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HIST 151 – Essay 6: “We Are All Republican, We Are All Federalists”

It’s was the “Revolution of 1800;”
 the second competitive election for the executive branch of government, but the first in which power would change among hostile political organizations. The first presidential election of the nineteenth century was a rehash of the 1796 election and the only occasion in American history in which a sitting president and vice president faced each other in a presidential election. Vice President Thomas Jefferson, after another bitter and hostile campaign, prevailed over the embattled incumbent president, John Adams, to become the third president of the United States. But upon entering office on March 4, 1801, Jefferson sought heal the wounds inflicted on each side during the previous campaign and bring Americans together in a display of national unity. In his inaugural address to the nation, Jefferson remarked “but every difference of opinion is not a difference of principle. We have called by different names brethren of the same principles. We are all Republicans. We are all Federalists. If there be any among us who would wish to dissolve this Union or to change its republican form, let them stand undisturbed as monuments of the safety with which error of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it.”

The Jeffersonian era in American history encompassed the first quarter of the nineteenth century and included the presidencies of three consecutive Virginians, each of whom served two full terms.  The Republicans, as the Jeffersonians were known, envisioned an America that championed small, independent farmers, republican simplicity, and universal public education while rejecting industrial towns and city mobs, big business and big government.  What’s more, they sought to sharply limit the power of the national government while emphasizing localism and state authority.  Though an easing of voting qualifications increased voter participation during the era, much of the Jeffersonian hopes and desires succumbed to the realities of a rapidly expanding and complex America; thus, Jefferson and his successors accepted, for the most part, the Hamiltonian economic program.  Ironically, by the end of the Jeffersonian period, the national government in general and the executive branch in particular were substantially strengthened as a result of the Jeffersonian administrations.  What’s more, the United States Supreme Court, which was dominated by Federalist appointees, reinforced this centralization and proliferation of power by the national government.  The Republicans did manage to dismantle some of the bureaucratic infrastructure erected by the Federalists in the 1790s; however, the first quarter of the nineteenth century was distinguished by a “vigorous and ambitious nationalism” that was characterized by a second war with England, the consolidation of the first American Party System, landmark legal opinions by the Supreme Court, a growing and highly diversified economy, and territorial expansion.  Paradoxically, the dramatic expansion of the American republic’s physical boundaries and the settlement of the nation’s territories, at first believed to be a foundation for national unity, actually contributed to the rise of slavery as a national political issue and paved the way for the sectional breech that would eventuate in the American Civil War.

The Election of 1800

The Jeffersonian era began with the presidential election of 1800 that pitted incumbent John Adams against vice president Thomas Jefferson.  The 1800 campaign was even more bitter and vicious than the political battle four years earlier and proved to be one of the nastiest political events in all of American history. It was characterized by personal attacks and counterattacks, and accusations of atheism, monarchism, and claims that the Virginian wanted to bring the chaos and violence of the French Revolution to America.  “Mad Tom,” “Jacobin,” and “apostle of the racetrack and cockpit” were just some of the sneers leveled against Jefferson by Federalist partisans,
 while other Republican leaders were called “chimney sweeper politicians and scavenger statesmen” and their followers denounced as “the very refuse and filth of society.”
  Jefferson’s arch nemesis Alexander Hamilton vowed “to prevent an atheist in religion and fanatic in politics from getting possession of the helm of the State.”
 A Federalist newspaper opined that the “devil in is in the hearts” of Jefferson and the Republicans.
 In addition to these baseless attacks, Jefferson also was accused of fathering numerous slave children. Although the most famous of these stories, the claim by seedy newspaper reporter named James Callendar that Jefferson had sired at least one child with a mulatto slave named Sally Hemmings, did not become public until a few years later, the charge was intended to paint Jefferson, who claimed to oppose slavery as well as miscegenation, as a brutal slave master and hypocrite. (Subsequent investigations, including DNA testing, have determined that a member of Jefferson’s family, and possibly—but not definitively—Jefferson himself, was the father of at least one of Hemmings’ children.)
 
Though it was considered unseemly to actively politic for public office during this period, Jefferson, in order to counter attacks against him, allowed his views to be known through letters to friends and supporters who then disseminated those words to the nation. In a letter to Elbridge Gerry, Jefferson summarized his political principles by “wish[ing for] an inviolable preservation of our present Federal Constitution” and, in a comment pointed straight at President Adams, avoiding any “monarchising” tendencies, such as “a President and Senate for life” and “to an hereditary tenure of these offices, and thus to worm out the elective principle.”  He opposed “a standing army in time of peace, which may overawe the public sentiment; rather, he favored “relying for internal defense on our [state] militia solely, till actual invasion.” To challenge charges of anticlericalism and atheism, Jefferson affirmed that he favored “freedom of religion,” and was “against all maneuvers to bring about a legal ascendance of one sect over another.” In a clear condemnation of the Sedition Act, he assured voters that he was “for freedom of the press, and against all violations of the Constitution to silence by force and not by reason the complaints or criticisms, just or unjust, of our citizens against the conduct of their agents.”
 Though Jefferson remained at his home in Monticello during the election season, such sentiment was spread liberally throughout the nation during the presidential election campaign.
Not to be outdone, Adams suffered from continued attacks from Republicans regarding his alleged monarchical sympathies. The president was criticized mercilessly for creating a standing army, the Additional Army with the hated Alexander Hamilton at its head, for the purpose of going to war with the Republicans’ French allies; and the heavy war taxes that would finance the army and spurred a short-lived rebellion led by a former Revolutionary War officer John Fries.  The Philadelphia Aurora, the leading Republican newspaper in the critical state of Pennsylvania editorialized that “The friend of peace will vote for Jefferson; the friends of war will vote for Adams.”
 Another issue that plagued Adams was the infamous Alien and Sedition laws, which were used during the previous two years to try, convict, and imprison at least seventeen Republican partisans for speaking against either the Adams administration or the president personally. As Edward J. Larson points out in his study of the 1800 election, for Federalists, these measures “showed the government’s patriotic commitment to maintaining domestic security and civil order. For Republicans, they demonstrated Adam’s despotic disregard of individual liberty.”
 But in the election campaign, Republicans used the issue to prove that the Federalist Party, with John Adams at its head, was intent on toppling the Constitution.
If constant censure from the political opposition was not enough for Adams, divisions within the Federalist Party—specifically the alienation of the party’s Hamiltonian High Federalist wing over the president’s conciliatory policy toward France and retreating from the Quasi-War, disbanding the Additional Army, and pardoning Fries after he had been convicted of treason and sentence to hang—put Adams’s re-election in serious jeopardy.  At one point, Adams discovered that certain members of his cabinet were supplying regular reports to Hamilton regarding the administration’s foreign and domestic policies, a clear case of disloyalty that the president could not tolerate. The subsequent removal from Adams’s cabinet of these conspirators further contributed to the unbridgeable rupture between the president and his supporters and Hamilton’s High Federalists. Making the party rupture permanent, late in the campaign Hamilton, who Adams once referred to as “a bastard brat of a Scotch peddler,”
 circulated an anti-Adams broadside among party leaders that eventually became public. “There are,” Hamilton wrote, “great and intrinsic defects in his character which unfit him for the office of Chief Magistrate.”
 The New Yorker went on to condemn Adams’ motives and actions dating all the way back to the revolutionary era. Though the split within the Federalist Party over personalities and enormous egos, as well as the president’s conciliatory policy toward France, would ultimately cost Adams the election, he stood proud of putting the nation’s welfare over personal ambition. In a somewhat self-congratulatory manner the president would later write 

I will defend my missions to France as long as I have an eye to direct my hand, or a finger to hold my pen. They were the most disinterested and meritorious actions of my life. I reflect on them with so much satisfaction that I desire not other inscription over my gravestone than: “Here lies John Adams, who took upon himself the responsibility of peace with France in the year 1800.”

When the Electoral College ballots were counted, Jefferson defeated Adams 73 to 65.
 But in a constitutional glitch, the electors, who were allowed to cast two votes in the Electoral College, were not permitted to distinguish their choice between president and vice president. In order to prevent a repeat of 1796 and have candidates of opposing parties serve in the same administration, the leaders of each party needed to arrange to have some of their electors divert their second vote to another candidate so that their candidates did not receive the same number of votes. Complicating this already complex situation, an elaborate High Federalist electioneering scheme conceived by Alexander Hamilton sought to deny Adams and Jefferson the presidency and deliver the top office to Hamilton’s choice, General Charles Cotesworth Pinckney of South Carolina. To counter this plot, the Republican leaders, who feared that dropping too many votes from one of their candidates would inadvertently deliver the election to the Federalists, arranged to have their electors vote entirely for the party ticket of Jefferson and Aaron Burr of New York. Unfortunately, the Republicans did not ensure that at least one of their electors vote for someone other than Burr, the party’s choice for vice president. Edward Larson writes that the failure of the Republican leaders to formulate a contingency plan for this situation was “a remarkable oversight in an otherwise well-managed campaign.”
 Thus, when Vice President Thomas Jefferson finished recording all of the electoral ballots, he and Aaron Burr finished in a dead heat.  
A U.S. senator from New York for much of the 1790s, Burr was a man of tremendous ambition and talent, but he also possessed a very erratic and ignoble character.
 He served the patriot cause during the Revolutionary War rising to the rank of colonel, and George Washington recognized his virtues and vices when he noted that “Colonel Burr is a brave and able officer, but the question is, whether he has not equal talents at intrigue.”
 In 1800, Burr played an indispensible role in delivering the Empire State’s electoral votes to the Republican ticket by working tirelessly to win the state legislature elections for the Republican Party. (In New York, the state legislature, not the people, selected the state’s electors to the Electoral College.) When he tied Jefferson in the presidential election, Burr suddenly developed delusions that he may have actually earned and deserved the presidency. Thus, the great question of the day was whether the historic Republican victory would be squandered by the exceedingly ambitious Burr, a man future president Woodrow Wilson once said had “genius enough to have made him immortal, and unschooled passion enough to have made him infamous.”
 Conveniently forgetting that the Republican Party had “unanimously agreed to support [him] for Vice President,”
 the New Yorker refused to peacefully step aside. 
Though the party’s choice for president clearly was Jefferson, the stalemate had to be resolved constitutionally.  Article Two, Section I specified that if “more than one candidate” attained a majority of electoral votes but each received the same number of ballots “the House of Representatives shall immediately chuse by Ballot” from the top two candidates “one of them for President.”
 Each state delegation would cast one vote with the winner requiring an absolute majority—nine—of the sixteen states. Thus, the Federalist Party, who controlled House of Representatives, would decide the 1800 presidential election between the two Republican candidates.  This situation had the potential for enormous political mischief, backroom deals, and bribery. For his part, Burr gave no indication that he would be willing to concede in favor of Jefferson;
 indeed, many Federalists believed they could extract concessions from Burr if he became president with their support since he was not the Republican Party’s first choice for high office. In other words, Burr could become president only with Federalist help and they wanted to be amply rewarded for their assistance should that come about. In a strategy that would surely trigger another constitutional crisis, Federalist leaders even considered extending the stalemate past the March 4, 1801 inauguration date and then allow the Senate to elect their own Senate president who would serve as the chief executive. 
When the House of Representatives met to resolve the stalemate, virtually all Federalists in Congress favored Burr over Jefferson, an act that can only be described as pure political retribution. But one Federalist who absolutely despised the Aaron Burr and worked to prevent his ascension to the presidency was fellow New Yorker Alexander Hamilton. Demonstrating a greater contempt and hatred for Burr than he had for Jefferson or Adams, Hamilton now turned his sites on Burr. The Federalist leader exerted the same effort and singleness of purpose against Burr as he had against Jefferson and Adams during the campaign. In no uncertain terms Hamilton urged Federalists in Congress to favor Jefferson.  To the speaker of the House of Representatives he wrote, putting Burr at the head of the government “would disgrace our country abroad. . . For heaven’s sake, let not the federal party be responsible for the elevation of this man!”
 But Hamilton’s greatest efforts were reserved for Delaware Congressman James A. Bayard, a loyal Federalist who, as his state’s only representative, possessed complete control over Delaware’s vote in the deadlocked election. In one of several letters to Bayard, Hamilton wrote, “Be assured, my dear sire, that this man [Burr] has no principle, public or private. . . [He is] a voluptuary by system—with habits of expense that can be satisfied by nothing less than permanent power in his own hands.”
  (These and other disparaging comments by Hamilton toward Burr contributed to the duel between the two men, which ended Hamilton’s life and Burr’s political career.) But at the present time, Hamilton’s persistence finally paid off when on February 17, 1801, after seven days and thirty-four indecisive ballots Congressman Bayard and a few other Federalists cast blank ballots, thus removing Delaware as a participant in the decision and moving two other states from the Burr to Jefferson camp. Jefferson’s final margin of victory gave the Virginian ten states to Burr’s four with two abstentions. Consequently, in an act of supreme irony, Hamilton’s perseverance with his Federalist allies in Congress made Thomas Jefferson, the New Yorker’s old antagonist, the nation’s third president.  Following the resolution of this electoral impasse, the near constitutional crisis it created, and to avoid a similar debacle in the future, Congress passed and the states ratified the Twelfth Amendment to the Constitution that permitted the electors to “make distinct lists of all persons voted for as President, and of all persons voted for as Vice President.”
 
With the election resolved, Thomas Jefferson prepared to become the first non-Federalist to occupy the executive branch and unveiled a new age in American history: the Jeffersonian era. President Adams, who was not invited to the inauguration ceremonies, departed the Executive Mansion, the residence later known as the White House that Adams had lived in for just four months, for Massachusetts early on Inauguration Day. But before leaving Washington DC, Adams, in a letter to his wife, left a note for his successors: “I pray Heaven to bestow the best of blessings on this house, and on all that shall hereafter inhabit it. May none but honest and wise men ever rule under its roof.”
  

The significance of the election of 1800—Jefferson many years later called it “a revolution in the principles of our government,”
 others simply called it the”
 Revolution of 1800”—cannot be underestimated.  It represented the first peaceful transfer of power from one political party to another in American history.  This is how political philosopher Harry V. Jaffa puts it: 

Yet when the votes of 1800 (and 1801) had been counted and the election decided according to the forms of the Constitution, the offices were peacefully vacated by the losers and peacefully occupied by those who had prevailed.  Nor were any of the defeated incumbents executed, imprisoned, expropriated, or driven into exile, as were the losers in the English civil wars and in the political contests of the Rome of Cicero and Caesar.  The defeated Federalists went about their lawful occupations unmolested and for the most part engaged in the same kind of political activity in which their opponents had previously engaged.  Again, to the best of our knowledge, this was the first time in the history of the world that such a thing had happened.”
  

Professor Jaffa’s comments reflect the contemporary view of Margaret Bayard Smith, the wife of the publisher of the National Intelligencer and a keen observer of the early American republic. Mrs. Smith wrote of Jefferson’s elevation to the presidency, “I have this morning witnessed one of the most interesting scenes, a free people can ever witness. The changes of administration, which in every government and in every age have most generally been epochs of confusion, villainy and bloodshed, in this our happy country take place without any species of distraction, or disorder.”
 

In addition, the replacement of Federalists with Republicans demonstrated the possibility of cooperation between two rival, competitive and, at times, hostile political parties.  Hamilton and Jefferson and their political organizations had been bitter political rivals since the early days of the Washington administration.  Although the two factions fiercely disagreed on fundamental political philosophy and issues of policy, as well as how best to nurture America into a great nation, they agreed on a common set of principles, chief among which was the respect for free elections, self government, and a peaceful transfer of power, with the knowledge that the loser would, in a few years, have an opportunity to regain power through another free election.  The Jeffersonians and Hamiltonians both accepted the Virginian’s premise that “we are not afraid to follow truth wherever it may lead, nor to tolerate any error so long as reason is left free to combat it.”
  Despite his policy and philosophical disagreements with Jefferson, Hamilton recognized the need for a man of strong and upright character in the presidency.  He discerned Burr as a man of dubious integrity; as such, he put politics aside and supported who he considered the right man for the presidency. Following his 1803 death, Hamilton was vindicated in his assessment of Burr’s character as the vice president conspired with British and Spanish officials to peel off a portion of the American Southwest and establish a “new jurisdiction,” of which he ostensibly would lead. In 1806, President Jefferson had Burr—he was no longer vice president at this time—arrested for treason, believing his “guilt is placed beyond question.” The charge was later reduced by conspiracy, and a jury found Burr not guilty, “but in wording that implied it was not convinced that he was wholly innocent of wrongdoing.” Burr returned to New York and lived a relatively quiet life as a successful lawyer until his death in 1836.

But following the resolution of 1800 election, the Federalists slowly faded into oblivion and within fifteen years they virtually ceased to exist.  Their downfall stemmed partly from the loss of its leader but also from an inability or an unwillingness to adapt to a changing political environment or appeal to the average American citizen.  The Federalist Party was a conservative organization that performed a valuable function in preserving the democratic gains of the revolutionary era while fending off its radical and anarchic elements.  They provided a breathing spell for the nation to establish a stable, workable governing structure under the Constitution and, through its aggressive fiscal program, placed the Union on a sound financial footing.  However, the party’s split between the Adams and Hamilton wings, combined with the lack of a Jefferson-like political leader who could reconcile the feuding factions—even when he led the party Hamilton’s volatility and combativeness did not translate to healing intraparty fractures—resulted in a loss of confidence in the party by the American people.  But despite their brief existence on the American political scene and their ultimate demise during the first quarter of the nineteenth century, the Federalist Party served as a vitally important and indispensable political organization in America’s early historical development.

Jefferson’s Administration


Thomas Jefferson entered the presidency with the intent of reconciling the differences between the Federalists and Democratic-Republicans that had intensified over the previous two presidential campaigns.  In his first inaugural address, Jefferson, attempting to ease the tension between the two parties, called for conciliation: “But every difference of opinion is not a difference in principle.  We have called by different names brethren of the same principle. We are all republicans, we are all federalists.”   It was a statement that cemented a precedent for his two terms as president; Jefferson demonstrated an unexpected moderation by dismissing relatively few public servants for political reasons.  The new president also pledge to respect the rights of the minority when he said, “All, too, will bear in mind this sacred principle, that though the will of the majority is in all cases to prevail, that will, to be rightful must be reasonable; that the minority possess their equal rights, which equal laws must protect, and to violate which would be oppression.” For those concerned with fears of Jefferson’s atheism, charges of leveled against Jefferson during the campaign, the new president concluded his address with a prayer: “And may that Infinite Power which rules the destinies of the universe lead our councils to what is best, and give them a favorable issue for your peace and prosperity.“

However, President Jefferson soon discovered that all the skill of formulating and constructing political theory did not necessarily translate into effective administration in the rough and tumble arena of practical politics. Since the American party system was not yet strong or cohesive enough to demand organizational loyalty, Jefferson relied on his personal charm and wit to win support and implement his programs.  At this point, opposition to the policies of the fading Federalist Party was the glue that held the Jeffersonians together.  
But like his executive predecessors Washington and Adams, President Jefferson was immediately presented with an international crisis, this one involving America’s relationship with the militant Islamic states along the Barbary Coast in North Africa.
 For several years the United States had paid a tribute—extortion payments—and bribes to the leaders of these Moslem theocracies, primarily the pasha of Tripoli, to protect American shipping in the Mediterranean from the Barbary pirates, who were in actuality, acting in concert with the pasha. Despite multiple peace treaties with the Barbary States, raids on American merchant shipping continued with the pirates holding several American citizens and naval midshipmen as slaves, some for as many as ten years. What’s more, the Islamic leaders of the Barbary States committed acts of terror against the defenseless inhabitants and even held family members of political opponents under house arrest. By 1801, the United States owed over two hundred thousand dollars, which the Tripolitan pasha was now demanding. In addition to the lump sum payment, he sought a twenty-five thousand dollar annual payment to ensure the future safety of American commerce. Believing this shakedown to be a direct assault on American sovereignty, President Jefferson and his Secretary of State James Madison sent American warships to the region. But this decision raised serious constitutional issues regarding the president’s authority to wage war, issues that presidents have struggled with right up to the present day. Clearly the Constitution granted Congress the authority to declare war, but what about situations in which a foreign nation suddenly wages war on the United States? And what can the president do when Congress is not in session? Though Madison said that the president had “the power to repel sudden attacks,” that authority is not specifically granted in Article Two of the Constitution. And Jefferson’s strict construction of the Constitution would philosophically make it very difficult for him to exercise his powers as the nation’s Commander-in-Chief without a congressional declaration of war. However, the immediacy and seriousness of the situation forced the administration to act. To this end, Jefferson sent American warships, under the leadership of Commodores Edward Preble and Samuel Barron and ably assisted by a young Lieutenant named Stephen Decatur, to the Mediterranean. The president, who believed that “nothing will stop the eternal increase of demand from these pirates but the presence of an armed force,”
 authorized a land and sea assault on Tripoli that resulted in the pasha agreeing to “a truce that involved no tribute.” During the course of the Barbary War of 1801-1805, American marines stormed the shores of Tripoli and gave the United States its first military victory on foreign land, which has been forever remembered in the first lines of the Marine Corps hymn: “From the halls of Montezuma to the shores of Tripoli / We will fight our country’s battles on land as on the sea.”
 From a global perspective, America “had stood up to the pirates, something that most of the more established European nations hadn’t been willing to do.” The president’s demonstration of political will and military force demonstrated to the Barbary pirates and anyone else who would prey on American shipping that the United States would defend its honor and its sovereignty. What’s more, in a display of American exceptionalism in action, the United States “proved that it would not only go to war for its own interests but would do what it could for oppressed citizens of other nations.”


As Jefferson dealt with the Barbary War, he also focused on domestic issues. To the relief of many, Jefferson’s presidency was not as radical as some political opponents feared.  He allowed the Alien and Sedition Acts to expire quietly and pardoned many who had been convicted under its provisions.  Jefferson’s actions were, as Ray Raphael points out, “a payoff for free and reasonably frequent elections, which not only prevented dictatorships but also provided an alternative to revolutionary upheavals.”
 In 1802, President Jefferson supported congressional action that replaced the Alien law with a new naturalization law that returned the residency requirement to four years.  
What’s more, Jefferson eased the minds of those who mistakenly believed he was somehow hostile to religion and that he would use the power of the presidency to suppress religious liberty. One of the most partisan and vicious issues in the 1800 presidential campaign, the anti-Christian charge against Jefferson stemmed from his cosmopolitan attitude toward traditional religion; his support for the anti-Christian revolutionaries in France; and his preference for Deism, a scientific faith that rejected some of Christianity’s fundamental precepts. Though he clearly believed in a “Creator” and the “Supreme Judge of the World,”
 Jefferson also indicated he believed in “the sufficiency of human reason for the care of human affair” and hoped that Americans would “bow down to the general reason of the society.”
 But Jefferson may have been closer to Christianity than most people, then and now, realize. Despite offering only brief glimpses into his personal beliefs on religion, Jefferson expressed to Philadelphia physician Benjamin Rush support, if not for the divinity of Christ, for the principles on which the Christian faith is based. “To the corruptions of Christianity I am, indeed, opposed; but not to the genuine precepts of Jesus himself,” Jefferson wrote in 1803. “I am a Christian, in the only sense in which he wished any one to be; sincerely attached to his doctrines, in preference to all others; ascribing to himself every human excellence; and believing he never claimed any other.”
 These sentiments, if they are a true indication of Jefferson’s views, would put him closer to the Unitarian faith rather than Deism. 

Despite the wild claims of persecution and loss of religious freedom during the 1800 presidential campaign, no action by the Jefferson administration or the Republican Congress remotely approached those fears. Indeed, religion as a public matter during Jefferson’s administration came in the form of the president reassuring Americans of his commitment to religious liberty. In 1802, Jefferson addressed a Danbury, Connecticut Baptist congregation who wrote the president in fear for their religious liberty.  Jefferson reassured the parishioners, writing that he “believ[ed] with [them] that religion is a matter which lies solely between Man & his God, that he owes account to none other for his faith or his worship, that the legitimate powers of government reach actions only, & not opinion.” Jefferson pledged sovereign reverence to the First Amendment’s guarantee of freedom of religion “thus building a wall of separation between Church & State.”
 Indeed, Jefferson’s use of this phrase was intended to protect religious faith from intrusions and corruption from the state, not vice versa. Today, this quote from a letter Jefferson wrote to a church congregation does not appear anywhere in the Constitution, yet it has been twisted one hundred and eighty degrees to suggest that the state somehow needs protection from religion; what’s more, it has served as the principle constitutional foundation for interpreting the First Amendment to justify and compel the removal of any religious symbol, reference, or discussion from public life.

In economic matters, the new president took no action against the Bank of the United States and directed his Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin to leave the Hamiltonian economic framework largely in place.  Jefferson did not alter the method of financing the national debt or repeal the protective tariff.  He did, however, attempt to “democratize Hamilton’s accomplishment” by allowing the bank’s charter to lapse, which freed money and credit from national control, reducing taxes and cutting the size of the civil service.
  But economic issues, combined with foreign policy crises, would plague Jefferson in his second term.
Despite the efforts at reconciliation, not all was forgiven in Jefferson’s association with the political opposition. The judiciary was the one branch of government that the Washington and Adams administration left a lasting legacy and was protected against the electoral changes in government. But one weapon the president did possess was that of impeachment and Jefferson demonstrated quite a partisan trait in his war with the Federalists when he successful had federal district judge John Pickering impeached and removed from office. The president’s allies in Congress also impeached Federalist Supreme Court Justice Samuel Chase.
 The leader of the impeachment movement in the House, Virginia Congressman William Branch Giles, pulled no punches when justifying his efforts. His intention was to impeach and remove all Federalist from the bench: “You hold dangerous opinions, and if you are [permitted] to carry them into effect, you will work the destruction of the Union. We want your offices for the purposes of giving them to men who will fill them better.”
 Although the Jeffersonian attempt to remove Chase and other Federalists from the Court failed, it indicated that regardless of Jefferson’s efforts to unify the nation, politics were never far away.
 Overall, Jefferson’s first term demonstrated that a change of power under the Constitution did not necessarily portend catastrophe for the losing party and the president’s restraint pointed the way to a strengthening of the two-party system.

Marbury v. Madison and Judicial Review


One of the most important events of Jeffersonian era involved a dramatic and unforeseen increase in the power of the judiciary branch of the federal government.  The opportunity for the Court to establish itself as an equal partner with the other two branches of government under the Constitution began with the passage of the Judiciary Act of 1801, one of the last laws passed by the outgoing Federalist Congress during the Adams’s Administration.  It created sixteen new federal judgeships and other judicial offices, and had the possibility of permitting the Federalists to control the federal judiciary branch of the government for much of the first half of the nineteenth century. (Though presidents are limited to four-year terms and—since ratification of the Twenty-second Amendment in 1951—two full terms,
 their appointment power to the federal judiciary allows them to establish a legacy well beyond the years of their administration.) As a result of the act, President Adams made numerous “midnight appointments” to the newly created judicial positions before his term expired; however, the new Republican-controlled Congress promptly repealed the act.  This action infuriated the Federalists, one of whom was Virginian John Marshall, the Chief Justice of the United States.  

A cousin and political opponent of Jefferson, Marshall was appointed Chief Justice in 1800 by President Adams, who later wrote that the appointment was “a gift to the people of the United States” and “the proudest of my life.”
  Marshall was a committed Federalist whose political philosophy, like Hamilton’s, was significantly influenced by the Valley Forge experience during the Revolutionary War.  Convinced of the need for a strong and viable national government, Marshall proved to be one of the most influential, historic, and greatest Chief Justices in American history.  He towered over the Supreme Court for over thirty years and left on the nation a permanent and indelible stamp of the Federalist philosophy of a powerful, unifying central government; equally important, he clearly established the supremacy of the national government over the states.  His opinions from the Court’s bench shaped the American legal tradition more profoundly than any other single individual.   


An 1803 case gave Chief Justice Marshall his first opportunity to expand role of the judiciary and place it alongside the Congress and presidency in formulating and influencing the legislative process. In his majority opinion in Marbury v. Madison,
 Marshall breathed life into Article Three (dealing with the Judiciary branch of the federal government) of the United States Constitution.  In one of his midnight appointments, President Adams had selected a man named William Marbury to a relatively minor post of justice of the peace; however, James Madison, the new Secretary of State under President Jefferson, refused to grant Marbury’s commission because, in the confusion of mass appointments at the end of Adams’ term, the president’s Secretary of State, none other than John Marshall, failed to deliver Marbury’s commission.  Marbury sued and the Supreme Court heard his case. (If this case had been tried today, Chief Justice Marshall would have had to recuse himself for conflict of interest.) In his landmark opinion, Marshall dismissed Marbury’s suit by declaring unconstitutional the portion of the earlier Judiciary Act of 1789 (passed during the first Washington Administration) on which Marbury based his suit.  Although Marshall believed that Marbury deserved his commission, there was no constitutional way the Court could force the executive to grant it.  In Marshall’s opinion, the 1789 law attempted to assign to the Supreme Court a power that the Constitution had not granted to it.  In an ironic and indirect way, Marshall expanded the authority of the Court by rejecting a power the Congress attempted to grant the Court; in doing so, he established the legal principle of judicial review, a power not found in the Constitution, The principle of judicial review asserted that the Supreme Court, when called upon, possessed the ultimate authority to pass judgment on the constitutionality of congressional legislation.  The Chief Justice asserted that “It is emphatically the duty of the Judicial Department to say what the law is. . . If two laws conflict with each other [the Judiciary Law of 1789 and the Constitution], the courts must decide on the operation of each.”
 Although many at the time did not realized the significance of such power, the constitutional theory embodied in Marbury v. Madison has since taken on immense historical significance.   Marbury would not be the only landmark decision penned by Marshall.  By the time he concluded his thirty-one year career on the Court, John Marshall would unquestionably establish the Supreme Court as America’s constitutional guardian and the preeminence of the national government in its association with the states.

Unfortunately, Chief Justice Marshall’s establishment of judicial review as an accepted constitutional principle has had an unintended consequence: namely, the abdication of constitutional responsibility on the part of Congress and the president. All members of Congress and the president are required to take an oath upon entering public office that mandates them to uphold the Constitution. Yet, the principle of judicial review has resulted in an over reliance on the judiciary, primarily the Supreme Court, to determine the constitutionality of congressional legislation. An example of this dereliction of duty occurred in 2002 when President George W. Bush signed into law the McCain-Feingold Campaign Finance Reform Act even though he had “serious constitutional concerns,” and believe it contained “questions [that will] arise under the First Amendment.”
 As the head of one of the three co-equal branches of government, the president is obligated to consider the constitutionality of legislation that is presented for his signature; to be sure, part of his duty to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States”
 is to veto bills he believes are unconstitutional. But by signing a bill he believed to have “serious constitutional concerns,” President Bush failed to uphold the Constitution, thus, violating his oath of office, preferring instead to allow the Supreme Court to do the job for him, which it did but not until 2010.
 As one of the four pillars of American exceptionalism, the rule of law is preeminent, and the intentional failure or refusal to honor and respect the Constitution and the limits it has established on government power by elected public officials places the United States and its people in grave danger.
Foreign Relations under Jefferson: The Barbary Pirates and Louisiana Purchase

International affairs dominated much of Jefferson’s administration.  Jeffersonian political philosophy distrusted a large military establishment and rejected the concept of a standing army.  Thus, Jefferson supported substantially reducing the American army and navy that had been built up during the Washington and Adams administrations.  However, this decision proved costly when, early in his presidency, American merchant shipping came under attack by pirates of the North African Barbary States (present day Libya).  The pasha of Tripoli unofficially declared war on the United States in 1801 and demanded protection payments that would prevent further seizures.  Jefferson refused to be intimidated by this attempt at extortion and dispatched the navy, led by Lieutenant Stephen Decatur, to the “shores of Tripoli.”  As a result of these events and despite the president’s fear of a permanent standing army, he agreed, in 1802, to the establishment of the United States Military Academy at West Point to train Republican, non-political officers to provide the necessary leadership for the defense of the American republic.  Though it took three years, the American military eventually defeated the Barbary pirates and thus winning “America’s first war on terror in the Middle East.”
 The president succeeded in obtaining a peace treaty from the Tripolian government that included a provision that granted a $60,000 payment for the return of captured Americans. Unfortunately, Jefferson’s misguided policy on national security delayed this agreement, resulting in numerous American ships and thousands of dollars to be lost at sea.


Jefferson’s foreign policy difficulties also included the continuing saga with France.  As French emperor and military dictator Napoleon Bonaparte prepared for all out war in Europe, he forced Spain to cede to France the immense 828,000 square mile trans-Mississippi region of Louisiana, including the port city of New Orleans.  Recognizing European instability and the possibility of this volatility spilling over to America, Jefferson sent James Monroe to Paris as a Special Envoy to join forces with Ambassador Robert R. Livingston in an attempt to purchase of New Orleans and as much land as possible to the west.  The president authorized the pair to spend up to $10 million on the purchase.  France, at first, resisted the American overtures concerning the Louisiana territory.  However, Jefferson was very resolute in this endeavor; he even proposed an alliance with England against France in order to advance the negotiations; but, Napoleon suddenly decided to abandon any New World ambitions he may have had and offered to sell all of Louisiana to the Americans.


There were several reasons for Napoleon’s decision.  First, he was completely focused on affairs in Europe; his primary objective was the complete and utter destruction of the British Empire and complete control of the entire European continent.  Second, France was in a desperate financial situation; Napoleon needed money and he needed it quickly in order to conduct his planned military operations.  Third, the French dictator had failed to control and conquer a decade long slave rebellion led by Toussaint L’Ouverture on the French island colony of Santo Domingo (present day Haiti).  This distraction and Napoleon’s inability to adequately deal with it convinced him to abandon, at least temporarily, France’s remaining New World possessions.  Finally, Napoleon hoped that the Louisiana transaction would inaugurate a new era of cooperation between France and America and that someday the United States would develop into a military and naval power that would neutralize British control of the seas and ambitions in the New World.


Monroe and Livingston signed a series of three treaties
 that transferred Louisiana to the United States for a total of $15 million.  However, the deal placed Jefferson in a major constitutional quandary.  What’s more, it raised an even more fundamental question for the president. How could a Republican president, an advocate of a small and limited national government, be an effective leader of that government and an energetic chief executive while remaining true to his ideological principles?
 As a strict constructionist, Jefferson, for years, had attacked any effort to expand the authority of the national government beyond those powers specifically enumerated in the Constitution. But nowhere in that document did it give the president the authority to negotiate treaties that incorporated large amounts of territory into the union.  In addition, the Constitution did not authorize the president to spend money that had not first been appropriated by Congress. Jefferson contemplated proposing a constitutional amendment to satisfy his constitutional scruples; however, the lengthy amendment process, combined with the fear that Napoleon might decide at any time to withdraw the offer, made the proposal impractical.  Jefferson’s problem was solved when the United States Senate, immediately upon receiving the treaty, overwhelmingly ratified it. With the national implications not to mention the legacy building accomplishment of the Louisiana Purchase, it should not be surprising that in the end, Jefferson, despite claims to the contrary, discovered, as would virtually all of his executive branch successors, that once in office a chief executive “comes to favor a broad construction of the sparse list of powers granted to him by the Constitution.”
 

The Louisiana Purchase is another historical event of enormous significance during the early years of the American Republic.  Son of former President John Adams and future president, John Quincy Adams, said it would be “next in historical importance to the Declaration of Independence and the adoption of the Constitution.”
 The deal avoided a possible rupture with France and the subsequent likely entangling alliance with England.  The territorial acquisition was more than what the Americans could have ever hoped for as it more than doubled the landmass of the United States without war and set the precedent of acquiring foreign territory and peoples by purchase. The territory that comprised the Louisiana Purchase would eventually include all or part of fifteen states of the Union.  This “noble bargain,” as the French foreign minister called it, incorporated the land from the Mississippi River on the east, to Rocky Mountains on the West, from New Orleans in the South to the Canadian border at the amazing price of $.03 per acre.
  With the addition of the vast Louisiana wilderness, numerous pioneers, eager to settle America’s new holdings, set out to create what Jefferson called the “Empire of Liberty.”
 To this end, the president created the “Corps of Discovery led by his secretary Meriweather Lewis and William Clark to investigate and survey the territory.   Zebulon M. Pike explored the headwaters of the Mississippi and the Rocky Mountains, and probed the southern portion of the Louisiana territory. Paradoxically, however, the Louisiana Purchase and the expansion of the American nation would, on the one hand, promote national unity through economic expansion and cooperation; yet, on the other hand, the newly acquired lands would re-open the explosive issue of territorial slavery and contribute to the sectional breech that would culminate in the American Civil War.
  

The Non-Importation and Embargo Acts

Due in part to his personal popularity and the support for the Louisiana Purchase, President Jefferson was easily re-elected in 1804 by a margin of 162 to 14 in the Electoral College.
  But despite the president’s best efforts, the United States again came perilously close to war.  By 1805 total warfare had broken out in Europe; as such, England began an undeclared war on the high seas and attacked all shipping that conducted business with France.  Napoleon responded by ordering the seizure of all merchant ships that entered British ports.  The British also resorted to a crude and long-standing policy of impressment, the forcible enlistment of foreign sailors into the British navy.  When this policy was implemented against American merchants and sailors, its clear violation of American sovereignty and the liberty of its citizens infuriated the nation; James Madison would later call it “hostile inflexibility in trampling on rights which no independent nation can relinquish.”
  Jefferson’s response to these seizures was to implement a republican form of warfare; that is, an economic war rather than a shooting war in the form of a series of embargo acts. The first measure was the Non-Importation Act of 1806, which threatened to prohibit certain British imports to the United States unless an agreement acceptable to both sides could be reached.  A few months later, in June 1807, the British man-of-war Leopard fired on the American warship Chesapeake, killing several American sailors.  This was the final straw for Jefferson who gave his full support to two additional provisions that proscribed costal shipping and land trade to Canada, as well as forbidding American exports by land and sea.
 These laws essentially constructed an economic wall around the United States. The final provision, the Enforcement Act of 1808, permitted the government to seize without a warrant any merchandise officials believed was intended for export. The law authorized the government to detain the merchandise indefinitely.
 Despite these obvious violations of due process and economic liberty, the president reasoned, somewhat naively, that if America cut off its exports to the warring powers, even through heavy-handed government tactics, they would be forced to yield and reluctantly respect American maritime rights.  

While the Embargo Acts forbade the export of all goods from the United States to Britain whether in American or foreign ships and expanded government’s reach well beyond its constitutional limits, they provided a compromise between submission and shooting.  But in reality, it resulted in economic catastrophe for many Americans, especially those engaged in shipping, manufacturing, and commerce.  The northeast region of the nation, notably New England with its deserted shipping docks, felt the brunt of Jefferson’s policy most acutely.  The act had an enormous impact on American commerce as it triggered an economic depression and caused far more distress to northern business compared to the agricultural interests of the American South.
  

In addition to the economic consequences, the Embargo Act also confronted Jefferson with another constitutional crisis.  Similar to the Alien and Sedition Act of the Adams’s administration, the repressive legislation was a realization of the enormous potential power the central government possessed over private citizens, in this case their economic activities.  The law was “a total back flip from the Republicans’ limited-government philosophy.”
  After convincing Congress to pass the oppressive law, Jefferson faced a barrage of criticism from those constitutionally opposed to the act, as well as those adversely affected by it.  Indeed, the law’s draconian enforcement orders allowed confiscation without search warrants, a clear violation of the Fourth Amendment’s prohibition of “unreasonable search and seizure.”
 The law also allowed “seizure by customs officials on suspicion of infractions of the embargo, deploying the armed forces along the Canadian border [a curious action by an administration supposedly hostile to standing armies], and even determining that the Lake Champlain area was in a state of insurrection.”
 Many compared the president’s actions to the inquisitorial and tyrannical policies of Britain during the Revolutionary War; indeed, when some opponents of the policy compared Jefferson to George III, they expressed fond memories of the British monarch.  

Compounding the overwhelming outcry against the measure was the fact that the law failed miserably to achieve its intended purpose. Because of its ineffectiveness on British trade and its adverse impact on the American economy, Congress repealed the Embargo Act during the last days of the Jefferson administration.  The United States formally reopened trade with the rest of the world except France and England.  The act was a complete failure for a number of reasons.  First, Jefferson grossly overestimated the international power and influence of the United States’ economy at this early stage of its existence.  The British and French economies were sufficiently developed to adjust to America’s embargo without causing a serious impact on its production capability. As such, Jefferson critically overestimated Britain’s dependence on American trade.  At this point, the Americans needed British trade much more than Britain needed trade with America.  What’s more, the embargo was poorly enforced and much smuggling took place as a result, though it still had a stifling effect on the northeastern economy.  Additionally, the president underestimated the resolve of Britain; the island nation was battling Napoleon’s attempt to control the entire European continent.  The undeniable British objective in the European war was to return the balance of power to Europe.  The act also demonstrated to Jefferson and other champions of a weak and restrained central government the potentially dangerous powers of the national government.  Finally, it revealed the emerging hostilities between the nation’s sections; the South, largely unaffected by the measure, remained indifferent, if not supportive, of the measure.  But the economic devastation in the middle states, where manufacturing was in its early development stage, and the northeast, engaged chiefly in shipping and commerce, caused by the law instilled a lasting suspicion in the North toward the southern states, their leaders and their political policies.
One of the final, but certainly not insignificant, measures passed during Jefferson’s administration was the prohibition of the international slave trade. As part of the sectional compromise reached at the Constitutional Convention in 1787, the African slave trade was granted a twenty-year extension due primarily to the demands of the delegates from South Carolina and Georgia. On March 2, 1807, Congress passed and President Jefferson signed “An act to prohibit the importation of Slaves into any port or place within the jurisdiction of the United States,” effective on January 1, 1808, the earliest date permitted by the Constitution.
 Many considered Congress’s actions a giant leap toward eventual eradication of slavery from the United States. Jefferson himself congratulated the Congress on exercising their 

authority constitutionally, to withdraw the citizens of the United States from all further participation in those violations of human rights which have been so long continued on the unoffending inhabitants of Africa, and which the morality, the reputation, and the best interests of our country have long been eager to proscribe.

Jefferson’s statement was the “strongest official condemnation of slavery to be penned by a president before the election of Abraham Lincoln.”
 Horace Greeley wrote that “This was the period from which, according to the fond anticipations of optimists and quietists, Slavery in our country should have commended its decadence, and thence gone steadily and surely forward to its ultimate and early extinction.”
 Historian William Freehling agrees: “The end of the African slave trade institutionalized the thought, southern and northern, that slavery should be conditionally terminated, not perpetually consolidated.  African slave trade closure, more than any other action on that thought, diluted slavery where the system was thin, limited expansion where the institution was thick, and invited a North swollen by millions of immigrants from Europe to grow much faster than a South denied a legal soul from Africa. No other early action so shaped the later slavery controversy, which is one reason why in the 1850s southern extremists attempted to repeal the critical initial termination.”
 But the Louisiana Purchase, Eli Whitney’s invention of the cotton gin, and the unprecedented natural increase in the slave population disappointed those expectations of slavery’s detractors. According to US Census data, the United States contained just under 1.2 million slaves in 1810; by 1860, that total had more than doubled to nearly four million.
 The unlimited availability of land and the more efficient method of growing the South’s cash crop gave new life to slavery and would eventually introduce territorial slavery as the most intractable issue faced by the United States.
Jefferson served out his second term and followed President Washington’s two term precedent. He left the presidency in 1809, at the age of sixty-five.  Happy to escape the “splendid misery” of the presidential penitentiary, he wrote that “Never did a prisoner, released from his chains, feel such relief as I shall on shaking off the shackles of power.”
 Jefferson happily retired to his Virginia estate of Montecello nearly Charlottesville.  He lived another eighteen years and served as an advisor to his fellow Virginians, Madison and Monroe, who followed him in the executive’s chair.  Jefferson’s presidency demonstrated the “glaring contradiction between [his] long-standing commitment to limiting federal power and his flamboyantly imperial style throughout the Louisiana matter and the Embargo act.”  His “inconsistencies in fact exposed the inherently rhetorical character of his sincere but wholly theoretical convictions about consolidated political power in the Federalist mode.”
  Moreover, Jefferson’s presidency demonstrates a political reality that exists with most politicians in virtually any era:  he formed his convictions as a member of the opposition (during Washington’s and Adams’s presidencies), but then “adjusted” these convictions when the realities of practical political power and actual governing demanded it.  Thomas Jefferson died on July 4, 1826, ironically on the fiftieth anniversary of the Declaration of Independence and within hours of his respected, but longtime political rival John Adams.

Madison’s Administrations

The Jeffersonian era continued following Jefferson’s retirement when Secretary of State James Madison,
 who defeated Federalist Charles C. Pinckney, was elected the fourth president of the American republic in 1808.
  Short in stature—he barely reached five feet four inches tall and never weighed more than one hundred pounds prompting his private secretary, in one of the great understatements of the time, to note that his “form, features, and manner were not commanding”
—but an unparalleled giant in intellect and political philosophy, Madison had a distinguished career as a legislator and political philosopher before his election to the nation’s highest office.  Recognized as the “Father of the Constitution” and the author of the Bill of Rights, he unfortunately fell woefully short in providing vigorous presidential leadership.  Factions within the cabinet crippled his administration and he was unable to control, let alone dominate, the Republican party.  European affairs continued to dictate American politics and haunted the American president.  Just as determined as Jefferson to maintain the republican experiment as it related to commercial warfare, Madison supported Macon’s Bill 1—named for the Chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Committee Nathaniel Macon—that conditionally reopened trade with Britain and France.  The Madisonian plan required the European powers to revoke its restrictions on neutral shipping.  Great Britain rejected Madison’s proposal, but Napoleon promised to abide by the new president’s stipulations, though he had no intentions of following through with his pledge.  Eager to find a workable solution, Madison fell for the French dictator’s deceit that, in effect, caused Britain to perceive the United States as supporters of France in the European conflict. Thus, Madison allowed the United States to inadvertently become France’s partner in its battle against Great Britain. 

To further complicate Madison’s predicament, a new crop of young but ambitious Jeffersonian legislators, led by Congressman Henry Clay of Kentucky—known affectionately as “Harry of the West”—John Caldwell Calhoun of South Carolina, and Richard Mentor Johnson of Kentucky populated the Ninth Congress.  Known as the War Hawks, these politicians did not have the same aversion to war as Jefferson and Madison and sought to rid American territory of the Indian threat encountered by pioneers and settlers on the American frontier.  Particularly troublesome was the great Indian leader Tecumseh who asked his fellow Indians, “Where today are the Pequot? Where are the Narragansett, the Mohican, the Pokanoket, and many other once powerful tribes of our people? They have vanished before the avarice and oppression of the white man, as snow before a summer sun.”
 Tecumseh, encouraged by the British, teamed with his brother Tenskwatawa who was known as the Prophet, “ to build up an Indian buffer zone on the northwest frontier.” The brothers formed an Indian confederation—a pan-Indian alliance—comprised of all the tribes east of the Mississippi in an effort to resist white expansion into the West.  This interference with internal American affairs by the British “inflamed opinion in the North and West,”
 and the War Hawks in Congress authorized the president to confront the Indian menace, On November 7, 1811, General William Henry Harrison defeated Tecumseh at the Battle of Tippecanoe.  Two years later at the Battle of the Thames, the Americans overwhelmed the Indians again and Tecumseh was killed, allegedly by Colonel and War Hawk Richard M. Johnson. Later, in March 1814, General Andrew Jackson cleared the remnants of the Indians from the American west when he defeated the Creek tribe at the Battle of Horseshoe Bend; he later planned an invasion of Canada to destroy the Indians bases located there. 
Not satisfied with their victory over the western Indian tribes, the War Hawks confronted Great Britain over stirring up the Indians and for its violations of free trade and sailors’ rights.  Thus, in June 1812 Clay and his colleagues garnered enough support to pass a declaration of war against England.  President Madison supported the congressional war resolution and for the second time in less than thirty years, America was at war with the most powerful nation in Europe. The origins of the War of 1812 stemmed from the European conflict between France and England and their “refusal to take the United States and is sovereignty seriously.”
  Attempting to withstand the military and economic onslaught of Napoleon’s Continental System, a complete European economic blockade of Great Britain, England continued its undeclared naval war against any nation that engaged in maritime trade with France.  What’s more, the British navy extended its blockade to American ports, violated American neutrality and territorial waters, and continued to impress American sailors and merchant men. Contributing to the hostilities was President Madison’s foolish and naïve economic agreement with Napoleon, which gave the appearance that the administration favored France in its conflict Great Britain.  When diplomatic efforts failed, America responded by declaring war. 

The War of 1812

From the American standpoint, the War of 1812 was a military disaster; indeed, President Madison failed to heed President Washington’s dictum that “to be prepared for war is one of the most effectual means of preserving peace.”
 But despite the American military’s dismal performance, a new United States emerged from the conflict.  First, the war had an important effect on national morale; “by not losing the war the Americans had ended their own feelings of colonial dependency.  Equally important, they convinced the British government to stop thinking of America as its colony.”
  Indeed, seventy-eight year old former president John Adams wrote to a friend in 1813 that “a more necessary war, was never undertaken. It is necessary against England, necessary to convince France that we are something: and above all necessary to convince ourselves, that we are not, Nothing.”
 The war also stimulated domestic industries and made America less dependent on Europe for manufactured products.  Furthermore, it created military heroes, such as William Henry Harrison and Andrew Jackson, to whom the nation would later look for political leadership.  At the war’s conclusion, despite their differences, the United States and Canada improved relations that, in time, created the longest unfortified boundary—5527 miles—in the world.  Finally, and most importantly, the war instilled a powerful stimulus and a new sense of patriotism and nationalism in the American public, and served as “a milestone on the road to full national maturity.”
 This national pride is epitomized by the words of the nation’s “anthem,” “The Star Spangled Banner,” written by Francis Scott Key as he observed the British bombardment of Fort McHenry, Maryland, a refrain that one writer says demonstrated the “nation’s mood of cockiness in the face of ordeal.”
  Albert Gallatin, Secretary of the Treasury under both Jefferson and Madison, declared, “The war has renewed and reinstated the national feelings and characters which the Revolution had given. The people . . . are more American; they feel and act more as a nation.”
 

While the War of 1812 may have stimulated nationalistic sentiment, it also provoked the greatest opposition to any military conflict, including the Vietnam War, in which the United States has ever engaged. Indeed, it took seventeen days for the president and the War Hawks in Congress to garner enough support to pass the war resolution, indicating from the very beginning the sharp divisions in the country over declaring war on Great Britain. In the words of Conrad Black, this “illustrated how not to go to war.”
 Later, as the war severely impacted the American economy, some of the war’s political opponents even raised the specter of secession as a response to “Mr. Madison’s war.”  The conflict bitterly divided the nation along political and sectional lines—the Democratic Republicans and citizens from the southern and western states supported the war while the Federalists and those from the New England and Middle Atlantic states opposed it. This would not be the last time that policy differences would provoke sectional differences and raise the threat of secession.

Militarily, the War of 1812 was one of the worst fought conflicts in American history.  The Americans suffered from a variety of disadvantages.  First, the American people were divided and apathetic about entering into a new conflict.  Much of this conflict grew out of feared economic havoc that the war would inflict on New England since much of that region’s trade and commerce occurred with Great Britain. But opposition also stemmed from the fact that the United States, by declaring war on Britain, would essentially be allying itself with France’s brutal dictator Napoleon Bonaparte who was also engaged in a fierce battle with the British. Second, the American military was ill trained, ill discipline, and widely scattered throughout the American frontier. This was the result of the Jeffersonian-Madisonian antipathy toward standing armies and their almost exclusive reliance on state militias. At a time the United States was about to take on one of the best military machines in the world, the Madison administration’ s lack of preparation, instigated by the “foolishness of Jefferson’s notion of economic warfare,” allowed the nation “to lapse back into neo-colonial irrelevance.”
 Third, President Madison’s failure to re-charter the national bank placed American finances in a state of uncertainty and left the United States with “no capacity to raise money efficiently”
 at a time that fiscal responsibility and security was most necessary. Like its philosophy on standing armies, the Jeffersonian financial program negatively impacted its foreign policy objectives. And most important, the Americans, unlike the Revolutionary War, suffered from a woeful lack of military leadership—one American General, William Hull, was court-martialed for cowardice, another, James Wilkinson, had been court-martialed and fired as clothier general for the army for taking kickbacks on uniform material—while the British enjoyed outstanding military commanders, battle tested by the Napoleonic Wars over the previous decade.  Moreover, by 1814 Napoleon had been defeated in Europe and America was left alone in its conflict against England.
  
Strategically, the primary objective for America was to detach Canada from the British Empire and add it to the growing American republic.  The United States, on three separate occasions, attempted to invade their neighbors to the north, each effort ending in disaster.  Compounding these failings, in 1814 a British force landed in the Chesapeake area, overran Washington, D.C., and, in the process, burned the Capitol building and the White House to the ground, forcing President Madison and the rest of the federal government officials to flee for their lives.  

But despite the American failures on land, a bright spot for the United States military occurred on the water. In August 1812, marines from the USS Constitution boarded the British Guerriere and forced its surrender. The legendary resiliency of the Constitution’s hull to withstand the merciless bombardment from the Guerriere led to its nickname “Old Ironsides.” Earlier in 1807 before the war officially began, Captain James Lawrence, commander of the USS Chesepeake, though defeated by the veteran British sailors from the frigate Leopard, admonished his crew as he lay mortally wounded, “Don’t give up the ship. Fight her till she sinks,” which they did. But in the most famous of the American naval battles against the British, Captain Oliver Hazard Perry, in September 1813, won a strategic victory on Lake Erie that allowed General William Henry Harrison to capture Detroit. At the conclusion of the battle, Captain Perry messaged General Harrison the famous words, “We have met the enemy and they are ours.”
 The accomplishments of the American navy during the War of 1812, while a mixed bag in terms of military significance, contributed substantially to the unification of the nation and procurement of respect from Europe. 
But unquestionably, the most significant battle of the war was one that did not affect its outcome but would impact America’s domestic affairs for several decades.  In January 1815, fending off a frontal attack on New Orleans by British Major General Edward Pakenham, General Andrew Jackson won a spectacular victory and became an instant war hero. While Jackson’s men inflicted over 2000 casualties, the Americans suffered only eight dead and thirteen wounded. Known as The Hero of New Orleans, Jackson, in thirteen years, would ride his newfound fame all the way to the White House.  However, General Jackson’s heroics notwithstanding, the battle of New Orleans occurred several weeks after the peace treaty that ended the conflict had been negotiated.  American representative John Quincy Adams (son of the former president) managed to negotiate a very advantageous settlement at the Belgium city of Ghent
 that while not addressing the issues that caused the war—impressment and neutrality rights on the high seas—restored Canadian and United States territory to their pre-war borders.  After nearly three years of war, virtually nothing had been settled.
 But from the American perspective, the young nation “had taken on the greatest power in the world and survived with [its] independence [and territorial integrity] intact.”
 That was something worth celebrating.

Despite the military disasters, the War of 1812 had profound repercussions on America’s political and social condition. While recognizing the country’s military weakness, the war exposed the emerging sectional tensions between the northern and southern regions of the union.  Combined with Jefferson’s Embargo Act earlier, the war caused many in the north to develop a fear that the executive branch’s Virginia dynasty was orchestrating a conspiracy against their section.  In fact, during the war, in 1814, a group of Federalist political and economic leaders met in the city of Hartford, Connecticut to discuss their grievances and seek redress for their perceived wrongs.  Known as the Hartford Convention,
 the delegates demanded financial assistance and compensation from the federal government for lost trade as a result of the war.  Some of the more radical elements even talked of withdrawing the New England states from the rest of the Union; others proposed constitutional amendments requiring a two-thirds vote in Congress before an embargo could be imposed, new states admitted, or to declare war.  While the convention may have raised some legitimate constitutional issues, its assemblage while the nation was at war caused many to regard it as granting aid and comfort to the enemy at best, or outright treason at worst.  The wild and irresponsible talk of secession and the notion of state nullification of federal legislation, first hinted at by Jefferson in his Kentucky Resolutions in response to the Alien and Sedition Acts, ended any hope of revitalizing the Federalist Party.  Following the Hartford Convention, the Federalists were “fatally tainted with suspicion of secession and disloyalty; as a political organization, the party was completely discredited and exercised virtually no political power.


In addition to the political fallout, the War of 1812, as previously mentioned, brought a new sense of nationalism in the United States.  It raised a spirit of national consciousness and national oneness.  Washington Irving and James Fenimore Cooper became the nation’s first literary figures of note to write on purely American themes and use unique American scenes.  The North American Review, in all respects a journal of American topics, began publication in 1815.  The Bank of the United States, a symbol of American unity, was renewed in 1816 under a Republican administration (too late to help finance the war, however), while construction began on a more attractive national capital, after the British army had destroyed the original.  To ensure the safety and security of this new nationalism, the government agreed to expand the army to 10,000 men and markedly improved the nation’s naval force.  If nothing else, the Jeffersonian Republicans learned an important lesson of history and finally realized the truth in President Washington’s axiom, “To be prepared for war is one of the most effectual means of preserving peace.”

American Nationalism: The “American System”

In Congress, this nationalistic spirit translated into what became known as the American System.  Introduced by Henry Clay, this legislative program was characterized by a landmark tariff designed more specifically for economic protection rather than revenue.  The protective tariff placed a twenty to twenty-five percent tax on the value of dutiable imports; later, the tariff duties were increased even higher in an effort to secure American industry and manufacturing from foreign competition.  In addition, the American System advocated a strong national banking system that provided easy and abundant credit.  The third component of Clay’s plan was an assortment of “internal improvements”—federally funded projects consisting of roads, canals, and other works designed to build and link the nation’s sections together.  Foodstuffs and other raw materials transported via natural and federally constructed arteries of transportation from the South and West would supply the manufacturing regions in the North and East.  In return, the competition-protected manufactured products would flow from the North and East to the South and West.  In short, the American System sought to connect the nation economically and politically and provide economic self-sufficiency for the United States. 

The Marshall Court

While Clay sought to unite the union economically and politically, Chief Justice John Marshall attempted to fuse it judicially.  Beginning with the 1803 Marbury v. Madison case, the judiciary became the most powerful unifying institution in America during the first quarter of the nineteenth century. Under the leadership of Chief Justice John Marshall, the Supreme Court positioned itself as a powerful and permanent institution in American political development.  It also, more than any other branch of government at the time, firmly established the national government as preeminent in its relations with the state and local authorities.  In a series of constitutionally binding decisions, Marshall bolstered the power of the federal government at the expense of the states.  His opinions struck several decisive and permanent blows to the notion of states’ rights and upheld the sovereign powers of the national government.  

In McCulloch v. Maryland (1819)
, the Court recognized the constitutionality of the national bank.  The merits of the case centered on the state of Maryland, a Republican stronghold, which attempted to destroy a branch of the Bank of the United States by imposing a tax on its notes.  Upholding the primacy of national authority, Marshall denied the right of Maryland to tax the bank. Admitting that the “powers of the government are limited, and that its limits are not to be transcended,” the Chief Justice asserted that “sound construction of the Constitution must allow the national legislature [Congress] discretion, with respect to the means by which the powers it confers are to be carried into execution, which will allow that body to performed the high duties assigned to it.” In recognizing the constitutional legitimacy of the national bank and denying the state of Maryland the power to tax it, Marshall stated a truism that can attest to any government’s power of taxation: “the power to tax involves the power to destroy” and “a power to create implies a power to preserve.”
  In Marshall’s estimation, Maryland’s actions amounted to a deliberate attempt by a state to use its taxing power to nullify a legitimate creation of the national government, and the Chief Justice deemed this a violation of the supremacy clause of the federal Constitution.  
In Cohens v. Virginia (1821)
, Marshall allowed to stand a Virginia state supreme court conviction of an individual who had illegally sold lottery tickets in the District of Colombia.  By doing so, the Chief Justice established the Supreme Court’s right to review the decisions of state supreme courts in all questions involving powers of the federal government.  In 1824, the Court granted the federal government substantial interstate commerce power in Gibbons v. Ogden.
  In this case, the state of New York attempted to grant to a private company a monopoly of waterborne commerce on the Hudson River between New York and New Jersey.  In rejecting the grant, Marshall asserted that the Constitution conferred only to Congress the regulation of interstate commerce.  Just as his previous decisions breathed life into the supremacy clause, Gibbons confirmed the federal government’s authority regarding the regulation of “commerce between the several states.”
The Chief Justice also wrote landmark decisions curbing the potential dangers of democratic excesses.  In Fletcher v. Peck (1810)
 the Georgia legislature, as a result of a bribe, granted thirty-five million acres in the Yazoo River country to a private speculator.  The next legislature, recognizing the impropriety of the deal, canceled the transaction.  However, Marshall ruled that the original deal was a contract, despite its fraudulent nature, and the new legislature’s actions violated the constitutional provision that forbade states from “impairing” contracts.  In 1819, the Court again upheld the right of contract against state encroachment in Dartmouth College v. Woodward.
   In this case, the state of New Hampshire attempted to change the charter of Dartmouth—whose case before the Supreme Court was eloquently argued by Daniel Webster, future champion of American nationalism and the perpetuity of the Union—from a royal charter to a state charter.  Chief Justice Marshall, claiming that corporate charters were constitutionally protected, denied New Hampshire’s claim and ruled that the original charter must stand.  Marshall’s decisions protected private property against popular pressures and consistently indicated his determination to invalidate state laws that conflicted with the federal Constitution.  

Marshall’s nationalism was the most tenacious and enduring of the Jeffersonian era.  An icon in American legal history, his jurisprudence was a classic statement of Federalist principles: forge the bonds of union by upholding the power of the national government, prevent potential excesses of democracy, and maintain economic liberty of the free enterprise system.  Known as the “Molding Father of the Constitution,”
 the Chief Justice’s loose construction of the Constitution interpreted the document along conservative, centralizing lines and solidified the nationalizing drive during the Jeffersonian era.

Monroe’s Administrations and the “Era of Good Feeling” 

While Chief Justice Marshall continued the Federalist philosophy well into the nineteenth century, the decline of the Federalist Party as a viable political organization resulted in the collapse of the first American Party System.  With the election of James Monroe, Madison’s Secretary of State, to the presidency, a third consecutive Virginian occupied the White House.
  His administration is popularly known as the “era of good feeling,”
 a phrase first coined by a Boston newspaper as the president made a goodwill tour around the nation. It was a kind way of describing America during the late 1810s and early 1820s as a single party state, since the demise of the Federalist Party resulted in virtually no organized political opposition to the Jeffersonians.  But though this new spirit of national zeal and cooperation tended to submerge political differences, not all was well with the Union during Monroe’s administration.  Personality differences and individual rivalries guaranteed that the political goodwill of the early 1820s would not last. What’s more, toward the end of Monroe’s first term in 1819 the nation experienced its first real economic depression.  The panic of 1819 has been called by one observer as “introducing the American economy to the modern trade cycle.”
  It resulted in bankruptcies, bank failures, and unemployment and contributed to widespread suspicion that the Bank of the United States was a tool of the wealthy.  The Bank’s own policies during the crisis compounded this suspicion when it demanded loans to be paid immediately, accepted payments only in hard specie (gold), but then suspended specie payments to its customers who possessed the Bank’s notes.  While the “steely-eye management” of the bank’s leaders “staved off [the] calamity, [it] made no friends for itself in the process.”
  As a result, the economic crisis caused the bank to become a galvanizing feature in American politics for the next thirty years.  

In addition, excessive speculation in frontier lands further contributed to the economic downturn.  Cheap land in the West had a special appeal to European immigrants, while the economic distress of the embargo years caused many to look for a new beginning in the west.  Moreover, the devastating effect tobacco had on the soil forced many farmers to abandon much of the depleted land in the old tobacco states in favor of the virgin soil on the frontier.  Finally, the Land Act of 1820,
 which permitted settlers to purchase eighty acres of virgin land at a minimum cash price of $1.25 per acre, guaranteed a steady flow of new inhabitants into the region.  Although the new immigrants to the western lands possessed little collective political power and were forced to align themselves with other sections of the country, the rapid growth of the western territories gave little doubt to the potential political power of this region.  

The Slavery Issue and the Missouri Compromise

While the rapid expansion to the West partially contributed to the economic crisis in 1819, it also rekindled the very divisive and potentially explosive issue of slavery onto the national stage.  Though the issue had remained largely dormant since the debates on prohibiting the international slave trade more than ten years earlier, the renewal of the topic in 1819 threatened to undo the unifying efforts of the previous decade.  Thomas Jefferson, who curiously supported the diffusion of human bondage into the territories as the best strategy against the institution, called the slavery question a “firebell in the night.”
  The controversy began in 1819 when the territory of Missouri applied to Congress to enter the Union as a slave state.  To this point, the nation had maintained an even balance between slave and free-states that sustained the sectional balance in the United States Senate. Between the creation of the federal Constitution and the admission of Missouri, Vermont (1791), Ohio (1792), Indiana (1816), and Illinois (1818) had been admitted as free states, while Kentucky (1792), Tennessee (1796), Louisiana (1812), Mississippi (1817) and Alabama (1819) had been admitted as slave states, thus maintaining an even split between the twenty-two states that comprised the Union. The addition of Missouri threatened to upset this delicate balance.  

Missouri would be the first state to be carved out of the massive Louisiana Purchase territory, land that had never been tainted with slavery.  Some northerners reluctantly accepted slavery where it already existed, but many others did not want to see previously free territory become permanently stained with the institution.  As a result, Congressman James Tallmadge of New York attached an amendment to the Missouri statehood bill that prohibited the entry of any additional slaves across its borders.  What’s more, it provided for the gradual emancipation of children born to slave parents already there.
  This proposal, though permitting slavery at first, in effect, provided for the gradual abolition of slavery within the span of one or two generations.  Not surprisingly, the Tallmadge amendment was fiercely resisted by most of the slaveholding South.
  

The Tallmadge modification of the Missouri bill, though intended as a compromise on the issue, injected slavery into the national public debate.  His proposal sent shivers down the spine of many southern congressmen since it risked setting a dangerous precedent for the rest of the Louisiana territory.  If Congress possessed the authority to abolish slavery in Missouri, it may attempt to do so in all the nation’s territories, thereby confining slavery to where it currently existed and preventing its expansion.  To most southerners, slavery, which by now was quickly becoming an exclusively southern institution, could survive only it was free to expand. Additionally, a non-expansion policy would restrict the freedom of movement of white southerners, since they would only be permitted to leave the slave states without their slaves. Furthermore, southerners recognized the effect immigration was having on their region.  Even though the Senate maintained an equal balance of free and slave states, by 1819 the free-states had a 105 to 81 advantage over the slave states in the House of Representatives, an advantage did not tell the entire story because the South still benefited from the three-fifths compromise on slave representation.  The debate over the admission of Missouri raised two burning questions, one moral and the other constitutional: first, should the United States permit the spread of slavery into America’s virgin territory where it had not previously existed?; and second, did the United States Congress, or any branch or creation of the federal government, have the constitutional authority to prohibit the institution in the nation’s territories?  

Henry Clay, soon to be known as the Great Compromiser, formulated a solution to the problem that, while not resolving the issue completely, settled it for the time being.  His compromise admitted Missouri as a slave state but maintained the sectional balance between the free and slave states by detaching Maine from Massachusetts and admitting it as an independent free state.  Thus, with the admission of both Missouri and Maine, the free-slave state balance remained even at twelve apiece.  But Clay’s compromise also sought to resolve the issue of slavery in the territories by dividing the nation into free and slave territories.  It specified that the future existence of slavery would forever be prohibited in the remainder of the Louisiana Purchase territory north of the 36( 30’ latitude line, the southern border of Missouri. (This meant that of the states formed from the Louisiana Purchase territory, Missouri would be the only slave state located north of this line.)  Below 36( 30’ line slavery would be permitted.  Known as the Missouri Compromise,
 Clay’s plan was denounced by extremists on both sides as a “dirty bargain.” One southern representative accused the North of “kindl[ing] a fire which all the waters of the ocean can not put out, which seas of blood can only extinguish.”
 But most southerners—including John C. Calhoun, soon to become the champion of Southern nationalism—voted in favor of the measure, primarily to admit Missouri as a slave state, though many were uncomfortable with the reaffirmation of congressional power to legislate on the issue of slavery in the nation’s territories.  Many northerners also raised objections to the bill but enough “Doughfaces”—the term given to northern politicians with southern sympathies—supported the compromise to pass it. In the end, the Senate passed the bill 24-20, while the House gave its approval 90-87, with all 87 negative votes coming from free-state representatives.
  Northern opposition centered on the idea of allowing slavery to enter land in which it had never existed before; it was one thing to accept slavery in the southern states where it had existed since before the United States was formed, it was another to permit it to expand into new, untainted territory.

The extremists in each section, at this time however, constituted a small minority in Congress, as well as the nation; thus, enough politicians from both sections, hoping to prevent the slavery issue from engulfing the whole nation, supported the compromise measure to give it a narrow majority.  The Missouri Compromise endured for thirty-four years.  Ironically, representatives from the northern states voted overwhelmingly against the measure, yet the compromise became almost a sacred covenant for the region; indeed, later some considered it an unwritten part of the Constitution itself.  However, it did not completely resolve the slavery question; rather, it merely kicked it down the road.  Again, Jefferson envisioned the dangers that lay ahead.  Following the passage of the Missouri bill, he wrote to a friend that the measure was “a reprieve only, not a final sentence.”  He also saw the future moral implications of slavery when he wrote in the same letter, “we have the wolf by the ears, and we can neither hold him, nor safely let him go.  Justice is in one scale, and self-preservation in the other.”
  Jefferson, a theoretical opponent of slavery who did not believe the white and black races could live peacefully together (but who supported the admission of Missouri as a slave state), foresaw the danger that loomed ahead for the nation.  Although not published until after his death in 1836, James Madison expressed a similar sentiment when he wrote, “There was a serpent creeping with his deadly wiles in their [American] paradise.”
 And future president John Quincy Adams was even more prophetic when he wrote in November 1820 that “A dissolution of the Union for the cause of slavery would be followed by a servile war in the slave-holding States, combined with a war between the two severed portions of the Union. It seems to me that its result must be the extirpation [elimination] of slavery from this whole continent.”
 As Gordon Wood notes, “From [the Missouri Compromise] on few Americans had any illusions left about the awful reality of slavery in America.”
 Sectional differences would arise regularly over the next forty years with each incident steadily increasing the hostilities between the northern and southern sections.  Indeed, the Compromise’s repeal in 1854 would cause such a political upheaval that many historians identify it as a watershed in the sectional split between the North and the South and a primary cause of the Civil War. 

Territorial Expansion and the Monroe Doctrine

The sectional tensions that escalated during the Jeffersonian era were caused in part by the substantial territorial expansion America experienced, not only during Jefferson’s administration with the Louisiana Purchase, but also during Monroe’s presidency.  This growth of the American republic during the latter part of the era involved the great northwest territory of Oregon and Spanish Florida to the South.  In 1818, John Quincy Adams, Secretary of State under Monroe, concluded an agreement with Great Britain that permitted the United States to share the coveted Newfoundland fisheries with Canada.  In addition, it provided for a ten-year joint occupation of the unsettled Oregon territory.  In South America, chronic revolutions in Argentina, Chile, and Venezuela forced Spain to divert much of its military personnel from Florida to South America.  Without the Spanish military available to control the territory, Florida served as a launching point for bands of Indians to cross over into United States territory and attack American settlers. What’s more, it also served as a haven for runaway slaves.  Many Americans blamed the Spanish for not sufficiently controlling its territory and demanded that they put a stop to the border raids.  In a letter to the American ambassador to Spain, Secretary Adams wrote, “Spain must immediately make her [choice], either to place a force in Florida adequate at once to the protection of her territory, and to the fulfillment of her engagements, [or] to cede to the United States a province of which she retains nothing but the nominal possession” and promised if Spain failed in its duty “the necessities of self-defense should compel the United States to take possession of the Spanish forts and places in Florida. . . and the United States will be reluctantly compelled to rely for protection of their borders upon themselves alone.”
  Finding the Spanish response unacceptable, President Monroe permitted Andrew Jackson to pursue the Indians and other outlaws into Spanish Florida territory but ordered the general to respect all posts under the Spanish flag.  Exceeding his authority, Jackson hanged a few rebels and attacked two Spanish forts.  The only member of Monroe’s administration to support Jackson was Secretary of State Adams who demanded huge concessions from Spain.  The result was the Adams-Onis Treaty,
 in which Spain ceded Florida to the United States for $5million.  In return, America abandoned its claims to Texas, which soon became a province of an independent Mexico.  The accord, which also is known as the Transcontinental Treaty, established the American-Mexican boundary in the west along the Sabine River in Texas and along the 42th parallel, the southern border of the Oregon Territory, to the Pacific Ocean. The treaty “stands as a landmark in world history”
 and continued the process of the United States becoming a continental republic as it now stretched from Maine to the tip of the Florida peninsula and from the Atlantic Ocean to the Rocky Mountains and beyond.

With America’s continued territorial expansion, Europe feared the growing power of the United States. On the European continent, Great Britain and the Austrian Hapsburg Empire adopted a policy designed to prevent a return of the dangerous democratic excesses incited by the French Revolution.  Thus they mutually supported the intervention of European powers to suppress revolutionary uprisings.  The collapse of the Spanish Empire in the Western Hemisphere precipitated serious consideration of this sort of European interference in the Americas, particularly South America.  At the same time, the Monroe administration sought to prevent any interference by the European powers in the affairs of the Western Hemisphere, especially the North American continent.  To meet this potential foreign threat and hopefully discourage any thoughts of European meddling in American affairs, Monroe, in his annual message to Congress in December 1823, enunciated what became known as the Monroe Doctrine.
  The president’s secretary of state John Quincy Adams, who was the principle author of the statement, said that the policy’s “purpose would be in a moderate and conciliatory manner, but with a firm and determined Spirit, to declare our dissent from [European] principles.” America, Adams continued, should “assert those upon which our own Government is founded; and while disclaiming all intention of attempting to propagate them by force and all interference with the political affairs of Europe, to declare our expectation and hope that the European Powers will equally abstain from the attempt to spread their principles in the American Hemisphere or to subjugate by force any part of these Continents to their will.”
 

The final draft of Monroe’s America for the Americans foreign policy statement contained two basic features: non-colonization—the proclamation that the era of colonization in America had ended and that further colonization by foreign powers would not be tolerated—and non-intervention—Monroe’s blunt (some would say arrogant) declaration to the leaders of Europe to keep out of the Western Hemisphere. What’s more, the Doctrine asserted that any European meddling in the Americas would constitute a threat to American national security. Finally, in what can only be described as a hallow pledge, the United States “renounced any interest in influencing events in Europe,” even though America, at this time, had no real ability to “influence events in Europe.”

In proclaiming the Monroe Doctrine, the United States attempted to assert its authority in what it considered its own back yard.  Indeed, as William Bennett points out, “this bold move showed that America intended to stand on her own two feet in the community of nations.”
 Yet many across the Atlantic viewed it as a lot of empty bluster and responded either with indifference or expressed offense by the presumption of the young American state to lecture Europeans on what they could and could not do around the world.  Moreover, it seemed to reveal a substantial breech between America’s loud voice and its soft military strength, the antithesis of future President Theodore Roosevelt’s philosophy of “speak softly and carry a big stick.”  The declaration had little effect in the infant republics in South America where most European intervention would take place; however, Monroe’s primary concern was defending America against any future European invasion.  The United States was not quite a world power on par with Britain, France, or the emerging German empire, and some in Europe still had designs of controlling the young republic.  Contemporarily, the Monroe Doctrine was a weak claim that did not carry much weight; only in 1845, under the administration of James K. Polk, did it re-emerge as an important instrument of national policy.  Primarily concerned with American national security, the strength of the Doctrine has never been greater than America’s power to enforce it, which, at the time it was issued, was not very great.  It was never a sanctioned law of the United States; rather, it was a simple, personalized statement asserting the foreign policy of President Monroe and his administration.  It was, however, a policy accepted to varying degrees by all of Monroe’s successors.  Nonetheless, as it relates to the Jeffersonian era, the Monroe Doctrine was an important expression of the emerging nationalistic spirit in the United States and was the most famous of all the long-lived products of that early nationalism.  Furthermore, it had the effect of deepening the perception of America’s isolation from Europe and its problems. 

The Jeffersonian era extended from Thomas Jefferson’s election in 1800 to the conclusion of James Monroe’s administration in 1824 and included the growing nationalist sentiment in the United States following the War of 1812.  With the exception of the national debate over slavery during the Missouri crisis and minor skirmishes related to territorial expansion, the Jeffersonian triumph over the Federalist Party suggested political unanimity and seemed to diminish the need for political organizations.  Part of this political metamorphosis stemmed from the absorption of the main planks of the Hamiltonian economic program into the Jeffersonian philosophy and a greater application of executive authority. Indeed, Monroe’s assertion of presidential power, embodied by the Monroe Doctrine, and the acceptance of the national bank indicated a “blend[ing] of Jeffersonism with Hamiltonism.”
 

However, the consensus of American nationalism would not last indefinitely.  This “era of good feeling” was epitomized by Monroe’s uncontested and near unanimous reelection to the presidency in 1820.
  But while the demise of the Federalist Party removed the principle political opposition to the Jeffersonians, it also eliminated the antagonist that tended to unite the Republicans.  The first American party system’s “vitality and legitimacy with the voters depended on the clarity of the definition of the parties as opponents.”
   Paradoxically, with the demise of one of those parties (the Federalists) and no political opposition on which to focus, the Jeffersonians could not maintain their cohesiveness.  Therefore, as quickly as the “era of good feeling” ascended, it collapsed into political confusion and turmoil as three members of President Monroe’s very talented cabinet, in addition to Congressman Henry Clay and General Andrew Jackson, the greatest war hero since General Washington, battled for the honor to succeed James Monroe to the presidency.  The result forced the House of Representatives to decide another presidential election and planted the seeds of the second party system in American history.  
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