidea to Lafayette. “I wish to see the sons and daughters of the worldin Peace and busily employed in the more agreeable amusement offulfilling the first and great commandment—Increase and Multiply:as an encouragement to which we have opened the fertile plains of theOhio to the poor, the needy and the oppressed of the Earth; any onetherefore who is heavy laden or who wants land to cultivate, may repair thither & abound, as in the Land of promise, with milk and honey.”
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Washington’s ties with England were much closer than were those of most colonials. Even though he had never seen that country, hisearlier letters refer to it as “home.” He wrote to a British relative apologizing for the unfavorable impressions which a brother had broughtback from England. “My Brother is safe arrivd but little benefittedin point of Health by his Trip to England. The longing desire, whichfor many years I have had of visiting the great Matrapolis of that Kingdom is not in the least abated by his prejudices.”

Washington’s closest associations were with the most English elements in the colonies. There was old Lord Fairfax, who certainly never regarded himself as anything but an Englishman. There were Washington’s close friends, the younger Fairfax of Belvoir and his wife,who spent the entire period of the Revolutionary War at “home” inEngland. From Dinwiddie onward Washington had been the friendand confidant of the successive governors of Virginia. On the very day,in 1774, that Dunmore, the last royal governor, dissolved the Houseof Burgesses because of its resolutions of sympathy with Massachusetts, the entry in Washington’s journal is “dined and spent the Eveng.at the Governor’s.” The following day the entry is “Rid out with theGovr. to his Farm and Breakfasted with him there.”

Washington knew all the British officials. His journal records that in 1773 Governor Eden of Maryland had stayed a night at MountVernon and that Washington, when he went to Annapolis for the races,stayed with the Governor. Earlier in that year Washington had takenJacky Custis to New York in the vain hope that King’s College wouldbe able to put a little book learning into his head. On the way, Washington dined and breakfasted with Governor Penn of Pennsylvaniaand dined with Governor Franklin of New Jersey. When he reachedNew York he dined on different occasions with Lieutenant-GeneralGage, commander-in-chief in British America, and with James DeLancey, who was later to be the colonel of a famous royalist regiment.That was the circle in which Washington moved—a very different onefrom that of Henry and the Adamses—different, even, from that ofJefferson and Hancock.

There is another side to the picture. Socially, Fairfax and Braddock, Dunmore and Gage, treated Washington as an English gentleman. Hehad early learned that politically he was not accepted as such. Therehad been the incident of his inability to serve on Braddock’s staff inany other capacity than as a private gentleman—as a volunteer aid. Hehad had many other experiences of the contempt in which British officers held colonial commissions. As commander-in-chief of the Virginian forces he had been plagued with a Maryland captain who claimeda right to command Washington on the ground that he, the Marylandcaptain, had once held a commission in the British army. A real royal captain, one Mackaye, had once joined Washington’s forces with hiscompany. Mackaye refused to order his men to assist in road-buildingon the ground that such work was not expected of British soldiers.Washington was glad to see him depart. “To suffer them to march attheir ease, whilst our faithful soldiers arc laboriously employed, carry’san air of such distinction,” he wrote, that it can only lead to trouble.Dinwiddle had an idea for the elimination of these disputes which mustever rank as a masterpiece of stupidity. His idea was to suggest to theauthorities in London that they issue orders that no colonial shouldever be allowed to hold a rank higher than captain.

In enumerating the causes of the Revolution, John Adams refers to “the time when Brigadier Timothy Ruggles, commander-in-chiefof Massachusetts troops, was put under the command of a British ensignfor a whole campaign.” Yet Ruggles never rebelled. Most Americansthought that as President of the Stamp Act Congress he betrayed theirinterests.

Tory pamphleteers were fond of ascribing Washington’s rebellion to these early disputes about rank. They had, of course, by that timebecome a matter of indifference to the wealthy Mr. Washington ofMount Vernon. But they had taught their lesson, he had always spokenof himself and thought of himself as an Englishman. These disputeswere the first indication to him that, however loyal an Englishman hemight be, he was, in the estimation of other Englishmen, an inferiorsort of Englishman.

The colonial concept was meaningless to him. The idea that as a colonial he was a born inferior never entered his head. His very intimacywith the representatives of British authority helped. He knew Braddock and Dinwiddie and Dunmore and Gates too well to think theybelonged to a superior race. The most potent argument for submissionamong the members of his class was the assumed axiom that Americanscould never hope to resist a British army. Washington had seen Britishtroops in action.

So far as he was concerned, the argument was quite simple: So long as other Englishmen treated him as an Englishman, he was proud tobe an Englishman. If other Englishmen insisted that he was to betreated as a sort of lower-caste Englishman, he would fight it out.

“At a time, when our lordly masters in Great Britain will be satisfied with nothing less than the deprivation of American freedom,” he wrote in 1769 six years before Lexington, “it seems highly necessarythat something should be done to avert the stroke, and maintain theliberty, which we have derived from our ancestors . . . no man shouldscruple, or hesitate a moment, to use arms in defence of so valuable ablessing, on which all the good and evil of life depends.”

As the storm gathered, Washington made it a point to read the various publications on the subject but, as he wrote Bryan Fairfax in 1774, “an innate spirit of freedom first told me, that the measures,which administration hath for some time been, and now are mostviolently pursuing, are repugnant to every principle of natural justice;whilst much abler heads than my own hath fully convinced me, that itis not only repugnant to natural right, but subversive of the laws andconstitution of Great Britain itself.” This Bryan Fairfax was later tosucceed to the family title. He now addressed many letters to Washington in the hope of keeping him from running into treason. Washington’s lengthy replies constitute the most articulate expression of hisviews. “Does it not appear, as clear as the sun in its meridian brightness,” he wrote to Bryan Fairfax in the summer of 1774, “that thereis a regular, systematic plan formed to fix the right and practice oftaxation upon us? Does not the uniform conduct of Parliament for someyears past confirm this? Do not all the debates, especially those justbrought to us, in the House of Commons on the side of government,expressly declare that America must be taxed in aid of the Britishfunds, and that she has no longer resources within herself? Is thereany thing to be expected from petitioning after this? Is not the attackupon the liberty and property of the people of Boston, before restitution of the loss to the India Company was demanded, a plain and self-evident proof of what they are aiming at? Do not the subsequent bills(now I dare say acts), for depriving the Massachusetts Bay of itscharter, and for transporting offenders into other colonies or to GreatBritain for trial, where it is impossible from the nature of the thingthat justice can be obtained, convince us that the administration is determined to stick at nothing to carry its point? Ought we not, then, toput our virtue and fortitude to the severest test?”

The man who six years before the outbreak of hostilities had saidthat “no man should scruple, or hesitate a moment, to use arms’’ never backed away from that statement. The British reaction to Bunker Hillwas enough to convince him that reconciliation was impossible. “Mycountrymen I know,” he wrote in the early part of 1776, “from theirform of government, and steady attachment heretofore to royalty, willcome reluctantly into the idea of independence, but time and persecution bring many wonderful things to pass.” Later, as the years rolledon without a military decision, his fear was that the people would beallured by British promises and agree to some terms short of absoluteindependence. By that time Washington was convinced that “Our causeis noble. It is the cause of mankind.”
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The war drained the very life-blood out of Washington. He was only a few months past forty-three when he took command under theelm tree in Brattle Square, Cambridge. He came home eight yearslater.

When he returned he was still the same spare, erect figure. His bones were still large, his shoulders broad, his chest rather flat, hiswaist narrow, his hips broad, his arms and legs long, and his handsand feet big. His eyes were still blue, his skin light, colorless and easilytanned, and his dark-brown hair still hung down his back in a longqueue. He still rode about his farms from breakfast until dinner, inspecting everything. He was still fond of hunting in any form, whetherriding after the hounds in pursuit of a fox or deer, or out shooting forducks or pheasants. He would still, on occasions, strip his coat off andgo to work with his laborers. He could not do it so often now, for therewere attacks of rheumatism which sometimes were so severe that hehad to carry his arm in a sling. His teeth had always been bad and manyof them were now gone. Sometime in the course of the war he hadreached the point where he had to use glasses for reading. Otherwise,he was outwardly much the same.

He still wrote the same sharp, sarcastic letters; on rare occasions he could still lose his temper. But the old drive was gone. For the restof his career he gives the impression of a very tired man. He had accepted the command of the army with diffidence but without any realdisinclination. Once in command, it was not in his nature to resign because of criticism which he considered unjustified. When the war was over he had no further personal ambition. It was only with the utmostimportunity that he was prevailed upon to go to the ConstitutionalConvention, to be its president and, later, to be the first President underthe constitution. He wished somebody else would undertake thoseduties; he wished to spend the rest of his life in peace and quiet faraway from criticism and responsibility. Once in office, of course, hissense of duty drove him on to perform the obligation which he hadundertaken to the best of his ability. But it was not a natural drive; itwas the drive of a man who is overtaxing himself, who is forcinghimself.

The most striking aspect of his military career during the Revolutionary War is that he made “a destructive, expensive, and disorderly mob” give at least the political semblance of an army. There are a few,a very few, other men in history who might have done that. Whatmade him unique was that he did it while, in the words of Jefferson,“scrupulously obeying the laws through the whole of his career, civiland military, of which the history of the world furnishes no otherexample.”

It was indeed without example. The reason Washington’s recommendations as commander-in-chief were so frequently disregarded was not that the members of Congress could not understand his argumentsbut that they started from different premises. Sometimes they reasoned from antiquity, but the all-important analogy to their own situation, in the minds of the political leaders, was the English civil warof the previous century. Parliament had struggled along with themediocre generalship and traditionally organized army of Essex. Thenit took Cromwell’s advice. It got from that advice the best army inEurope—and a tyranny. Congress wanted victories, of course. But itdid not want any Cromwellian victories. In the nature of things, so thecongressional reasoning ran, republicanism, democracy, call it what youwill, is inefficient. This inefficiency is the price men must pay forfreedom. Better struggle along with the militia. They might be poorsoldiers. That was because they were citizens and only amateur soldiers.But no citizen militia would ever create a Lord Protector. No Monkwould ever have a chance to sell the people’s birthright for a title.

Nothing in Washington’s career impressed his contemporaries onboth sides of the Atlantic so much as his surrender of his commission at the end of the war. Whatever the social causes which lay behind, revolutions, as the eighteenth century understood them, usually revolvedaround different branches of a royal family or different families eachwith a colorable claim to the throne. The great exception was theEnglish revolution of the seventeenth century. And Cromwell neversurrendered his commission. Neither, the later contemporaries ofWashington noted, did Bonaparte.

The surrender of his commission was the symbolic act which highlighted Washington to his contemporaries. It was representative of his conduct throughout the war. When his army was unable to march forwant of shoes, when his men were clamoring for pay, when he had todismiss troops for lack of food, when he wrote in the winter beforeValley Forge that “many” of his men were “entirely naked and mostso thinly clad as to be unfit for service” there was a way to get shoesand pay and food and clothing. When the trails of his soldiers couldbe followed in the snow at Valley Forge by the blood from their barefeet, when the half-naked men had to sleep around campfires withoutblankets, on empty stomachs, in the middle of a Pennsylvania winter,he was not encamped in a wilderness. He was in the center of the richestagricultural region of the United States. There was no famine. Suppose he had simply taken over the government of eastern Pennsylvaniaand the Hudson Valley and levied taxes and requisitions. What wasthere to stop him? Certainly his army would have viewed the prospectof food and clothing with joy. Public opinion? If ever a man could havemade the plea of emergency, he could. Congress? That body wasrapidly sinking into utter contempt, and in any event had neither mennor money. The British? They were cooped up in Philadelphia, victimsof the eighteenth-century fetish of winter-quarters. In the centralstates there was an almost complete breakdown of government. IfWashington had taken upon himself to assume authority, public opinion might well have supported him.

He occasionally did use force when the food situation became desperate. After all, if his army dissolved for lack of food, his soldiers would not lie down and starve. They would simply have becomebrigands and taken what they wanted. When Washington seized afarmer’s cattle by force, it usually meant that if the army did not takethem today, the brigands would tomorrow. As it was, Washington told Congress about a year after he took command that “our own Troops... are become infinitely more formidable to the poor Farmers andInhabitants than the common Enemy.”

What was a commander-in-chief to do when on the same day (December 22, 1777) he received letters from two of his generals such as the following:

I received an order to hold my brigade in readiness to march. Fighting will be by far preferable to starving. My brigade are out of provisions, norcan the commissary obtain any meat . . . I have used every argumentmy imagination can invent to make the soldiers easy, but I despair of beingable to do it much longer.

According to the saying of Solomon, hunger will break through a stonewall. It is therefore a very pleasing circumstance to the division under my command, that there is a probability of their marching. Three days successively we have been destitute of bread. Two days we have been entirelywithout meat.

The next day Washington wrote to the President of Congress that on receiving word that the British had sent out a considerable foraging party he had ordered his army to march “when behold . . . I wasnot only informed, but convinced, that the men were unable to stiron account of provision, and that a dangerous mutiny, begun the nightbefore, and which with difficulty was suppressed by the spirited exertions of some officers, was still much to be apprehended for want ofthis article . . . The soap, vinegar, and other articles allowed byCongress, we see none of. . . . The first, indeed, we have now little occasion for; few men having more than one shirt, many only the moietyof one, and some none at all . . . we have, by a field-return this daymade, no less than two thousand eight hundred and ninety-eight mennow in camp unfit for duty, because they are barefoot and otherwisenaked.” As against this, his returns showed twenty-eight hundred menfit for duty. He had just learned that the Pennsylvania legislaturehad passed a resolution rebuking him for going into winter quarters.“I can assure those gentlemen, that it is a much easier and less distressing thing to draw remonstrances in a comfortable room by a goodfireside, than to occupy a cold, bleak hill, and sleep under frost andsnow, without clothes or blankets. However, although they seem to have little feeling for the naked and distressed soldiers, I feel superabundantly for them, and, from my soul, I pity those miseries, whichit is neither in my power to relieve or prevent.”

These distresses, instead of lessening, became worse as the war proceeded. As late as 1780 Washington informed Congress that besides other “embarrassments” there was one “of a very painful and humiliating nature. We have no shirts.” The next year he wrote one of hisaids (in cipher), “our Troops are approaching fast to nakedness. . . .we have nothing to cloathe them with . . . our Hospitals are withoutmedicines and our sick without nutriment except such as well men eat, , , But why need I run into the detail, when it may be declared ina word, that we are at the end of our tether.”

If it was a choice between dissolving his army and supplying it by force, Washington used force. He was always very chary of force andat first used it only to tide him over imminent emergencies. “It willnever answer,” he wrote Congress from Valley Forge, “to procuresupplies of clothing or provision by coercive measures. The smallseizures made of the former a few days ago, in consequence of the mostpressing and absolute necessity, when that, or to dissolve, was thealternative, excited the greatest alarm and uneasiness . . . Such procedures may give a momentary relief; but, if repeated, will prove ofthe most pernicious consequence. Besides spreading disaffection, jealousy, and fear in the people, they never fail, even in the most veterantroops under the most rigid and exact discipline, to raise in the soldierya disposition to licentiousness, to plunder and robbery, difficult to suppress afterwards, and which has proved not only ruinous to the inhabitants, but, in many instances, to armies themselves.” Valley Forgehas attained an unenviable notoriety but it did not represent the ultimate in American troubles. Two years after Valley Forge, Washingtonwrote from Orange, New Jersey, to Governor Trumbull of Connecticut(a man pre-eminent among the state governors for his cooperation) that“I am now arranging matters to make a forage on this impoverishedpeople having no other alternative left me, from which I could drawthe least possible relief; and even from this, though it will ruin them,I expect to derive the most trifling succor.”

This forage came some months after he had addressed a circularletter “To the Magistrates of New Jersey” which speaks for itself, “The present situation of the army, with respect to provisions, is themost distressing of any we have experienced since the beginning of thewar. For a fortnight past the troops, both officers and men, have beenalmost perishing for want. They have been alternately without breador meat the whole time, with a very scanty allowance of either andfrequently destitute of both. They have borne their sufferings with apatience that merits the approbation and ought to excite the sympathyof their countrymen. But they are now reduced to an extremity nolonger to be supported. Their distress has in some instances promptedthe men to commit depredations on the property of the inhabitants,which at any other period would be punished with exemplary severity,but which can now be only lamented, as the effect of an unfortunatenecessity.”

He goes on to state that he has established a quota of grain and cattle which each county in the state should furnish 5 that while there may beno particular law governing the situation, he is sure the magistrateswill get the grain and cattle together in the most equitable mannerpossible. “While I have entire confidence,” he added, that this methodwill supply the army with food, nevertheless, “I think it my duty toinform you, that, should we be disappointed in our hopes, the extremityof the case will compel us to have recourse to a different mode, whichwill be disagreeable to me on every account.”

As President, Washington was the object of much scurrilous abuse. Forged letters which the British had published during the war as his,for the purpose of blackening his private character, were republishedas genuine. No libel was too gross. It is remarkable that his enemiesdid not concentrate on these seizures. There, it would seem, was an idealissue with which to destroy his popularity. It is true that certificateswere given to the people whose property was seized. These certificatestheoretically entitled the holders to payment in worthless currencyfrom the empty continental treasury. At the best, such seizures arebound to result in much hardship and injustice. In addition to theseizures, much property was destroyed from time to time by his order.Nothing gives more point to Washington’s reputation for impartialjustice than his ability to maintain that reputation while seizing property at the point of the bayonet.

He was well aware of the danger. “I am confident,”he wrote to Congress in the spring of 1781, “the measures we have hitherto beenpursuing, cannot be much longer made use of without imminent dangerof bringing the people to an open resistance.” Some time before, hehad pointed out the dangers on the other side to George Clinton.“Naked and starving as they are, we cannot enough admire the incomparable patience and fidelity of the soldiery, that they have notbeen ere this excited by their suffering to a general mutiny and dispersion. Strong symptoms, however, of discontent have appeared in particular instances j and nothing but the most active efforts everywherecan long avert so shocking a catastrophe.” It was in arbitrating betweena starving soldiery and a plundered populace that Washington earnedhis reputation for a rigid sense of justice.

He always managed to obtain supplies by force just in time to prevent the dissolution of his army. He also always managed to refrain from seizing supplies until public opinion was ready to sanction the useof force. He always treated the civil authorities with the greatest deference and tried to act through them. The extent of this deference appears most strikingly in the smallpox problem.

This scourge was not only fatal to armies; the fear of it was one of the greatest deterrents to recruiting. Washington was himself a firmbeliever in inoculation. In this he was so far in advance of his age thatinoculation was for practical purposes forbidden by law in Virginia.He urged Patrick Henry to try to get this law repealed. In the meantime, Washington made it a rule to inoculate all recruits. Nevertheless, when he was encamped in New York and the Provincial Congresspassed a resolution against inoculation he promptly issued orders that“No person whatever, belonging to the Army is to be innoculated forthe Small pox.” A number of his officers were arrested for attemptingto have themselves inoculated in violation of this order. At the timeher husband was issuing these orders Mrs. Washington was beinginoculated at the home of the Hancocks in Philadelphia.

The commander-in-chief, of course, never reached the point where he was without a shirt. But much of the time his own style of life wasfar from comfortable. In the winter of 1780 he complains that althoughhe has been encamped at Morristown, New Jersey, for nearly twomonths he still does not have “a Kitchen to cook a Dinner in.” All hisservants “and all Mrs. Ford’s, are crowded together in her Kitchen, and scarce one of them able to speak for the colds they have caught.”

The previous summer his headquarters were at West Point. “Since our arrival at this happy spot,” he wrote in extending a dinner invitation, “we have had a ham, (sometimes a shoulder) of Bacon, to gracethe head of the Table; a piece of roast Beef adorns the foot; and adish of beans, or greens, (almost imperceptible,) decorates the center.When the cook has a mind to cut a figure, (which I presume will bethe case tomorrow,) we have two Beef-steak pyes, or dishes of crabs,in addition, one on each side the center dish, dividing the space & reducing the distance between dish & dish to about 6 feet, which without them would be near i2 feet apart. Of late he has had the surprisingsagacity to discover, that apples will make pyes; and its a question, if,in the violence of his efforts, we do not get one of apples, instead ofhaving both of Beef-steaks. If the ladies can put up with such entertainment, and will submit to partake of it on plates, once Tin but now Iron—(not become so by the labor of scouring), I shall be happy to seethem.”

His orderly book is full of general invitations to different classes of officers to dine with him. In inactive seasons he tried to have his wifewith him. When time hung on their hands he was always fond of aninformal dance.

When Washington took command he made it clear that he never expected any pay. Today such a declaration might not seem very important. But the eighteenth century was the zenith of money influence.It was then that property was all important. In Europe army commissions and judgeships were legally sold. The principle that those whoowned a country should govern it was universally accepted. No act ofWashington’s ever inspired more trust than his refusal of pay, but hemade it clear that he did not expect others to follow his example. Hewas constantly asking Congress for increases in the pay of his officersand as President his advocacy of substantial salaries for governmentemployees was interpreted by many as evidence of a leaning towardsmonarchy.

All through the war he stuck at his post. He fretted when he thought of the tangle into which his business affairs were getting but he couldnot find any time in which to attend to them. He had had his visionand he was willing to sacrifice everything to make it come true. He did not see Mount Vernon for over six years and then it was only forbrief stops on the way to and from Yorktown. It was another two yearsbefore the British evacuated New York and he could set off for Annapolis, where Congress was sitting, to surrender his commission. Onhis way he accumulated a supply of toys for the fatherless childrenof Jacky Custis, who were now living with their mother at MountVernon.
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The outbreak of the Revolution had been accompanied by an outburst of national feeling; by a feeling that New Englanders, Pennsylvanians, Virginians, and Carolinians all had something fundamental in common; they were Americans rather than Europeans. Washington’sdispatches frequently refer to the enemy as “the Europeans” but thepublic attitude on which this was based did not last long. The armymore and more became an allied army rather than the army of onecountry. As he wrote in 1780, “I believe a newly appointed brigadr.from the Southern Troops would at this day be disagreeable to anEastern Brigade, and vice versa?”

This attitude struck Washington as absurd on the general ground of efficiency. It did more; it interfered with his dream of an Americawhich should be a place of refuge for all the oppressed of the worldand in which men should devote their attention to the exploitation ofthe earth rather than to the extermination of one another. There wasso much wealth to be brought out of this virgin land; why should menwaste their time quarreling about trifles.

Washington was not gifted with great imagination but he had come to believe that republican government offered the greatest hope formankind—if it could be made to work. At his death he was probablystill doubtful of its practicability. “He has often declared to me,”Jefferson testifies, “that he considered our new constitution as an experiment on the practicability of republican government, and with whatdose of liberty man could be trusted for his own good; that he wasdetermined the experiment should have a fair trial, and would lose thelast drop of his blood in support of it.”

His career as commander-in-chief had given him much practical experience of governments. He had found out the true nature of the powers of Congress—that there were none. He had had ample experience of what cooperation among thirteen independent state governments meant. He had come to some very definite conclusions and,after mature deliberation, he determined that his last official communication to the governors of the states should be a circular letter onpolitical matters.

“The citizens of America,” he wrote, are “placed in the most enviable condition, as the sole lords and proprietors of a vast tract of continent,comprehending all the various soils and climates of the world, andabounding with all the necessaries and conveniences of life . . .Heaven has crowned all its other blessings, by giving a fairer opportunity for political happiness, than any other nation has ever beenfavored with . . . The foundation of our empire was not laid in thegloomy age of ignorance and superstition; but at an epocha whenthe rights of mankind were better understood and more clearly defined,than at any former period . . . At this auspicious period, the UnitedStates came into existence as a nation; and, if their citizens should notbe completely free and happy, the fault will be entirely their own.”

The great danger is that the individual states will “become the sport of European politics.” The problem is to keep America from becomingmerely an extension of Europe. Four things are necessary. First, “Anindissoluble union of the States under one federal head.” Secondly, “Asacred regard to public justice.” Thirdly, “The adoption of a properpeace establishment,” i. e., a military and naval force for defense.Fourthly, the cultivation of a disposition “among the people of theUnited States . . . to forget their local prejudices and policies.”

This advice was by no means liked. “The murmur is free and general against what is called the unsolicited obtrusion of his advice,” Edmund Randolph wrote to Madison. The popular reaction was thata form of government which had been sufficient to fight a war of independence against Great Britain ought to be sufficient for peace time.Washington’s view was that the war had been won by something littleshort of a miracle and in spite of the incompetence of the government.Nor did he like to think of the extent of French assistance. He hadalways been afraid of that assistance. He suspected the French ofplanning to obtain some sort of unofficial protectorate over the new states.

He followed up this circular with many private letters in which he urged the necessity of establishing a strong federal government. Hedid not discuss the framework of such a government but contentedhimself with urging that greater powers be conferred upon Congress.Meanwhile, the progress of events was bringing many other peoplearound to the same view.

Much against his will he was persuaded to become a delegate to the Constitutional Convention. He was escorted into Philadelphia bymany dignitaries and the city Light Horse. The church bells werechiming. He alighted at the tavern where he had intended to staybut on the insistence of Robert Morris he finally went home with him.As usual, Washington was on time. When the Convention assembledthe next day the only two states represented were Virginia and Pennsylvania. Twelve days later there was finally a quorum, seven out ofthe thirteen states being represented. Washington was unanimouslyelected President. The Convention resolved that its deliberations shouldbe secret and, as a consequence, Washington wrote in his journal “nominutes of the proceedings has [sic] been, or will be inserted in thisdiary.”

He did not take a great part in the proceedings. He preferred to sit in the chair and listen to Madison and Hamilton, Ellsworth andRutledge, Mason and Gorham debate. For one thing, Washington didnot feel particularly well qualified. For another, he liked to be enlightened by listening to debate. As commander-in-chief he had shownhimself fond of councils of war. When he was in doubt he would callhis generals together and let them argue the question out in his presence. As President, he followed the same procedure. It was the reasonfor those frequent debates in the cabinet which Jefferson hated somuch. It was Washington’s way of making up his mind. He liked tolisten to Hamilton and Jefferson argue.

There was another aspect to this trait. Washington did not ask his generals and his cabinet merely for advice. He treated them more ascolleagues. His sense of republicanism was so strong that even as commander-in-chief he sometimes regarded himself as bound against hisbetter judgment by a vote of a Council of War,so now Washington listened. There were only two aspects of the proposed government which he regarded as really important. It mustbe republican in form and it must be strong. If the constitution whichwas finally evolved had those two aspects he would be for it no matterwhat were the details.

There were times during that summer in Philadelphia when he almost gave up hope. “I almost despair,” he wrote to Hamilton, whohad gone home in disgust, “of seeing a favorable issue to the proceedings of our convention, and do therefore repent having had any agencyin the business.

“The men, who oppose a strong and energetic government, are in my opinion narrow-minded politicians, or are under the influence oflocal views. The apprehension expressed by them, that the people willnot accede to the form proposed, is the ostensiblenot the real cause ofopposition. But, admitting that the present sentiment is as they prognosticate, the proper question ought nevertheless to be. Is it, or is itnot, the best form that such a country as this can adopt? If it be thebest, recommend it, and it will assuredly obtain, maugre opposition. Iam sorry you went away. I wish you were back. The crisis is equallyimportant and alarming.”

He varied his activities by fishing parties. On one of these he went with Gouverneur Morris to a place “in the vicinity of Valley Forge toget Trout.” The association was too strong, and while Morris fishedWashington rode over his old camp-ground. On his return he enteredinto conversation with some farmers who were planting buckwheat.He made careful notes of what they told him as to the method ofcultivating that grain.

His view of the instrument which the convention finally produced was that it “is not free from imperfections, but there are as few radicaldefects in it as could well be expected, considering the heterogeniousmass of which the Convention was composed and the diversity of interests that are to be attended to. As a Constitutional door is openedfor future amendments and alterations, I think it would be wise in thePeople to accept what is offered to them.” The disputes which aroseseemed to him ridiculous. “It is a little strange,” he wrote, “that themen of large property in the south should be more afraid that theconstitution will produce an aristocracy or a monarchy, than the genuinedemocratical people of the east.” The whole issue, he wrote his nephew Bushrod, boiled down to the question “Is it best for the States to uniteor not to unite?”

It took considerable persuasion before he could be brought to believe that it was essential he accept the Presidency. He would never have run for the office. The reason he gave in at last was that he wasbrought to see the manifest impossibility of obtaining anything like aunanimous electoral vote for any other candidate. For unless the nationunited in support of the new government he did not expect it to lastlong.

In order to increase the feeling of union he made a series of journeys through the country. The fall after he took office he spent about amonth touring New England in which he went as far north as NewHampshire. He avoided Rhode Island, since that state had not yetratified the constitution. When it did so, he made a special trip there.The second spring he was in office he toured Long Island. The thirdspring was spent on the intolerable roads of the South. He went as faras Georgia.

The receptions which he everywhere received testified that the nation was united in its respect for him. He would have liked to haveseen it united in policy as well. He was well aware that the bane offree government in Europe had been factionalism—a factionalism inwhich each faction was supported by a foreign power. Every Polishelection meant a diplomatic crisis in Europe. Only a few years beforetaking office he had seen the Netherlands torn between the House ofOrange faction which favored continuance of the alliance with Englandand the aristocratic faction which favored a closer relationship withFrance. This was why he had such a great dread of factionalism—political parties. It was not because he cherished the chimerical hopethat men would always agree. It was because the existence of permanent political parties meant that men had agreed to disagree; thatwhatever one group proposed, the other was bound to oppose. Thecreation of such groups was merely the creation of tools by which foreignnations could interfere in the affairs of the United States.

How was that unity for which he hoped to be obtained? Every important measure which came up during his administration was the subject of acrimonious debate and the vote in the House of Representatives was always narrow. One measure actually led to armed resistance—the Whiskey Rebellion. He marched to the scene of disturbance atthe head of a large militia army. He was pleased when the rebels submitted without bloodshed.

The most disturbing thing to him about all these disputes was that it was always the same people who opposed the measures which heregarded as wise. The disagreement, he began to fear, did not represent an honest difference of opinion. The opposition opposed becauseit was the opposition; because it made it its business to oppose.

Even the element of a foreign connection was not long absent. Part of the nation regarded the Reign of Terror with horror. It regarded aBritish victory as essential to the security of the United States and believed that every possible aid should be given to England. Anotherpart of the nation regarded the French Revolution as the brother ofthe American Revolution. This group organized democratic clubs inimitation of those of France; wore French emblems; enlisted in privateers commissioned by the French to prey on British commerce, andloudly hoped that the French would successfully invade England.

Washington’s fear that this factionalism was bringing the United States to the condition of Poland or the Netherlands was almost confirmed when in his second four years Edmund Randolph, who hadsucceeded Jefferson as Secretary of State, was on reasonable groundssuspected of asking the French minister for assistance with which tostir up a civil war. This fear of foreign interference in the domesticpolitics of the United States was not chimerical. Washington himself,before he died, saw the refusal of one faction to support the government when, in the administration of his successor, it became involvedin an undeclared war with France. That the other faction was no betterwas demonstrated later. When the United States was at war withEngland in the Madison administration the New England states, tothe intense indignation of John Adams, refused to support the government. The New Englanders called it “Mr. Madison’s war” and, at itsconclusion, they were actually plotting to secede from the UnitedStates and join the British Empire.

Washington personally was spared in the political debates by the responsible leaders. But the libels which were known as newspaperswere less polite. Their tone may be judged from a public letter addressed to him by Thomas Paine. “As to you, sir, treacherous in private friendship and a hypocrite in public life, the world will be puzzled todecide, whether you are an apostate or an imposter;whether you haveabandoned good principles, or whether you ever had any?”

Washington realized that “a number of accidental circumstances” had helped out the new government. “The harvests of wheat,” hewrote an English correspondent, “have been remarkably good, thedemand for that article from abroad is great, the increase of commerceis visible in every port, and the number of new manufactures introduced in one year is astonishing.” It puzzled Washington all the moreas to the visible unpopularity of the government in Virginia. He consulted a Dr. Stuart, who had married the widow of Jacky Custis. Thefirst answer was that the Virginians felt the government was controlled by and operated in the interests of the eastern states. Washington’s reply to this was that of course the eastern states looked aftertheir own interests but did not the southern states do the same? “AndI will ask another question, of the highest magnitude in my mind, towit, if the eastern and northern States are dangerous in union,willthey be less so in separation?”Stuart’s next answer was that a rumorhad spread through Virginia that the new government intended tofree the slaves. “This occasioned such an alarm,” he wrote, “that manywere sold for the merest trifle.” This rumor had hardly proved falsewhen the question of the assumption of the state debts arose. Washington’s reply was that in his private opinion assumption was just. ButStuart finally opened with his greatest gun: The new governmenttended toward monarchy; this was proved by the pomp which its officersassumed. There were, for example, Washington’s own levees.

This institution of the presidential levee had a political importance of ridiculous proportions. Washington wrote Stuart that a few days’experience had convinced him of the necessity of “appointing certaindays to receive” visits. “By the time I had done breakfast, and thencetill dinner, and afterwards till bed-time, I could not get relieved fromthe ceremony of one visit, before I had to attend to another.” Theway the institution actually worked was that any one who had an introduction which he hoped would enable him to shake the President’shand but no special business with the President was told to presenthimself at three o’clock on the following Tuesday. At that time Washington’s dining-room was cleared. He himself stood in front of the fire-place and each visitor, as he entered, was conducted to him. Washington had an unusual facility for remembering names and insistedthat the name of each visitor be announced very distinctly. The President greeted each visitor with a bow, “the best,” he wrote Stuart, “Iwas master of.” The visitor then took a place at the side of the room.At quarter-after-three the door was closed. Washington then began atthe right, spoke to each visitor, and, on completing the circuit, againstood in front of the fireplace. Each visitor then approached him,bowed, and retired.

“What pomp there is in all this,” Washington wrote Stuart, “I am unable to discover. Perhaps it consists in not sitting. To this, two reasonsare opposed: first, it is unusual; secondly, which is a more substantialone, because I have no room large enough to contain a third of thechairs, which would be sufficient to admit it. If it is supposed, thatostentation, or the fashions of courts (which, by the by, I believeoriginate oftener in convenience, not to say necessity, than is generallyimagined), gave rise to this custom, I will boldly affirm, that no supposition was ever more erroneous.”

That same convenience and necessity, Washington said, had made him adopt a rule to accept no invitations and return no visits. He did notapply the latter part of this rule when he first came to New York.“This day,” Senator Maclay’s diary entry for April 28, 1789 reads,“I ought to note with some extraordinary mark. I had dressed andwas about to set out, when General Washington, the greatest man inthe world, paid me a visit. I met him at the foot of the stairs. Mr.Wynkoop just came in. We asked him to take a seat. He excused himself on account of the number of his visits. We accompanied him to thedoor. He made us complaisant bows—one before he mounted andthe other as he went away on horseback.”

Washington had decided these social questions as carefully as he ever decided anything. Before coming to New York he had writtento Madison asking him to secure lodgings. Both Governor Clinton andSecretary Jay had invited him to stay at their homes until he secureda permanent residence. Both invitations had been declined for Washington meant to go into no “lodgings . . . but hired ones.” Theyshould not be elaborate. “I am not anxious to be placed early in asituation for entertaining; for which reason private lodgings, till I can feel the way a little, would not only be more agreeable to my ownwishes, but possibly more consistent with sound policy.”

There was a custom, probably dating back to Hancock, by which the presidents of the old Congress had entertained indiscriminately. Oninvestigating the effect of this custom, Washington concluded that thetable of the President of the Congress had been “considered as apublic one, and every person, who could get introduced, conceivedthat he had a right to be invited to it. This, although the table wasalways crowded . . . was in its nature impracticable, and as manyoffences given as if no table had been kept.” tie therefore decided toconfine his entertaining to “official characters.”

Senator Maclay’s turn to dine with the President came in August, 1789. “The company were,” Maclay recorded in his diary, “Presidentand Mrs. Washington, Vice-President and Mrs. Adams, the Governor[George Clinton] and his wife, Mr. Jay and wife, Mr. Langdonand wife, Mr. Dalton and a lady (perhaps his wife), and a Mr. Smith,Mr. Bassett, myself, Lear, Lewis, the President’s two secretaries. ThePresident and Mrs. Washington sat opposite each other in the middleof the table; the two secretaries, one at each end. It was a great dinner,and the best of the kind I ever was at. The room, however, was disagreeably warm.

“First was the soup; fish roasted and boiled; meats, gammon, fowls, etc. This was the dinner. The middle of the table was garnished inthe usual tasty way, with small images, flowers (artificial), etc. Thedessert was, first apple-pies, pudding, etc.; then iced creams, jellies,etc.; then water-melons, musk-melons, apples, peaches, nuts.

“It was the most solemn dinner ever I sat at. Not a health drank; scarce a word said until the cloth was taken away. Then the President,filling a glass of wine, with great formality drank to the health ofevery individual by name round the table. Everybody imitated him,charged glasses, and such a buzz of health, sir,’ and health, madam,’and thank you, sir,’ and thank you, madam,’ never had I heardbefore . . . The ladies sat a good while, and the bottles passed about;but there was a dead silence almost. Mrs. Washington at last withdrewwith the ladies.

“I expected the men would now begin, but the same stillness remained.The President told of a New England clergyman who had lost a hat and wig in passing a river called the Brunks [Bronx]. He smiled, andeverybody else laughed. He now and then said a sentence or two onsome common subject, and what he said was not amiss. Mr. Jay triedto make a laugh . . . The President kept a fork in his hand, when thecloth was taken away, I thought for the purpose of picking nuts. Heate no nuts, however, but played with the fork, striking on the edge ofthe table with it.”

Washington presided at these dinners as a disagreeable duty. His own tastes in food were very simple. Even at his own elaborate banquets he usually confined his eating to one dish and that of the simplersort, and drank between a half-pint and a pint of Madeira. His breakfast consisted of “Indian hoecakes,” honey and tea—usually aboutthree hoecakes and three cups of tea. Lunch had not yet been inventedand he apparently usually omitted supper. So far as his contemporariescould discover, his only particular tastes were for fish, fruit of all kinds,honey, melons and nuts. His regular Sunday dinner was salted codfish.Maclay noted that Washington did not eat any nuts. At his state dinnershe merely played with a fork to pass the time away. When the conversation was interesting he ate nuts steadily after dinner, hour afterhour, only interrupting the process occasionally to propose a toast.

This mode of entertaining cost President Washington about six hundred dollars a month for servants’ wages and food, exclusive ofwine. The staff consisted of a steward and fourteen lower servants.

If Washington’s social customs as President did not meet with public approval it certainly was not because he had not tried to satisfypublic opinion. Shortly after he took office he prepared a lengthy listof “queries” in regard to the social rules he should follow. Copies weresubmitted to Madison and Jay who were the two men on whom herelied most for advice at that time. These queries are framed in thethird person and went into such detail as to inquire “in what light wouldhis appearance rarely at tea-parties be considered?”

In this, as throughout his administration, his object was to satisfy public opinion. His difficulty was to find out what public opinion was.There were circles in New York and Philadelphia which liked to talkof “the republican court”; which insisted on calling the President’sformal receptions “levees.” This only irritated those who thought Washington was surrounded by a group who, under the cloak of his name, were trying to prepare the country for hereditary monarchy.

He was more successful in his appointments to office. No relationship or friendship ever had the slightest weight with him in making appointments. He obtained all the information possible and then judgedto the best of his ability. Yet the very integrity with which he madeappointments left one very embarrassing situation to his successor.

Washington had sharply refused his nephew Bushrod’s request to be appointed a federal district attorney, but just before he left the Presidency he appointed John Quincy Adams minister to Portugal. JohnQuincy’s continuance in the diplomatic service while his father wasPresident was to be made the occasion for many newspaper attacks onthe elder Adams. John Quincy now wrote a letter to his mother indicating that he thought he ought to retire from the diplomatic servicebecause of his father’s election. John Adams forwarded the letter toWashington. His reply expressed “a strong hope, that you will notwithhold merited promotion from Mr. John Adams because he is yourson . . . I give it as my decided opinion that Mr. Adams is the mostvaluable public character we have abroad, and . . . there remains nodoubt in my mind that he will prove himself to be the ablest of all ourdiplomatic corps.”

This desire to satisfy public opinion made Washington a much more regular church attendant when President than he was at any other time.At Mount Vernon, Sunday was his day to write letters and post accounts. This did not prevent him, in 1773, from being the highbidder on a sale of pews in the Alexandria Church but he did notattend very often. As President, he recognized that the people expected him to attend church and he went even when he got caughton a Sunday in York, Pennsylvania. “There being no Episcopal Ministerpresent in the place,” he entered in his journal, “I went to hear morningService performed in the Dutch reformed Church—which, being inthat language not a word of which I understood I was in no dangerof becoming a proselyte to its religion by the eloquence of the Preacher.”On his trip through New England, he made it a practice to attend anEpiscopal service in the morning and a Congregational service in theafternoon. As he was returning, Sunday found him in a village inConnecticut. “It being contrary to law and disagreeable to the Peopleof this State (Connecticut),” he entered in his journal, “to travel on the Sabbath day—and my horses, after passing through such intolerableroads, wanting rest, I stayed at Perkins tavern (which, by the bye, isnot a good one,) all day—and a meeting-house being within fewrods of the door, I attended morning and evening service, and heardvery lame discourses from a Mr. Pond.”

But there was a limit to the extent of his conformity. It was noted that he never knelt but always stood during prayers. His invariablecustom of leaving before communion and sending his carriage backfor his wife, who as invariably took communion, attracted even moreattention. It attracted so much attention that the minister of the churchwhich Washington attended in Philadelphia preached a sermon on“the unhappy tendency of example”as evidenced by “those in elevatedstations, who invariably turned their backs upon the celebration of theLord's Supper.”

Washington, according to the minister, sent him word by a senator that “he had received a very just reproof from the pulpit, for alwaysleaving the church before the administration of the Sacrament; that hehonored the preacher for his integrity and candour; that he had neverconsidered the influence of his example; that he would never againgive cause for the repetition of the reproof; and that, as he had neverbeen a communicant, were he to become one then, it would be imputedto an ostentatious display of religious zeal arising altogether from hiselevated station. Accordingly, he afterwards never came on the morningof Sacrament Sunday.”

There was considerable curiosity among Washington’s contemporaries as to his religious faith. They noted that he frequently referred toProvidence, never to God; that as commander-in-chief he had said thatthe number of chaplains allowed for the army was insufficient; thatwhen in a conspicuous position he made it a point to attend church.It was not a curiosity which he proposed to gratify. The clergy ofPhiladelphia decided to make him a public address which should be soframed that he would be forced to reveal his religious sentiments inhis reply. However, Rush told Jefferson, “the old fox was too cunningfor them.” Jefferson adds that “I know that Gouverneur Morris, whopretended to be in his secrets & believed himself to be so, has oftentold me that Genl. Washington believed no more of that system [Christianity] than he himself did.”

Washington did not retire from the Presidency a happy man. That national unity and freedom from foreign influence for which helonged seemed to become more impossible every day. He looked on theJeffersonians as the tools of France; he was less observant of the strongerbias of the Hamiltonians in favor of England. For the most part, theJeffersonian leaders had spared him personally in their attacks on themonarchists. Indeed, their congressional leader, Madison, had beenthe man on whom Washington had relied most heavily for advice atthe beginning of his administration. Jefferson’s view was that Washington’s mind was weakened by old age. Maclay, after entering in hisjournal that he had attended a levee, says he did so only from “fearof being charged with a want of respect to General Washington. Ifthere is treason in the wish I retract it, but would to God this sameGeneral Washington were in heaven! We would not then have himbrought forward as the constant cover to every unconstitutional andirrepublican act.”

The entreaties of political leaders of all persuasions were sufficient to induce Washington to stay for a second term. But then his mind wasmade up. His dream had been fulfilled. The thirteen states had unitedin one federal republic with adequate powers for its purpose. He verymuch feared that the fulfillment would not last long; that there was afaction in the country determined to destroy the republic with theassistance of France and to tie the fortunes of the American people tothe power politics of Europe. He had done his best. If the Americanrepublic could only survive so long as he watched over it, it was not atrue republic. So he retired to Mount Vernon.

He was not allowed to rest in peace. So soon as war with France appeared probable, there was a universal demand that he head theAmerican army. He finally consented on condition he was to be allowedto remain at Mount Vernon until it was necessary to take the field.It was an ideal situation for an intriguer such as Hamilton. NeitherWashington nor Adams understood what was going on. Washingtondid not go to Philadelphia and Adams did not go to Mount Vernon.Their medium of communication was a despicable creature by the nameof McHenry who was Secretary of War. He was completely underthe control of Hamilton, as were Pickering, the Secretary of State, and Wolcott, the Secretary of the Treasury.

The object of this clique was to govern the country by playing off the President against the national hero. Their success may be judgedfrom one circumstance; On July 14, 1798 Washington wrote Hamiltonthat it was absolutely necessary that Pinckney be second in command.On August 9, Washington advised Knox that “Colo. Hamilton wasdesignated second in command, and first, if I should decline an acceptance, by the federal characters of Congress; whence alone anythinglike a public sentiment relative thereto could be deduced” and thattherefore Washington had decided that Hamilton must be second incommand. Those “federal characters” were the group which followedHamilton blindly.

The Hamiltonians were successful in creating ill-will between Washington and Adams; they were successful in having their way in regard to appointments in the army; they failed in more important matters.Jefferson was always convinced that if he could have had a privatemeeting with Washington in these latter years the “malignant insinuations” of the Hamiltonians “should have been dissipated before hisjust judgment, as mists before the sun.” Adams could have said the samething. He and Washington had never been very friendly and Washington was highly irritated by some of Adams’ actions as President.Adams, for one thing, did not regard the army which Washington hadbeen selected to command as necessary. Even here the two men werenot completely at variance. Washington regarded the army as a usefulprecaution; he did not—as the Hamiltonians professed to do—regarda French invasion as imminent. On the other hand, he never suspectedthe truth, which was that the Hamiltonians were using the French scareas an excuse to raise an army for which they had other uses. When thetest came, he refused to go along with the Hamiltonians. His first reaction to the news that Adams intended to send another mission toFrance was as wrathful as Hamilton or Pickering could wish. But herefused to allow his name to be used to head the opposition. “As menwill view the same thing in different lights,” he wrote Pickering, “Iwould now fain hope, that the President has caught the true one.”
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Washington’s early ambition had been for fame. He had had enough of that guarding the frontier from the French and Indians. It had beensucceeded by a desire to make the earth bring forth its fulness. Thathad been interrupted by British interference. In the course of theensuing struggle his dominant ambition had become to establish a greatrepublic—founded on more just principles than any government yetknown—in which the oppressed and weary of all the world could forgettheir miserable squabbles in a common ambition to exploit the earth.Now he was weary. He still mounted his horse in the morning and rodeover his farms. But what could he expect of farms which he had neglectedfor so many years? The average clip per sheep was but a trifle of whatit should be. And what was the use? He did not have any children toinherit his fortune; he was doubtful whether the republic he had foundedwould outlast him.

Then there was the everlasting stream of visitors who came from all over with all sorts of introductions. They stayed to dinner; they stayedthe night. Alexandria was on the principal road north and south. Noone who could dig up an introduction ever passed through withoutgoing the few miles out of his route to see the great man at MountVernon. Washington received them all, no matter how flimsy theircredentials, if they could pass for gentlemen. America had not yetdeveloped the hordes of tourists which plagued Jefferson’s later days.

Mount Vernon was very different now than it had been in the time of Lawrence Washington. After his marriage, George had materiallyenlarged the house. When he returned from the Revolutionary Warhe again thought his house too small. This time he added a banquet-hallat one end, a library and dining-room at the other, and a story to thewhole. His journal records innumerable operations for the beautifyingof the grounds.

He continued to manage Mount Vernon but he found it more burdensome than before. He would have liked to rent out all of it except the farm adjacent to the house—the Mansion-House Farm. He stilloccasionally labored as well as supervised. Only a few weeks before hisdeath he personally surveyed a tract of land. But the violent spiritof Conotocarius had given many indications that it was wearing out thegreat strength of Washington.

On Thursday, December 12, 1799, he rode out to inspect his farms as usual. Shortly after he left the house, a mixture of rain, hail and snow began to fall. He did not return until after three, which was the dinner hour. As he was late, he did not follow his usual custom of dressing for dinner. His secretary, Lear, expressed some concern over this,but Washington insisted that his overcoat had sufficiently protected himfrom the weather. However, he told Lear not to send a servant to thepost-office as the weather was too bad.

The next day Washington had a cold. As was his custom, he refused all remedies, saying, “Let it go as it came.” At about two o’clock in themorning he awakened his wife and said he was very unwell. She startedto get up to call a servant but he would not permit it lest she catch cold.In the morning she sent for an overseer who had some experience inbleeding people to bleed her husband. Lear meanwhile sent for Dr.Craik of Alexandria, one of Washington’s oldest and most intimatefriends. When Craik arrived he continued the bleeding and two otherphysicians who were also summoned could think of nothing better.Washington soon made up his mind that he had reached the end, andtook it calmly and unconcernedly. After he had lost the power ofspeaking he noticed that his servant Christopher had been standingby his bed for a long time. Washington made a motion for him to sitdown. About eleven o’clock in the evening Washington was seen feelinghis own pulse. Soon his hand fell from his wrist. Lear picked up thehand. “Is he gone?” asked Mrs. Washington. Lear silently indicated anaffirmative answer.
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On the surface, Washington was much of the eighteenth century. The dignified Stuart portraits reproduced on postage stamps and dollarbills have impressed themselves on the consciousness of the nation.Washington came down to posterity as the Washington of his presidential levees—not as Conotocarius. The most frequent conception ofhim is as he appeared at his formal receptions, clad in purple or blackvelvet, with his hair powdered and worn in a bag, with his cocked hatin his hand, bowing stiffly and somewhat coldly to each guest in turn.It seems the epitome of the eighteenth century. Was the extravagantpraise which he received in his life-time due to a feeling that he wastypical? Obviously not. Those eighteenth-century Europeans—Polishpoets and French noblemen—who worshipped at his feet did not do so because they thought of him as typical. It was because, somehow, tothem he was entirely different.

They still spoke in terms of the past. He was still Cincinnatus—the great man who was willing to plow. This was because they were broughtup in the Arcadian tradition—a belief in the golden age of long-ago.Jefferson personified the attempt to restore that golden age. He was infavor of forbidding immigration, of building a wall against the world,and of leaving the virtuous and Arcadian Americans gradually to spreadtheir self-sufficient farms across a continent, free from the contaminatingvices of urban life.

Jefferson’s Arcadianism expressed an ideal which the eighteenth century learned as a matter of course in school. As a matter of course, it was an ideal, not to be taken seriously by practical men. It had existedfrom time immemorial, yet it was suddenly showing an astonishingvitality. There were Rousseau and others—people who seemed to feel itwas really possible at this late date to restore the golden age. Europeanswere beginning to hope that that ideal might be made practical—manyAmericans believed they already had it, or something so nearly approximating it that the chief problem for them was to protect what theyhad from contamination.

John Adams gave up the contest. He did not hope for an Arcadian America, but he had no ideal to suggest in its place. The United Statesto him was no different from other nations. It could expect the sameclass struggles and the same vicissitudes as other nations. Internally, itshould design a form of government which should neutralize the undesirable effects of those struggles better than had been done by anynation theretofore. Externally, it should be prepared to repel foreigninterference—they were all, Washington, Jefferson, Adams, agreed asto that, they only differed as to the means.

Samuel Adams, like Jefferson, did not look for the millennium of the future, but for the golden age of the past. Both of them thought moreof preserving what they had than of trying to approach nearer to theirideal. But there was a great difference between them. Jefferson’sgolden age was the same golden age about which the sages of Greece andRome had dreamed. Samuel Adams’ dream was strictly limited. He didnot have Jefferson’s national outlook. He did not hope so much thatthe creation of a new nation would mean a nation devoted to his ideal as that the new nation would enable him to carry out his ideal for hisown Boston—to make it the Christian Sparta.

None of these outlooks had any great appeal for Washington. He had no sympathy with Jefferson’s hope of preserving America as an agricultural Arcadia; he had as little sympathy with John Adams’ idea thatAmerica would, in any event, be like every other nation and should prepare itself accordingly. Without having found the word, he had foundthe idea of progress. It is hackneyed now. But the eighteenth centuryknew not of progress. It knew of virtue and its opposite—luxury. Inthe remote past the people had had virtue; now they were corruptedby luxury. Men were divided between those who believed that luxurycould not be eradicated and those who believed that virtue could berestored. The former class were the pessimists; the people who believedthe world could not be improved. The latter class were the optimists;the people who believed it was still possible to restore the world to itsprimitive simplicity and purity. These classes cannot be designated asconservative and progressive. Such designations can only be made inan atmosphere which is permeated with the idea that such a thing asprogress exists.

Washington and, to a lesser extent, Patrick Henry, had the idea of progress. Both of them welcomed banks and factories and cities; bothof them thought such things would add to the happiness of the citizens.Henry thought these things could be introduced without affecting thefundamentals of the Virginian social structure. When he was convincedthat those fundamentals were in danger he drew back—after being foryears one of the most ardent advocates of a union among the states,he changed his mind when he became convinced a union would endangerthe institution of slavery. Washington’s thinking was not impeded bythe same obstacle.

He, more than any other man of his time, would have been pleased with the kind of country which actually came out of their united efforts.He would have rejoiced as he saw railroads span the continent, factorieson every hand, mines, new products, irrigation works, new forms ofmachinery. That was what he liked to do—to make the earth yieldits riches. He would have rejoiced still more as he saw the millionsof immigrants crossing the ocean, fleeing from famine or tyranny. Hedid not fear the result. Naturally pessimistic, he had determined that it was worth all his effort to try one great experiment—whether men, ifleft to their own devices, could govern themselves and exploit the earthbetter than when in leading strings. At times his natural impatiencemade him very angry at political developments. ‘‘Democratical States,”he wrote Lafayette, “must always feel before they can see:—it is thisthat makes their Governments slow—but the people will be right atlast.” Once, in an optimistic mood, he described himself to Lafayetteas a “citizen of the great republic of humanity . . . I consider howmankind may be connected like one great family in fraternal ties . . .the world is evidently much less barbarous than it has been, its melioration must still be progressive.”

It was the personality of Washington which held the army, and with it the nation, together through the darkest days of the war his character was the guaranty which induced the states to adopt the constitution; his vision of the future of the new nation more closely approximatedwhat actually developed than did that of any of the other foundingfathers. He was, in very truth, the father of his country.




Notes

Thomas Jefferson

1. Therule of descentfor the island was different than for the earldom, and thus Man had passed out of the hands of the earls of Derby a few years before.Back


2. Italics added.Back




John Hancock

1. James Truslow Adams, Portrait of an Empty Barrel, Harper's Magazine, September, 1930.Back
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cadianism, 16-9, 68-9, 80-1, 9o-1, 95,
331-2; architecture, 12, 83, 100-1; as-
sumption of state debts, 73-4; birth, 5;
Boston Port Bill, 40-42; British Empire,
theory of, 33; Burgesses, member of
House of, 29; capital city, part in loca-
tion of, 74; constitutional views, 75;
Continental Congress, election to, 43;
“countrymen,” his opinion of, 283;
cynicism, 50; death and burial, 103;
Declaration of Independence, drafting
of, 46-50; Deluge, opinion of, 82; edu-
cation, 9-12, 102; educational system
for Virginia, 51-2, 55-6; England, com-
missioner to negotiate peace with, 66-7,
hatred of, 79; epitaph, 91; farming,
52-3, 68, 288, 291, 292-3 ; finances, 21-22;
France, appointed commissioner to, 51,
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Randolph, Edmund, suspected of treason,
320; 6, 205, 213, 222, 316

Randolph, Isham, 6

Randolph, Jane, 6

Randolph, Sir John, 6

Randolph, John, 6, 21

Randolph, John, of Roanoke, 6, 90, 199,
227, 234

Randolph, Peter, 9, 210

Randolph, Peyton, 6, 40, 42, 43, 45, 171,
210

Randolph, Richard, 227

Randolph, Thomas Mann, 6, 15, 25, 26,
83, 98

Randolph, Thomas Jefferson, 83, 98

Randolph, William, of Tuckahoe, s, 6

Randolph, William, of Turkey Island, 6

Randolph family, 6, 7

Red Hill, Plantation of, 233

Revere, Paul, 170

Rhode Island, colonial government of, 32

Richmond, Duke of, 35

Rittenhouse, David, 68, 78, 92

Roane, Spencer, 205

Robert the Devil, 241

Robertson, William, 203, 289

Rochambeau, Comte de, 242, 245

Rochefoucauld, Duc de la, 146

Rollo the Ganger, 241

Rotch, William, 192

Ruggles, Timothy, 305

Rush, Benjamin, 8, 133, 266, 326

Russel, Captain, 277-8

Rutledge, Edward, 30, 66, 78

Rutledge, John, 43, 44, 180, 317

Salem, Massachusetts, meeting of General
Court at, 193

Schuyler, Philip, 145, 195, 248

Scotland, abolition of hereditary jurisdic-
tion of Highland chiefs, 36; hereditary
officers in, 34; political position of,
prior to Act of Union, 33; representa-
tion in English Parliament, 36

Scott, Charles, 240

Scott, John Morin, 132

Scott, Sir Walter, Bart., 8, 97, 157

Selden, John, 129

Sewall, Jonathan, 119-120

Shadwell, Plantation of, 5

Shadwell House, burning of, 22

Sharpe, Horatio, 275

Shawnees, 223

Index

Shays’ Rebellion, Samuel Adams’ atti-
tude toward, 197; 172

Sherlock, William, 233

Sherman, Roger, 46, 148

Shirley, William, 109, 281

Short, William, 88

Sidney, Algernon, 32, 35, 130, 157

Six Nations, 26

Skelton, Martha Wayles, see Jefferson,
Mrs. Thomas

Slaughter, Colonel, 278

Slavery, 2, 3, 12, 29-32, 49-50, 59, 75, 183,
189-90, 212, 228, 295, 321, 332

Small, William, 10, 10-11, 12

Smith, John Blair, 212

Smith, Samuel, 153

Smith’s Wealth of Nations, 24

Snyder, Christopher, 187-8

Society for Propagating the Gospel in
Foreign Parts, one of the causes of the
Revolution, 117

Sophocles, 97, 102

Spotswood, Alexander, 223

Stamp Act, and John Adams, 114-5; and
Samuel Adams, 183; and Hancock, 168 ;
Henry’s resolutions against, 10, 208-10;
11

Sterne, Laurence, 7

Steuben, Baron von, 63, 191, 243, 245, 251

Stith’s History of Virginia, 204

Stoddert, Benjamin, 153

Stony Point, Battle of, 254-5

Stuart, David, 321, 322

Stuart, Gilbert, 239-40, 241, 244

Sullivan, John, obtains skeleton, skin and
antlers of moose for Jefferson, 38; 248

Sully, Duc de, 289

Summary View of the Rights of British
America, by Thomas Jefferson, 42-3

Sumter, Thomas, 7

Swift, Jonathan, 261

Syme, John, Sr., 203

Syme, John, Jr., 231

Talleyrand-Perigord, C. M. de, 4, 154

Talliaferro, Captain, 278

Tarleton, Banastre, atempts to seize Jef-
ferson, 63-4; 65, 202

Tarquin, 209

Taylor, John, of Caroline, controversy
with John Adams, 151; 86, 97

Texas, 2

Thacher, Oxenbridge, 168, 183

Theognis, 159
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Euripides, 97, 102 i
Europe, attitude of, toward America, 37-8

Fairfax, Bryan, 306

Fairfax, George William, 261, 304

Fairfax, Lord, 260-1, 261, 277, 304

Fairfax, Sir Thomas, 260

Fairfax, William, 261, 275

Fauquier, Francis, 10, 11, 12, 21

Federalist, The, Jefferson’s opinion of, 32;
‘Washington’s opinion of, 290

Ferrers, Earl, 241

Fitch, John, 80

Florida, 2

Flucker, John, 194

Forbes, John, 285

Ford, Mrs., 314

Fort Duquesne, 272, 279, 285

Fort Necessity, 274

France, Adams, John, elected commis-
sioner to, 138, in, 138-g0; Jefferson
elected commissioner to, 51, minister
to, 67-9, 70-1, 93, drafts constitution for,
70; Washington, suspicion of, 316-7

Franklin, Benjamin, Samuel Adams’ opin-
ion of, 193; 37, 46, 49, 51, 67, 68, 136,
139-40, 142, 143

Franklin, William, 304

Frederick II, of Prussia, 289

French Revolution, 77-81, 231, 320

French War, 153-4, 320

Fries, John, 154-5

Fry, Joshua, 271, 276

Gadsden, Christopher, 187

Gage, Thomas, 130, 134, 171, 188, 189,
193, 194, 219, 276, 304, 305

Gallatin, Albert, 1, 66, 90, 299

Gaspee, English revenue cutter, 38

Gates, Horatio, 145, 195, 252, 276

George I, of England, 35

George II, of England, 35

George III, of England, Tory renascence
under, 33-6; 49-50, 209

Gerard, Conrad Alexandre, 264

Germantown, Battle of, 256

Germany, Jefferson visits, 68

Gerry, Elbridge, meets Jefferson, 15; 47,
138, 179

Gilbert's Tenures, 111

Gin, cotton, see Cotton gin

Gist, Christopher, 268, 269, 270

Goldsmith, Oliver, 289

Gorham, Nathaniel, 317

Index

Graaf, —, 48, 49

Grasse, Comte de, 255

Gray, Harrison, 169

Green, Thomas, 164

Greene, Nathaniel, 63, 243, 247, 252

Gridley, Jeremiah, 109-10, 112, 113, 114,
115, 119

Grimm, Friedrich Melchior, 158

Grotius, Hugo, 111, 159

Guibert, J. A. H., 289

Gustavus Adolphus, of Sweden, 289

Hale’s History of the Common Law, 24.

Half-King, the, 269, 271-2, 273, 274

Hamilton, Alexander, French War, 327-8;
Jefferson, 61; Washington, 266; 14,
69-70, 73, 74, 75, 767, 80, 131, 144,
14;‘5; 152, 153, 154, 243, 263, 290, 317,
31

Hampden, John, 130

Hampden-Sidney College, 84, 212

Hancock, Ebenezer, 165

Hancock, John (grandfather of President
of Continental Congress), 164

Hancock, John (father of President of
Continental Congress), 165

Hancock, John, Adams, John, early inti-
macy with, 163; ancestry, 165; busi-
ness, 165, 166, 167; Boston Massacre
oration, 169-170; constitution, federal,
ratification of, 174 ; Declaration of Inde-
pendence, anecdote of signing, 162; ed-
ucation, 165; General Court, election to,
168; Governor of Massachusetts,
elected, 172; Harvard, treasurer of,
172-3; habits, 166-7, 167-8; Liberty af-
fair, 168-9; marriage, 166-7; pardon,
Gage excepts from, 162; provincial con-
gresses, 170; Shay’s Rebellion, 172;
Stamp Act, 168; wealth, 163-4, 164;

43, 127, 129, 130, 135, 136, 177, 182,

184, 188, 189, 191, 194, 196, 197, 198, 304,
313, 323

Hancock, Mrs. John (Dorothy Quincy),
166-7, 171

Hancock, Thomas, 164, 164-5, 168

Hancock, Mrs. Thomas (Lydia Hench-
man), 165, 166 3

Hanover, Electorate of, relation to British
Empire, 45

Harrington, James, 130

Harrison, Benjamin, 40, 47, 48, 6o, 171,
202, 260

Harvey, John, 9
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Mason, George, 20, 6o, 226, 317

Massachusetts, Committees of Correspond-
ence in, 39-40; constitution drafted by
John Adams, 140; social conditions in,
104-5, 149

Maury, James, 9, 207

McDougall, Alexander, 133

McHenry, James, 152, 155, 327

McKean, Thomas, 117, 160

McLeod, Captain, 64

Meade, William, 59, 82

Mifflin, Thomas, 133

Mill, John Stuart, 69

Milton, John, rrr

Missouri Compromise, 2

“Monarchism,” 3, 68-9, 75, 78-9, 79-80, 85,
221-2, 324-5

Monk, George, Duke of Albemarle, 308

Monmouth, Battle of, 256

Monroe, James, 7, 66, 68, 88, 96, 100, 214

Montesquieu, Charles de Secondat, Baron
de la Bréde, Jefferson’s opinion of, 32;
148

Monticello, beginning of, 22-3

Montmorin, Comte de, 71

Morgan, Daniel, 243

Morgan’s Moral Philosopher, 107

Morris, Gouverneur, 89, 318, 326

Morris, Robert, 317

Mount Vernon, Plantation of, acquired by
Washington, 275; 260, 290, 291, 294,
297-8, 299, 329

Mubhlenberg, John Peter Gabriel, 63, 252
Henry’s interest in, 205, 214, 233

Music, Jefferson’s interest in, 22, 24-5, 71

Napoleon
Napoleon

National bank, John Adams’ opinion of,
151-2; 74°5, 79-80

Nationality, territorial conception of, 186

Natural rights, 17-18, 114

Navy, John Adams’ interest in, 157; Jef-
ferson’s interest in, 68, 75-6

Nelson, Thomas, 60

Netherlands, John Adams’ negotiations
with, 140-142

New Brunswick, Province of, 194

New England, 84, 85, 86-7, 95, 102, 133,
187

New Jersey, Washington raises supplies
by force in, 311-2

Newton, Sir Isaac, 92

Nicholas, Robert Carter, 41, 60, 210

Bonaparte, see Bonaparte,

341
Nicola, Lewis, 242-3
North, Lord, 179, 189
Northwest Territory, 2, 31
Notes on Virginia, by Thomas Jefferson,
37, 82
Nova Scotia, failure to join with other
colonies, 133; 194

Orange County, Virginia, 58

Orange, Prince of, 141

Ordinance of 1787, 2, 31

Ossian, Jefferson’s opinion of, 97

Otis, James, 113, 114, 115, 122, 127, 162,
168, 177, 183, 191

Outassete, 27

Ovid’s Art of Love, read by John Adams,
111

Page, John, 13

Paine, Robert Treat, 130

Paine, Thomas, 83, 232, 321

Panton, Lieutenant, 121

Parsons’ Cases, and Patrick Henry, 206-8

Parsons, Theophilus, 174

Pascal, Blaise, 157

Paterson, William, 155

Pendleton, Edmund, 20, 21, 40, 51, 54, 60,
220

Penn, Richard, 304

Pennsylvania, constitution of, John Adams’
opinion of, 140

Peter the Great, of Russia, 289

Peters, Richard, 155

Phillips, William, 63

Pickering, Timothy, 152, 155, 156, 328

Pinckney, Charles Cotesworth, 252, 328

Pitt, William, the Elder, 183, 238

Plato, Jefferson’s opinion of, 84, 97; 148

Pliny, the Younger, 24

Plutarch, 204, 205

Pope, Alexander, 261

Potter, Sukey, 13

Preston, Captain, 124, 125

Priestley, Joseph, 85, 158

Primogeniture, 53-5

Putnam, James, 108, 109

Quebec Act, 118
Quincy, Dorothy, see Hancock, Mrs. John
Quincy, John, 112

Raleigh, Sir Walter, 27
Randolph, Benjamin, 49
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Abercrombie, James, 109

Adams, Abigail, desires American inde-
pendence, 137; marriage, 112-3; 14, 19,
72, 105, 117, 140, 143, 146, 323, 325

Adams, Charles, 140

Adams, Henry, quoted, 31

Adams, James Truslow, cited, 162 n.

Adams, John, advocate-generalship offered
to, 119-20; Americanism, 108-9, 141,
161; appearance, 131; aristocrat, defi-
nition of, 150; birth, 106; Board of
War, 137; moves to Boston, 115, back
to Braintree, 125, back to Boston, 126;
Boston Massacre, defense of those in-
dicted for, 123-5; Continental Congress,
elected to, 192-3c, in first, 44-45, opin-
ion of, 147; Defence of the Constitu-
tion of Government of the United States
of America, 147-9, Jefferson’s opinion
of, 147; Corbet’s trial, 121-2; Council,
election to, 128; Dissertation on the
Canon and the Feudal Law, 114; edu-
cation, 106, 107, 107-8, 110-1, 112; Eng-
land, appointed to negotiate peace with,
140, appointment revoked, 142, in ne-
gotiations for peace with, 142-3, minis-
ter to, 143-4; equalitarianism, 118, 149,
150; finances, 126-7, 137-8, 157; France,
elected commissioner to, 138, in, 138-40;
General Court, elected to, 123; habits,
early, 108, 111, later, 125-6, 127, 130-1,
132, 133, 138, 140, 145, 159, 160; Henry
adopts idea of strong executive from,
122-2; independence, 46, 113, 124, 136}
Jefferson, meets, 44-5, closeness to, 104,
compared to, 331, opinion of, 156; John
Quincy, election of, as President, 160;
judges’ salaries, 128-9; law, 107-8, 109~
11, 112, 1I3-4, 115, 121, 122} lib-

erty, definition of, 150; literary style,
146 ; localism, 105-6; marriage, 111-12,
112-3; Massachusetts, drafts constitution
of, 140 militiamen, 124; national bank,
151-2; natural rights, 114; nature, love
of, 126; navy, advocate for, 157; Neth-
erlands, negotiations with, 140-242; po-
litical philosophy, 146-151; Presidency,
responsible for nature of office, 221-2;
presidential administration, 152-6; re-
ligion, 158-9; school-teacher, 106-7; sea,
love of, 105, 109; Sons of Liberty, 122-3;
Stamp Act, 114-115; studies, 116, 121,
138, 139, 157-8, 159; Taylor of Caro-
line, correspondence with, sr; town-
meetings, 122; Vice-President, 144-5;
Washington, part in selection of, as
commander-in-chief, 134-6, compared,
g51;
1, 3, 7, 13, 14, 16-17, 43, 46, 49, 57, 67,

72, 73, 75, 77, 84, 85, 86, 87, 89, 96, 97,
100, 102, 162, 168, 169, 170, 181, 182, 190,
191, 194-5, 196, 198, 204, 210, 211, 232,
234, 237, 238, 251, 265, 288, 300, 304, 305,
320, 323, 325, 327, 328

Adams, Mrs. John, see Adams, Abigail

Adams, John Quincy, Washington’s opin-
ion of, 325; 138, 140, 160

Adams, Joseph, 106

Adams, Samuel, ancestry, 175; appearance,
1915 Arcadianism, 177-8, 196, 331-2;
Boston Massacre, 188-9; Boston tea
party, 191-3; bribe, British attempt to,
176-7; Canada, desire to acquire, 180,
194; Continental Congress, election of
delegates to First, 193-4; in Continental
Congress, 194-6; death, 199; education,
175-6; finances, 180-1, 189, 196-7; gov-
ernor, 197-8; habits, 181-2, 190; Han-

335
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cock’s election to General Court, 168;
independence, 183-4, 186; literary style,
180; marriage, first, 180, second, 189;
motives, 176-180; oratory, 183, 188,
195-6; political philosophy, 196; psalm-
singing, 182; religion, 178-9; Shays’ Re-
bellion, 197; slavery, 183, 189-90; Stamp
Act, 183; treason, proposed prosecution
for, 185-6;
43, 122, 123, 128, 129, 130, 135, 162,

169, 170, 171, 174, 201, 304

Adams, the first Mrs. Samuel (Elizabeth
Checkley), 180

Adams, the second Mrs. Samuel (Eliza-
beth Wells), 189

Adams, Thomas Boylston, 140

Adams, family, genealogy, 105; social po-
sition, 106, 175

Addison, Joseph, 261

Aeschylus, 97, 102

Africa, Jefferson’s opinion regarding the
re-migration of Negroes to, 30

Albemarle, Academy, 100

Albemarle, Virginia, County of, 5

Alexander the Great, 289

Alexandria, Virginia, Jefferson’s opinion
of future of, 68

Algiers, see Barbary pirates

Ambler, Jacquelin, 14

American Bible Society, John Adams’ dis-
approval of, 158

Amerigo Vespucci, 27

Ames, Fisher, 174

Anas, Jefferson’s, 79

Anglicans, dislike of, in Massachusetts,
116-8; in Virginia, 59

Anne, Queen of England, 289

Apthorp, Charles, 164

Arcadianism, 16-19, 68-9, 76, 80, 80-1, 89,
90-1, 95, 177-8, 196, 298, 331-2

Arnold, Benedict, 62, 63

Athanasius, Jefferson’s opinion of, 84

Athol, Duke of, 36

Augustus, 289

Ball, Mary, see Washington, Mary Ball

Bank of the United States, see national
bank

Barbadoes, failure to join with other col-
onies, 133

Barbary pirates, 68, 75-6

Barlow, Joel, 289

Barrat, Colonel, 278

Bassett, Richard, 323

Index

Bentham, Jeremy, 69

Bermuda Hundred, Virginia, 6

Bernard, Sir Francis, Bart., 119, 120, 121,
122

Blackstone, Sir William, 16, 20, 36

Bland, Richard, 29, 45, 57

Bolingbroke, Viscount, 111, 261

Bonaparte, Napoleon, 2, 31, 94, 157, 238,
253, 309

Bordeaux, Archbishop of, 70

Boston, Massachusetts, regarded as center
of disaffection, 116-7

Boston Massacre, 123-5, 188-9

Boston Port Bill, Washington’s opinion of,
306; 40-42, 130, 193

Boston tea party, 191-3

Bowdoin, James, 130, 163, 198

Boylston, Nicholas, 132

Boylston, Susanna, 106

Braddock, Edward, 39, 109, 240, 259, 275,
281, 285, 296, 304, 305

Brandywine, Battle of, 256

Brattle, William, 128

British Empire, political organization of,
in eighteenth century, 33-4; theories of,
12, 16-18, 33, 45

Bronx River, Washington tells story about,
324

Brougham, Lord, 203

Brutus, Marcus, 130, 209

Buchanan, Colonel, 279

Buffon, Comte de, 37-8

Bunker Hill, Battle of, Washington’s opin-
ion of, 244

Burgoyne, John, 145

Burke, 43, 212

Burr, Aaron, and Mrs. John Hancock,
166-7; 93, 243

Burwell, Judy, 13

Burwell, Lewis, 10

Burwell, Rebecca, 13, 14

Burwell family, 7

Butler, Joseph, 233

Cabinet, position of, under Adams, 152-3,
154; under Washington, 144

Cabot, John, 26

Caesar, Julius, 148, 209, 289

Calvin, John, Jefferson’s opinion of, 84

Canada, 133, 180, 194

Carter family, 7

Cassius, 130 s

Catesby’s Natural History of Carolina,
Florida and the Bahama Islands, 26
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Thomson, Charles, 78, 215

Tillotson, John, 233

Tobacco, trade in, with France, 67

Tory, meaning of word in eighteenth cen-
tury, 33-36

Trenton, Battle of, 250, 253-4, 255

Trumbull, Jonathan, 311

Tuckahoe, Plantation of, 6

Turenne, Vicomte de, 289

Turgot, A. R. L., opinion of American
theories of government, 147; 150

Twain, Mark, 8

Tyler, John, 202-3

Unitarianism, 85
University of Virginia, 16, 23, 32, 100-102

Valley Forge, 60, 318

Van Braam, Jacob, 268, 269, 274

Vanderkemp, F. Adrian, 158, 159

Van Schaick, Goose, 248

Vergennes, Comte de, 67, 71, 140, 141, 142

Vertot, René Aubert de, 289

Villiers, Coulon de, 274

Virginia, British invasion of, 62-5; Com-
mittees of Correspondence in, 39-40;
Provincial Convention of, 42

Virginia Regiment, 271, 276-285, 288-9

Virginia, University of, 16, 23, 32, 100-102

Voltaire, 1, 24, 111, 289

Wales, constitutional position of, 186

‘Walpole, Horace, 241, 272, 275

Walpole, Sir Robert, Bart. (Earl of Or-
ford), 35, 183

War of 1812, 98, 143-3, 320

Ward, Artemas, 135

‘Warren, James, 193

Warren, Mrs. James, 139

‘Warren, Joseph, 197

W ashington, Augustine (father of
George), 258, 259, 260

Washington, Augustine (half-brother of
George), 276

‘Washington, Bushrod, 8, 300-1, 319, 325

‘Washington, Charles, 260

‘Washington, George, Americanism, 303,
315-7; ancestry, 257-9; appearance, 262,
265, 307; appointments to office, 325;
Barbadoes, in, 262-3; birth, 260; Brad-
dock, on expedition with, 240, 275-6;
bravery, 257; Burgesses, election to
House of, 285; business habits, 258-9,
265, 290, 294, 297-8, 299-300, 301-2, cold-

343

ness, 263-4; commander-in-chief, se-
lected as, 134-6; Constitutional Con-
vention, 308, 317-9; death, 329-30;

“Democrats,” opinion of, 237; Dismal
Swamp, interest in, 300; education, 260,
261; employees, relations with, 296-7;
farming, 287-8, 290-3, 301, 318, 329;
finances, 286-7, 294, 299-303; France,
war with, 327-8; French in west, mis-
sion to, 268-271; French, surrender to,
274; French in Revolutionary War, sus-
picious of, 316-7; generalship, 244-6,
247, 248-51, 253-7, 272, 276-7, 279-80,
308-14, 317; habits, 294, 307, 313-4, 314,
315, 317, 318, 3214, 325-6, 329, 330;
immigration, attitude toward, 302-3;
Jefferson, relations with, 6o; Jefferson’s
opinion of, 237, 238, 241, 263, 265, 266,
300, 308, 315, 327, 328; Knox, relations
with, 266; levees, 321-2; marriage,
285-7; militia, opinion of, 246-7, 277-9;
mother, relations with, 259-60; national-
ism, 235, 251, 252; navy, 75; officers,
opinion of him, 247; parties (political),
319-20; pater pairiae, 330-3; progress,
hope for, 332-3; reading, 287-90; Presi-
dent, 308, 319-27; religion, 325-7;
slavery, 294-6; smallpox, has, 262, for-
bids inoculation for in army, 313; Seven
Years’ War, part in beginning, 272-3;
surveyor, 261-2, 268, 329; toleration,
252-3, 295; Virginia regiment, 271, 276-
85, 288-9; visitors, 329; western lands,
299, 300, 302-3; will, 296, 300-1; women,
relations with, 265, 267;

3, 47, 57, 723, 77, 81, 85, 86, 89, o1,
131, 144, I5I, 152, 174, 201, 220, 22T,
228, 229, 231, 232

Washington, Mrs. George, see Washing-
ton, Martha

Washington, James, of Berlin, claims kin-
ship to George, 258

Washington, John (great-grandfather of
George), 241, 258, 259, 260

Washington, Lawrence (great-great-
grandfather of George), 258
Washington, Lawrence (great-grand-

uncle of George, 258
Washington, Lawrence (half-brother of
George), 259, 260, 261, 262, 268, 275,
301, 329 i
Washington, Martha, 239, 285-7, 296, 301,
313, 323, 326, 330
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