HIST 151 – Essay 7:  “Liberty and Union, now and forever, one and inseparable”
I.  Jacksonian Democracy

· Increase Voter Participation

· Proliferation of the Press

· Party Conventions

· Market Economy

II.  Election of 1824

· John Quincy Adams

· John C. Calhoun

· William Crawford

· Henry Clay

· Andrew Jackson

· “The Corrupt Bargain”

III.  Tariff Policy and the South

· Tariff of Abominations

IV.  Election of 1828

· Andrew Jackson

· John Quincy Adams

V.  Jackson’s Administrations

· Kitchen Cabinet

· Petticoat Affair

· Webster-Hayne Debate

· Election of 1832

1. Andrew Jackson

2.  Henry Clay

3.  Anti-Mason Party

· Nullification Crisis

1.  South Carolina Ordinance of Nullification

2.  John C. Calhoun – South Carolina Exposition and Protest

· War Against the Bank

1.  Nicholas Biddle

2.  Pet Banks

· The “Trail of Tears” 

1.  Worcester v. Georgia (1832)
2.  Five Civilized Tribes

· Territorial Expansion

1.  Texas

2.  Stephen F. Austin 

3.  Remember the Alamo

4.  Sam Houston

5.  Battle of San Jancinto

6.  Republic of Texas

VI.  The Second American Party System and the Election of 1836 

· Jacksonian Democrats

· National Republicans – Whig Party

· Democratic Party – Martin van Buren

· Whig Party – William Henry Harrison

· Panic of 1837

VII.  The Legacy of Andrew Jackson

VIII.  The van Buren Administration

IX.  Election of 1840

· Martin Van Buren

· Whigs – William Henry Harrison 

XI.  Differences and Similarities Between the Democratic and Whig Parties

XII.  Jacksonian Market Economy

· The Frontier

· Immigration

1.  Irish

2.  German

3.  Nativist Sentiment – Know-Nothing Party

· Industrial Growth

· Eli Whitney

1.  Cotton Gin

2.  Interchangeable Parts

· Elias Howe

· Samuel B. Morse

· Cyrus Field

· Women in the Workplace

· Revolution in Agriculture

1.  John Deere

2.  Cyrus McCormick

· Transportation

1.  Lancaster Turnpike

2.  Steampower

3.  Canals

4.  Merchant Marine

5.  Railroads

· The Continental Economy

HIST 151 – Essay 7:  “Liberty and Union, now and forever, one and inseparable”

It was late afternoon on January 21, 1830. Robert Y. Hayne, senator from South Carolina, just sat down after delivering a stirring speech on the rights of the states to determine the future of the public lands and national territories. Hayne, seeking to create a South-West political alliance asserted that southern agriculture—indispensable, in his view, to the nation’s economic stability—depended upon an unlimited supply of cheap western lands. Hayne’s vision of the nature of the Union would become the basis for asserting that the states possessed the authority to set aside federal laws if those laws adversely impacted the state or region, a policy known as nullification. “The federal government,” Hayne charged, “must not have the final word, or we have a government of unlimited power. The states are at once reduced to mere petty corporations, and the people are entirely at your mercy.” 


On January 26, Daniel Webster, the magnanimous senator from Massachusetts, rose to respond to Hayne’s remarks. Webster, who had argued cases before the US Supreme Court, gave what many regard as the most eloquent speech in the history of the United States Senate. Attacking the doctrine of nullification and defending the integrity of the Union, Webster, who would be known as both “Godlike Dan” and “Black Dan” during his career, charged that the “truth is that this is ‘the people's government made for the people; made by the people; and answerable to the people’. Clearly the constitution does limit and control state sovereignty. . . Either the laws of the Union are beyond . . . the control of the States; or else we have no constitution of general government.” And then Webster concluded his retort with a statement that schoolchildren, including Abraham Lincoln and Stephen A. Douglas, across the nation for decades would memorize: “Should our Union fall into pieces, which these doctrines may cause to happen, I fear to see States dissevered, discordant, belligerent; a land rent with civil feuds, or drenched, in fraternal blood! Let us not have ‘Liberty first and Union afterwards’, but ‘Liberty and Union, now and for ever, one and inseparable!”

If the presidential election of 1824 demonstrated the vacuity of the “era of good feeling,” it also inaugurated a new, unstoppable political force in American history: Jacksonian Democracy.  Building and expanding on the Jeffersonian emphasis on the common man, the Jacksonian era was characterized by a New Democracy that substantially multiplied political participation by demanding universal white male suffrage and abolishing virtually all property qualifications for voting and office holding.  What’s more, Jacksonian democracy coalesced with economic, cultural, and political vitality to produce a resurgence of strong political parties and increased voter participation.  It exploited banners, pledges, and slogans, “get out the vote” canvasses, free drinks at picnics and other forms of propaganda to entice voters and win campaigns.  Humble origins—signified by “log cabin births”—became a badge of honor and took on the perception of virtue, while a life of wealth and privilege was considered inherently evil, a source of corruption, and regarded as a disqualifying factor in holding public office.  The Jacksonian system, which extended to well into the second half of the nineteenth century, inaugurated the party convention that replaced, in the Jacksonians’ view, the elitist and undemocratic secret political meetings of party leaders, known as caucuses, to nominate presidential candidates.  Under this new liberalized system of politics, the national government continued to expand in power but in the name and, allegedly, to the benefit of the people. 

Jacksonian Democracy 

Jacksonian democracy’s roots can be traced to the colonial era and was fertilized during the Revolutionary period and the Jeffersonian era.  Characterized by the growth of the market economy, it considered banking irregularities, speculation, and foreclosures a violation of true democratic principles and fair play.  The first true “populist” movement in American history, Jacksonians sought to take back government control from the banks and other elites of society, i.e., the political class, and restore it to the real and legitimate source of political power: the people.  To accomplish this, the Jacksonians developed an “us versus them” attitude in political discourse, seeking to lionize the people as the epitome of virtue and goodness while targeting “enemies of the people”—banks, big business, remnants of the Federalist Party—as the incarnation of evil and corruption, the saboteurs of the principles of the American Revolution. (This would not be the last time American politicians would seek to divide Americans for political gain.) The Missouri Compromise, probably more than any other measure, typified this development and awakened Americans to the importance of politics.  It demonstrated that acts of the national government had the potential to directly affect their everyday lives. The measure instilled in northerners a desire to resist slavery’s expansion and a fear among southerners of federal attacks on localism—that is, state and property rights—and the right to perpetuate their “domestic institution;” in the process each side targeted the other as seeking to destroy the other. Advocates of Jacksonian democracy sought to involve more and more people in the affairs of national interest; but ironically, this proliferation of political participation and involvement would result in a transformation that diminished the substance of political issues and cheapened the level of debate to simplistic slogans and personal attacks. 
The increased participation in politics during the Jacksonian era also gave rise to an explosion in mass media and press coverage—newspapers, magazines, and journals, most of which made no attempts to be objective and report “both sides” of an issue.  Today, we would call this “tabloid” or advocacy journalism, but at the time, it was the primary form of information flow for most people.  Americans had always been a literate and informed people and they, more than any group of people in the world at the time, depended on the press for information.  This unique brand of American mass media stemmed from the Jacksonian philosophy that promoted increased popular involvement in the political affairs of the nation and the desire to influence the opinion of the electorate.  The debates in Congress were reprinted in many local newspapers, as were the speeches by local politicians.  Political figures soon understood the value of a “friendly” newspaper and many politicians during this time became known by the press source with which they were associated.  Special interest groups of the period also saw the media’s value in disseminating information toward a specific viewpoint thus, manipulating public opinion.  The antislavery movement, probably more than any other advocacy group, understood the importance of the media and used it to spread their views to all parts of the Union.  If the Jeffersonians believed that the best government was that which governed least, the Jacksonians added to this philosophy the notion that the governing should be performed directly by the people; they strove to bring the common man to the center of the political stage, and the new mass media gave the people the tool to become better informed as well as the sense that they now played an active role in the political issues.


Politics during the early years of the Jacksonian era focused on the formation and development of the Second American Party System, strong loyalties to those parties, and the presidential elections.  But as the New Democracy sought to involve more and more people, mediocre, one-term presidents, some of whom had virtually no political experience, characterized much of the period, General Jackson notwithstanding. “Presidential elections grew into a quadrennial ritual that canonized or demonized candidates, avoided substantive issues or magnified bogus ones, and served as a means whereby a diverse people could come together in mock warfare so that genuine warfare would not be necessary.”
  As a result, some would argue that as American politics became less sophisticated and more primitive, and as American government fell into the hands of less skilled men, highly inflammatory and emotional issues, such as slavery, would dominant the national stage and result in an unbridgeable sectional rift between the North and South.  

Election of 1824
Probably nothing contributed more to the advancement of Jacksonian principles than the presidential election of 1824.  The contest occurred in the midst of the so-called “era of good feeling;” however, if there had ever been an era of good feeling, “the good feelings were long gone.”
 The campaign presented the nation with five viable candidates, three of which stemmed from President Monroe’s very skilled and accomplished cabinet. William Crawford
 of Georgia, Secretary of the Treasury and a strong states’ rights advocate and who believed in a strictly limited national government, was widely considered to be the purest Jeffersonian candidate.  Though he entered the campaign as the leading contender, late in his stint as Treasury secretary it had been revealed that Crawford hd mishandled money in an effort to promote his own presidential candidacy. This, combined with what was believed to be a heart attack suffered in early 1824 raised questions about his ability to handle the pressures of the executive branch. Secretary of War John Caldwell Calhoun,
 a second candidate from the South, commanded little support outside his home state of South Carolina and withdrew from the race before the election; he instead offered himself for the vice presidency, a post to which he was elected in 1824 and 1828. 
Suspicion and uncertainty among Jeffersonians surrounded John Quincy Adams.
  Despite his well-known name and outstanding stint as Monroe’s Secretary of State, many believed Adams possessed secret Federalists leanings.  This fear stemmed from his New England and family heritage—his father, President John Adams, was a strong Federalist Party member—as well as his suspected inclination toward anti-slavery.  Adams, by far, was the most qualified candidate for high office. He had served as a state legislator in his home state of Massachusetts; had been a United States senator; ambassador to the Netherlands, Prussia, Russia, and Great Britain; negotiated a favorable peace treaty with Great Britain that ended the War of 1812; and President Monroe’s Secretary of State for eight years. Adams had even been nominated by President Madison and confirmed by the U.S. Senate to a seat on the United States Supreme Court; however, Adams, who was serving as the American minister to Russia at the time, turned the appointment down, believing that his talents were more suited to the political arena rather than hearing and deciding legal disputes. Clearly, John Quincy was the nation’s most experienced politician and diplomat; but unfortunately, he suffered from the inherited smug personality features and aloofness of his father.   
Henry Clay,
 the Speaker of the House of Representatives, was also a very experienced politician and was particularly popular among western voters.  A hard gambling, womanizing, highly ambitious politician who possessed a knack for resolving national crises through compromise, Clay burst onto the political scene as the leader of the War Hawks the led to America’s declaration of war against Great Britain in 1812. A relatively young man of forty-seven in 1824, Clay had served continuously in the House of Representatives or the United States Senate for nearly twenty years. At the time of the 1824 presidential election, he was most known for orchestrating the Missouri Compromise of 1819-20, that, at least temporarily, removed the issue of territorial slavery from the national debate. But because of his personality and reputation as a pragmatic compromiser, Clay was distrusted in both the Northeast and South because of his crude western demeanor and willingness to sacrifice principle to resolve a legislative stalemate.  
Rounding out the slate of presidential candidates was military hero General Andrew Jackson,
 who took no clear stand on the controversial issues of the day.  Born of humble origins, “Old Hickory,” as he was known, studied law at Nashville and made prominent business and political connections through marriage.  The “Hero of New Orleans” prospered as an attorney, land speculator, and planter and eventually amassed an estate—the Hermitage—with over one hundred slaves.  He served brief and undistinguished terms in both the House and the Senate and had virtually no political experience of which to speak when local Tennessee political leaders suggested he capitalize on his war hero status and offer himself as a candidate for president.


With five viable candidates in the running, it was almost assured that none would garner a majority of the electoral votes. This is precisely what happened, however, General Jackson won a plurality of both the popular and electoral votes and could legitimately claim to be the choice of the people.
  But the House of Representatives would resolve the impasse constitutionally by selecting the president from the top three electoral contenders.  Clay, who most likely would have been elected by the House, finished fourth in the electoral balloting and was eliminated from consideration.  The contest was primarily between Jackson and John Quincy Adams. (William Crawford finished third in the electoral ballot and was a constitutionally valid competitor; however, he suffered a debilitating stroke following the election and was not seriously considered by the House.) When Clay, who soon became known as the “Judas of the West,” threw his support to Adams, the House set aside the popular will, rejected Jackson, and elected the New Englander president.  The new president promptly selected Clay to be his Secretary of State, generating speculation that a secret agreement had been reached between the two to deny Jackson the presidency. Although they could not have been further apart in terms of personality and temperament, Adams respected Clay’s skill as a political leader and diplomat. A few years earlier, Adams said of Clay, “His school has been the world and in that he is a proficient. His morals, public and private are loose, but he has all the virtues indispensable to a popular man.”
 They also shared a common nationalistic outlook of America’s future and had developed an effective working relationship in Ghent while negotiating an end to the War of 1812. While no evidence has surfaced to prove a quid pro quo between Adams and Clay or devious anti-Jackson plot to deny the general the presidency, that did not matter; the unfolding of events certainly could have been interpreted that way.  There is an axiom in American politics that states, “perception is everything;” and the Jacksonians perceived the election of Adams to be a “corrupt bargain” between the new president and his Secretary of State.  To be sure, Jackson and his supporters did not allow the facts to get in the way of promoting a good political scandal. The Jacksonian press and political allies proceeded to denounce Adams and Clay—the bombastic John Randolph of Virginia called them “the Puritan and the blackleg”
—as robbers of public opinion and violators of majority rule.  The general’s supporters began organizing for the 1828 almost immediately and used the “corrupt bargain” charge mercilessly to throttle Adams’s presidency and win the White House for their candidate in 1828. 

Adams’s Administration

As previously mentioned, probably no man has been better prepared or qualified for the American presidency than John Quincy Adams.  However, his single term as president did not come close to matching his accomplishments prior to his election to the highest office or afterwards when he served in the House of Representatives, the only former president, along with Andrew Johnson, to serve in Congress following his presidency.  He mastered the art of politics at the feet of his father; traveled around the world with him; was educated at Harvard; served as minister to great European powers, such as Britain, Prussia and Russia; was the lead negotiator at Ghent that ended the War of 1812; and wrote the Monroe Doctrine as the Virginian’s secretary of state.  After his presidential term concluded in 1829, as a Massachusetts representative in Congress Adams became the chief spokesman for the antislavery cause, spending the balance of his life opposing the “Gag Rule,” a resolution that prohibited the House of Representatives from receiving petitions dealing with slavery. At the same time, he successfully represented the captured slaves from the slave ship Amistad and, arguing their case before the Supreme Court.

Unfortunately for Adams, his presidency ended almost before it began.  Because of the circumstances surrounding his election, the new president took office “under a serious cloud of mistrust.”
 Thomas Hart Benton, a political opponent of Adams, said, “No president could have commenced his administration under more unfavorable auspices, or with less expectation of a popular career.”
  As a result, partisans of Andrew Jackson began the presidential campaign of 1828 the day Adams took office.  They hammered the president mercilessly throughout his “perilous experiment,” as Adams called his four-year term,
 and destroyed the Republican unity that had existed prior to the 1824 presidential election.  The president proposed a sweeping, ambitious, Federalist-like program of government support for internal improvements, science, education, and the arts.  One of his recommendations was the “erection of an astronomical observatory” that could explore and observe the heavens and stars of the sky; jumping on this fantastic proposal, critics of the administration derisively referred to the president’s whole program as “lighthouses in the sky.”
  Unfortunately, Adams soon discovered that he possessed no mandate in Congress, which was populated with supporters of General Jackson, to accomplish even the simplest of requests.  Complicating matters, in an era of American history still dominated by the Jeffersonian skepticism of an activist government, “[n]ot a single section of the country rallied to Adams’s agenda, and his administration confronted a wall of massive indifference.”

Tariff Policy and the South

An issue that plagued Adams from the beginning of his presidency centered on the tarrif.  A confirmed supporter of Clay’s American System, the president considered a protective tariff an economic necessity for America’s industrial future.  In 1824, before Adams assumed the presidency, Congress increased the tariff from twenty-three percent to thirty-seven percent. Later, in 1828, Congress, with President Adams’ approval, raised the rates again. While New England applauded this protection from foreign competition, southerners denounced it as the “Black Tariff” and the “Tariff of Abominations.”
  They considered tariff policy discriminatory legislation that favored the manufacturing class of the North while it penalized farmers and producers of raw materials, since their products would be subject to foreign tariffs.  In an indirect way, it also increased anxiety over federal interference with slavery; if the national government favored the northern section with its tariff policy, it could just as easily and vigorously favor freedom and abolish slavery in the South.  

Compounding this southern fear of federal interference with slavery was the impact of the 1822 Denmark Vesey slave rebellion in South Carolina.
  A plot that included some of Charleston’s most trusted household servants, Vesey conspired to incite a full-scale slave uprising.  It failed only because some slaves informed authorities of its existence.  As a result, South Carolina hanged thirty-five blacks who were implicated in the plot.  Some southerners saw the Vesey conspiracy as a northern attempt to rid the nation of slavery.  Always in fear of slave rebellions, they considered the plot, and others similar to it, a likely collaboration between slaves, northern abolitionists, and their allies in the federal government. How this conspiracy would transpire between illiterate slaves and northern abolitionists and politicians hundreds of miles away the southerners did not explain.  Furthermore, the South, always at the mercy of fluctuating agricultural prices, began to lose its economic vitality as cotton prices decreased and eastern agricultural lands became exhausted.  By the late 1820s, many in the slave states perceived the federal government’s economic program a full-scale assault on their way of life.

Tariff policy brought the first real attempt by an individual state to nullify a federal law and the first serious discussion of secession as a political reality.  The South, as previously noted, considered the tariff discriminatory toward its interests.  Southern goods, primarily agricultural products and other raw materials, were not protected by the tariff; in fact, it was highly probable that their commodities would be subject to tariffs levied by foreign nations who received Southern imports.  However, southern farmers were forced to purchase manufactured goods in America in a market of high tariffs.  As a result, southerners could very easily be financially hurt both when selling their agricultural product and when purchasing manufactured goods.  Of course, a simple and obvious solution to this problem would have been for the South to initiate its own manufacturing industry; however, the region, by this time, committed, would continue to commit, virtually all of its capital into land acquisition and slaves.  In the slave-dominated economy of the South, no incentive existed or ever developed prior to the Civil War to direct southerners toward the creation of an industrial or manufacturing base.

South Carolina took the lead in protesting the national government’s tariff policy, specifically the tariff of abominations, in the form of “The South Carolina Exposition and Protest,”
 written secretly by John C. Calhoun who served as vice president at the time.  A political intellectual who graduated from Yale’s law school, Calhoun emerged during the first quarter of the nineteenth century as a strong advocate of American nationalism.  A close political ally of Henry Clay, he favored a large standing army, the national bank, the protective tariff, and federally subsidized internal improvements.  However, as his political philosophy evolved and as the differences between the North and South became more distinct, Calhoun abandoned these nationalistic policies and objected to the federal government’s alleged favoritism toward northern business and manufacturing interests.  
At the time he wrote the “Exposition and Protest” Calhoun was the principle champion of Southern nationalism and developed the constitutional principle of concurrent majority.
 As one of the most incisive political theorists in American history, Calhoun’s notion of concurrent majority was a creative legal and constitutional solution to the problem of southern vulnerability in the Union. It sought to empower minorities to check the power of majorities through supermajorities, filibusters, or even a dual presidency. Essentially, Calhoun proposed to give the South veto power over policies that may garner majority support from other parts of the nation, but were deemed hostile to the southern interests.  Though much of what Calhoun suggested would have required constitutional amendments, his intent was to keep the South on par with the North as the free-state population continued to exceed the slave states. Later, he would become the preeminent southern sectionalist and continue to push for his concurrent majority philosophy, warning Americans of the potential for disunion if southern rights and interests were not protected. What’s more, he would formulate and promote the “slavery as a positive good” theory as a substantive response to and necessary insulation for the South from Northern assaults against its “domestic institution.”

The vice president denounced the tariff as unjust and unconstitutional.  Echoing the earlier arguments of Madison and Jefferson in the Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions, Calhoun asserted that the United States Constitution was a compact between the separate states, who, as creators of the Constitution, should be the final arbiter on federal law.  However, to give his compact theory enforcement power, Calhoun added the “separatist concept nullification—the ability of a state simply to declare that a federal law did not apply within that state,”
 and grant to the states the duel convenience of “accept[ing] the benefits of the Union while eschewing anything thought to be burdensome.” While Jefferson expressed the possibility of state nullification, Calhoun declared that a state should—in fact, it had a duty to—nullify the tariff, or any other law for that matter, within its borders if it conflicted with a vital interest of that state or that state’s section.  But the South Carolinian went even further when he implied that it nullification failed the state had a right to leave the Union. Though secession had been discussed previously, most recently by New England Federalists during the War of 1812, this was the “first time disunion was incorporated into a serious political philosophy.”

While this political theory was not discussed at the Constitutional Convention and thus has no constitutional sanction, it stimulated heated debate in South Carolina, as well as across the South, over who created the federal government, the states or the people within the states.  What’s more, it sparked a discussion over the “supremacy clause” of the Constitution and whether states had a constitutional power to ignore, reject, or outright invalidate a federally approved statue. At this time, Calhoun did not give any indication he supported or advocated secession.  Rather, he intended to quiet the fears of the forces that may someday seek to destroy the Union by offering a viable and legal solution as a response to what he considered anti-southern policies.  Though some Southern states considered and debated the proposition, no other state joined South Carolina in its effort to challenge the federal government on tariff policy.  However, the issue remained and would not be resolved until the administration of Andrew Jackson.

Election of 1828
Very little mystery existed concerning the participants in the presidential election of 1828.  President Adams led the National Republicans, as he and his supporters were now called, and “Old Hickory” stood as the standard bearer for the Democratic Republicans.  The new party organizations adopted the labels National Republican and Democratic Republicans to reflect the claim that they alone held true to the principles of the Jeffersonian party.  From the Jacksonian perspective, the essential question in this contest was: “Who shall rule? The people or the elites?”  For Jackson’s supporters, electing the general would correct the injustice of the “corrupt bargain” of 1824.  From the standpoint of the incumbent party, the reelection of Adams would prevent the crude, ill mannered, and uncivilized Jacksonians from seizing a second branch of the federal government—they already controlled Congress.  Vicious personal attacks degraded the campaign to the point that it reminded some of Thomas Jefferson’s first presidential canvass.  The Jacksonians demonized Adams as a corrupt and conniving tool of the old Federalist Party and a pimp who had procured an American virgin for the Russian czar.  Adams responded by denouncing his political opponents as “skunks of party slander.”
 In a particularly below the belt allegation, the Adams’ team charged that Jackson’s mother had been a prostitute and accused the general of being an adulterer after it was discovered that a legal technicality had not finalized his wife’s divorce from her first husband. Jackson’s wife Rachel died soon after the election and Jackson, convinced her death was caused by the brutality of the attacks against her, held his political opponents responsible for her death and vowed revenge for their treachery and his loss.  Convinced Henry Clay, Adams’s Secretary of State, was primarily responsible for the personal attacks against him and his wife, the general assailed the Kentuckian as “the bases[t], meanest, scoundrel that ever disgraced the image of his god.”  For Jackson, regardless of the outcome, the election of 1828 would bring more bitterness than exaltation.
 As William Bennett points out, “Here, in the first truly mass contest in American history, the standards for decency and just plain truthfulness could hardly have been lower.”

Andrew Jackson easily won majorities in both the popular (56%) and electoral ballots, 178 to 83,
 to become the nation’s seventh president; his support came predominantly from the South and West.  The election of 1828, like the election of 1800, was viewed by many as a political revolution.  Increased voter turnout (1,155,350 Americans cast votes in the 1828 election compared to just over 356,000 four years earlier), the transfer of power from the East to the West, the acquisition of power by the common people through the persona of Andrew Jackson—all contributed to a transformation of the American political landscape.  The Jacksonians called their victory a triumph of “democracy over aristocracy.”
  The rough and tumble nature of the typical supporter of the new government was evident at Jackson’s inaugural celebration, what would be called “the most incredible inauguration party in our history.”
  Multitudes of Jacksonians descended on the nation’s capital with the intention of celebrating the spoils of victory—and possibly receiving a government job.  As the crowd filled the White House, it destroyed furniture and china, and the new president had to be rescued through a side door to escape serious injury.  The White House emptied and was saved from further destruction only when word passed that huge bowls of spiked punch had been placed on the lawns outside.  At the conclusion of the “inaugural brawl” substantial dollars had to be allocated to repair the damage committed by the victorious masses.

Jackson’s Administration
Andrew Jackson personified the New West.  Individualism, jack-of-all-trades versatility, opportunism, energy, directness, and prejudice characterized this new form of leadership.  Known for his toughness and violent temper, Jackson proved to be “a crafty, fanatical, and deadly opponent.”
 He grew up without parental restraints and, in an environment that championed brawling and upholding one’s honor, his body possessed several bullets as a result of many duels, one of which he received from Thomas Hart Benton, longtime senator from Missouri who would become one of Jackson’s closest political allies.  He was the first president elected from a western state, the first to be nominated by a party convention and, the second without a college education. (George Washington was the other.) Through hard work and marriage, Jackson became a frontier aristocrat; he operated a plantation farm near Nashville, Tennessee on which over one hundred slaves labored.  He possessed a deep suspicion of the federal government and hated the Bank of the United States, considering them colluding bastions of privilege, dangerously remote from public scrutiny.  Thus he vigorously opposed Clay’s American System and encouraged the bubbling democratic movements within the states—the source of the dramatic increase in voter turnout in the 1828 election—and the economic activism and pluralism across the nation.  

As president, Jackson served as a storm center; one either loved him or hated him. Few people were indifferent to Andrew Jackson.  He proved to be an enormously gifted leader, but he possessed both the positive and negative traits that most accomplished leaders have.  He ignored the Supreme Court on numerous occasions when its decisions conflicted with his opinions or vision for the nation.  He defied and dominated Congress; he used his veto power twelve times, by far more than any of his predecessors.  He was known as “King Andrew” to his enemies and spurred the creation of the opposition Whig Party and the Second American Party System.  Upon assuming office, Jackson created what became known as the Kitchen Cabinet, an unofficial group of advisors that included newspapermen, trusted friends, and party leaders, but not necessarily the official members of his cabinet who regularly met with the president in the kitchen of the White House. Some questioned this advisory arrangement as constitutionally suspect since “unofficial” members of the president’s cabinet were immune from the congressional confirmation process or oversight.  But Jackson’s force of will prevailed and the president used the kitchen cabinet as his primary advisory group and virtually all presidents since have implemented some form of unofficial group for counsel and advise.  While his administration did not establish the precedent of rewarding political supporters with public offices, the Jackson presidency implemented the “spoils system”—the Jacksonians would euphemistically call it “rotation in office”
—on a mass scale, a principle introduced to him by his future Secretary of State Martin van Buren, leader of the New York political machine known as the Albany Regency, and van Buren’s political partner William L. Marcy, who coined the phrase “to the victor go the spoils.”
  This policy, however, served as a double-edged sword.  On the one hand, it permitted the Jacksonians to build a potent, personalized, and highly organized political machine; on the other hand, thousands of supporters hounded Jackson for political jobs, which, in several cases, resulted in incompetence and wholesale corruption.  In one particularly sinister case, Samuel Swartwout was appointed the collector of customs of the port of New York; he stole over $1 million within nine years before he escaped to England.  Moreover, since the president could not possibly fulfill all of the demands by political allies, both real and imagined, for government jobs, the spoils system also had the effect of creating political enemies out of disappointed office seekers.

During his first term in office, the president had to confront a crisis that involved the social standing of some of his cabinet secretaries.  It was a matter that at first glance may appear more suited for a scandalous Hollywood drama, but it possessed major political implications for the future.  Known as the “Petticoat Affair,” the crisis ultimately resulted in the resignation of Jackson’s entire cabinet.
  The incident stemmed from the questionable past of the wife of Jackson’s Secretary of War John H. Eaton.  Eaton had married Peggy O’Neale, the daughter of a Washington boardinghouse keeper, and accordingly was linked unceremoniously with several of the male borders.  Because of her questionable honor, Jackson’s other cabinet members, but especially vice president John C. Calhoun and his wife Floride, snubbed Eaton and his wife in private and at official functions.  Jackson’s own recent experience with his wife made him sympathetic to the Eatons, but more importantly, Secretary of State Martin van Buren, a widower and ever the political opportunist, curried favor with Jackson by paying special attention to the War Secretary and his wife.  As the crisis escalated, and combined with serious policy differences, Jackson turned increasingly against Calhoun until he finally broke completely with the South Carolinian in 1831. To resolve the Petticoat Affair, the president accepted the resignations of all of his cabinet members, including van Buren, Eaton, and Calhoun. But while van Buren would return as Jackson’s vice president in his second term, the cabinet housecleaning was designed to rid the administration of Calhoun’s influence. The South Carolinian would later enter the U. S. Senate as fierce opponent of Jackson, frequently joining forces with Henry Clay in opposition to the Jacksonian agenda.

The Webster-Hayne Debate

Even before the advent of the Jacksonian era, early warning signs, such as Jefferson’s Embargo Act, the War of 1812, and the Missouri controversy, pointed to emerging differences between the nation’s sections.  With the president’s break with Vice President Calhoun, these differences threatened the integrity of the Union. As such, the early Jacksonian era witnessed one of the great political debates in America’s history concerning the nature of the American union.  The argument stemmed from an 1830 bill introduced by a New England senator that would have curbed the sale of the nation’s western public lands.  Northeastern politicians, alarmed at the rapid emigration of its population to the West and the threat it posed to the sectional balance of the union, sought to slow this exodus of eastern inhabitants. (Jackson had been elected in 1828 with no New England support.) The West strenuously opposed the measure and the South, searching for a sectional ally in its controversies with the northeast, sided with the West. Senator Robert Y. Hayne of South Carolina, the most eloquent defender of southern rights, rose to offer his views on the nature of the union.
  He presented Calhoun’s compact theory of the Constitution to packed galleries in the United States Senate.  Although South Carolina, at this time, did not explicitly demand state nullification, Hayne hinted that invalidating a federal law was a distinct possibility if southern rights were not respected and asserted that Calhoun’s separatist doctrine of nullification may be the only method of safeguarding the minority interests of his section.  Although Hayne sought to calm those who thought he sanctioned disunion by insisting that his proposal was designed merely to protect southern rights, not advocate secession or destroy the Union, the South Carolinian’s argument was the “first stab at developing a plausible argument to justify secession, by force of arms if necessary.”
  

Replying to Hayne’s assertions was the “Godlike” Daniel Webster of Massachusetts.  Famous for his successful representation of Dartmouth College before the Supreme Court, Senator Webster actually opposed the increase in national power during the War of 1812.  Now, he “contemptuously disparaged states’ rights.”
  Webster emerged as the leading spokesman for New England and the federal union.  He insisted, with some questionable historical accuracy, that the people, not the states had framed the federal Constitution and hence, the states could not nullify a federal law.  In championing the Union, Webster proclaimed one of the most famous phases in favor of the perpetual Union:  “Liberty and Union, now and forever, one and inseparable.”
Webster’s reply to Hayne is one of the most eloquent defenses of the American Union to appear prior the Civil War.  Newspapers and journals printed his speech all over the North.  It planted arguments favoring the Union in the minds of northerners such as Abraham Lincoln and Stephen A. Douglas.  Webster’s advocacy of an enduring and inseparable Union probably did more than any other event or speech to stir the rising generation of northerners to fight for that ideal.  Southerners, perhaps narrowly focused on sectional unity, mistakenly believed that Jackson, a southerner, would side with them.  However, at a White House reception the president permanently relieved any southerner of that notion.  Offering a toast and staring down Calhoun, he said, “Our Union: It must be preserved.”  To which Calhoun responded, “The union, next to our liberties, most dear.”
  Jackson would disappoint many southerners as he proved to be one of the most energetic and zealous nationalists to occupy the White House. 
Election of 1832


The Jacksonian era in America was confirmed with the reelection of the president in 1832.  The contest pitted Jackson against his bitter rival Henry Clay, the leader of the emerging Whig Party, as the National Republicans were now known.  This election was the first in which all of the candidates rejected “King Caucus” and instead allowed party conventions to select candidates for high political office.  It was also the first election in which a third party entered the fray.  The anti-Masons, a party opposed to the perceived monopolistic and privileged status of the Masonic organization, to which all high level politicians seemed to belong, burst onto the American political scene after a man named William Morgan, who threatened to reveal Masonic secrets, mysteriously disappeared.  His presumed murder spawned an anti-Mason reaction that provided an outlet against wealth and elitism; however, despite its growth during the late 1820s and early 1830s, the anti-Mason party had little effect on the outcome of the 1832 campaign.  Jackson easily won the election as he garnered over fifty-six percent of the popular vote and dominated the Electoral College, 219 to 49.
  The contest was essentially a case of the poor outvoting the rich with the former supporting the president.  The election also revealed the country’s approval of Jackson’s leadership style as well as the march toward a more inclusive form of democracy.  The triumph of the Jacksonian Democrats seemed to provide the president with a mandate to enforce his brand of democracy, which focused of four primary issues: the nullification crisis in South Carolina, the war on the national bank, removal of Indians from the Southwest, and Texas and the issue territorial expansion.

Nullification Crisis
South Carolina’s battle with the national government’s policy on protective tariffs exploded in the Nullification Crisis of 1832-1833.  Stemming from the tariff legislation that Congress had passed in 1824 and 1828 during the Adams’ administration, the economic impact of the tariff and sectional rivalry had reached the point that South Carolina believed it was justified in acting against the “Tariff of Abominations.” Prior to the 1832 elections, the South Carolina legislature could not muster the two-thirds vote required to pass a nullification bill that empowered the state to invalidate a federal law.  Blocked by what nullification supporters denounced as “submission men,” South Carolina still retained strong unionist sentiment within its political class.  However, efforts by the United States Congress to relieve South Carolinians’ concerns and fears fell far short of their demands.  As a result, the 1832 state elections returned a two-thirds nullification majority in the South Carolina legislature and it proceeded to pass an Ordinance of Nullification
 invalidating the federal tariff statute within the state of South Carolina.  A dangerous confrontation between the state and the federal government seemed assured.

Added to this volatile political crisis was the personal hatred between President Jackson and John C. Calhoun, leader of the nullification movement.  Calhoun, by 1832, had finally revealed himself as the author of the “South Carolina Exposition and Protest,” which infuriated Jackson since the South Carolinian had written the document while still a member of Jackson’s administration.  Moreover, the Calhouns’ treatment of Secretary of War Eaton and his wife brought a strong personal element to the animosity between the two men.  Adding to the acrimony, it was finally made public that Calhoun had not supported Jackson (the South Carolinian had led Jackson to believe he had) in the debate over the general’s actions against the Seminole Indians in Florida during the Monroe Administration.  As a result, President Jackson’s deep and permanent hatred for John C. Calhoun, combined with his strong unionist sentiment, solidified his stance against South Carolina and the nullifiers. In the midst of the crisis, the president told a congressman that “If one drop of blood be shed there in the defiance of the laws of the United States, I will hang the first man of them I can get my hands on to the first tree I can find.” When Senator Hayne doubted Jackson’s words, Senator Benton reassured him: “When Jackson begins to talk about hanging, they can begin to look for rope.”
 

In his “Proclamation to the People of South Carolina,” Jackson denounced the notion of nullification as a “practical absurdity” and affirmed the supremacy of federal laws and the indissoluble American Union. He asserted that the “Constitution of the United States forms a government, not a league; it is a government in which all the people are represented, which operates directly on the people individually, not upon the States.” The president charged that the nullifiers’ “object is disunion, but be not deceived by names; disunion, by armed force, is TREASON,” and warned them of the “dreadful consequences” if the Palmetto State insisted on following through with its threat.
 But before a complete political rupture and possibly civil war could occur, Jackson’s other personal enemy, Henry Clay, came to the rescue.  Author of the Missouri Compromise, the Kentuckian formulated another compromise that gradually decreased the tariff by ten percent over eight years but also asserted the national government’s authority over the states on tariff legislation.  Known as the Compromise of 1833, Clay, who was as ardent a nationalist as Jackson, also persuaded Congress to pass the Force Bill, authorizing the president, if necessary, to use the army and navy to collect tariff duties.  With the sides clearly drawn, South Carolina backed down when no other southern state came to its support.  Georgia and Virginia considered endorsing South Carolina’s position, but decided in the end against sustaining the nullifiers.  To conclude the matter, South Carolina repealed its Ordinance of Nullification but as a last measure of symbolic defiance nullified the Force Bill. 

As a result of the nullification crisis, South Carolina became the “Cradle of Secession.”  It would provide the leadership for a burgeoning southern nationalism and served as the focal point for the eventual destruction of the Union.  The nullification crisis also had a notable impact on the concept of states’ rights.  The crisis pitted “those advocates of states’ rights [such as President Jackson] who believed in a perpetual Union and decentralization of power as the best way to fulfill the democratic promise of the American Revolution and keep government responsible to the wishes of a people, [against] those [such as John C. Calhoun] who advocated that a state had a constitutional right to withdraw from the Union and believed the doctrine of states’ rights provided the best way to protect rights of the minority from the tyranny of the majority.”
 Additionally, though the immediate cause of the crisis was the tariff, most knew that the real issue was slavery. Calhoun admitted as much when he wrote to a Northern friend, “I consider the Tariff but the occasion rather than the real cause of the present unhappy state of things” and that the Southern states would be “forced to rebel or submit” in order to protect “their peculiar domestick institution.”
  Thus, when the issues of slavery and secession became intertwined with the doctrine of states’ rights, South Carolina provided the intellectual and political leadership out of the federal Union.

War on the Bank of the United States
Probably the greatest political battle during Jackson’s eight years as president involved his titanic struggle against the Bank of the United States. Considering it a “moneyed monster,” the president perceived the bank an instrument of centralized government, foreign wealth, elitist privilege, political prestige; essentially an “undemocratic institution in a rising democracy.”
  Moreover, Jacksonian political philosophy distrusted monopolistic banking and big business corporations, a prime beneficiary of the national bank.  Again, like the nullification crisis, personality conflicts magnified the crisis.   Henry Clay, who despised the president’s opposition to the American System, played the lead role in the anti-administration forces.  Andrew Jackson, of course, hated Clay for political reasons but also for the part he played in the 1828 election and the belief he was primarily responsible for the death of his wife.  Curiously, Clay, in collusion with bank president Nicholas Biddle, decided to transform the Bank into a political campaign issue, which he believed favored the Whig Party. When asked what he would do if Jackson vetoed his bank re-chartering bill, Clay confidently retorted, “I will veto him!”
 He proposed to have the bank’s charter renewed in 1832, four years before its existing charter expired and right in the middle of the 1832 presidential election race.  Jackson, accepting the challenge, charged, “the bank is trying to kill me, but I will kill it.”
 The battle lines were drawn.
The Bank of the United States, while proving to be a highly stabilizing financial force, unfortunately became embroiled in a titanic political battle.  Clay sought to force Jackson to decide between his southern and western allies who opposed the bank, and the eastern manufacturing elements who supported it.  Jackson promptly made his decision.  The president, in an unprecedented act, vetoed the re-chartering bill for personal reasons and charged that the bank harmed the nation and threatened republican values on which the Union was built.  Jackson claimed that when laws are undertaken to “grant gratuities and exclusive privileges” to the rich and powerful of society at the expense of the poor, the humble members of society have a right to complain of the “injustice to their Government.”
  The president pledged himself and his administration to rooting out any “artificial distinctions” or advantages that could threaten the birthright of republicanism granted to the nation by the American Revolution.   By destroying the bank through presidential fiat, Jackson significantly increased the power of the presidency and its role in law making.  Previous presidential vetoes had centered on issues of constitutionality of congressional legislation.  Now, Jackson’s use of the veto power for personal reasons established the executive branch, and the individual who happened to occupy the office of president, as equivalent to a two-thirds majority in Congress.  Presidents in the future would follow Jackson’s lead in attempting to influence the nation’s legislation by daring to defy Congress over policy and personal disagreements.

Despite Jackson’s veto of the re-chartering bill, the bank still had nearly four years on its existing charter; however, this was too long for the president.  He was serious in his determination to “kill it.”  Nicholas Biddle, the president of the national bank at this time, became Jackson’s next target.  Autocratic and tyrannical, Biddle lent bank funds to make influential friends; but despite this political graft, the bank remained financially sound under his reign.  His policies restrained fly-by-night banks that could easily lose or steal investors’ money, decreased bank failures, and promoted economic expansion.  Moreover, the bank provided a safe depository for the funds of the United States government and rendered efficiently the ability to transfer and distribute money.  Ironically though, it was the bank’s effectiveness on which the Jacksonians primarily focused; in other words, the Bank’s economic clout made it politically vulnerable.

President Jackson’s strategy to destroy the bank involved the steady withdrawal of funds from the institution and placing them in state “pet banks” or “Jackson banks.” (The fact that Jackson was now engaging in the very activity—using the power of the federal government to grant favors to his chosen state banks—of which he accused the National Bank and that also justified his “war” on the Bank did not go unnoticed.) The president depleted the national bank’s accounts by using existing deposits to defray the government’s day-to-day expenses until no money was left, an action for which the United States Senate censured the president.  Jackson’s tactic was so duplicitous and underhanded that he was forced to reshuffle his cabinet until he found a Secretary of the Treasury who agreed to implement his scheme.  Bank president Biddle responded by calling in outstanding loans, a course that resulted in numerous failures of weaker banks, many of which were concentrated in the West.  Thus began a period of economic and financial instability.  Without authorization for its re-charter, the bank ceased to exist in 1836, giving the Secretary of the Treasury the exclusive discretion of handling the government’s money.
  That same year, the nation received an additional shock when the Congress passed the Specie Circular,
 requiring all public lands be purchased with hard currency, gold or silver.  Under normal circumstances this measure would have been a financially sound one; but these were not normal times. The law’s implementation during the bank war produced hard feelings and hard times in the West.  

The “Trail of Tears”

The Jackson administration also lent itself to one of the most tragic events in American history.  By 1830, the American nation could boast of a population of over 13 million, with 125,000 Indians living east of the Mississippi.  Many whites respected and sympathized with the Indians; thus, some groups, such as the Society of the Propagation of the Gospel Among the Indians, worked closely with the natives.  Of all the southern Indian tribes, the Cherokees assimilated most efficiently to white society and white culture; in many cases, they became very productive farmers, created schools and churches, and ran industrious plantations.  However, in 1828, the Georgia state legislature declared the Cherokee tribal council illegal and asserted jurisdiction over Indian affairs and their lands.  The Cherokees appealed this decision to the Supreme Court and, in Worcester v. Georgia,
 Chief Justice Marshall upheld the Indians’ claim, asserting that “[t]he Cherokee nation, then, is a distinct community, occupying its own territory, with boundaries accurately described, in which the laws of Georgia can have no force, and which the citizens of Georgia have no right to enter but with the assent of the Cherokees themselves, or in conformity with treaties and with the acts of Congress. The whole intercourse between the United States and this nation is, by our Constitution and laws, vested in the Government of the United States.”
  Jackson, who considered himself the Great Father of the Indians, wanted to clear all the land east of the Mississippi for white settlement only and had no intention of abiding by the Court’s decision. And in defiance of Marshall’s opinion, the president allegedly asserted, “John Marshall has made his decision, not let him enforce it.”
 While this statement is widely considered to be a myth, it accurately expressed Jackson’s disregard of Marshall and his opinion on the matter. The president did write to a friend that the decision “has fell still born” and it “cannot coerce George to yield to its mandate,” meaning Chief Justice Marshall’s opinion was unenforceable.



The implementation of Jackson’s Indian removal policy continued in defiance of the Supreme Court’s decision and was most tragic in that it involved primarily the Five Civilized Tribes—the Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Seminoles and Cherokees, who were led by their great chief Sequoia—a name given to them as a result of their efficient assimilation to white society.  Jackson’s plan ultimately led to the forced uprooting of over 100,000 Indians.  The most famous of these Indian removals was the Trail of Tears, the fierce and savage evacuation of the Cherokees to the Oklahoma territory where, it was alleged, they would be permanently free from white encroachment.  “The horror of the removal beggars the imagination and constitutes one of the most disgraceful and dishonorable actions in American history.  Yet Jackson took comfort in his belief that removal, in addition to strengthening the security of the southern frontier, would prevent the inevitable annihilation of the Indians should they remain in the Southeast.”
  The Indian Removal Act, passed in 1830, later established the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which was charged with maintaining and administering the federal government’s relations with the Indians. In approving the bill, President Jackson claimed, presumably with a straight face, that “It gives me great pleasure to announce to Congress that the benevolent policy of the government, steadily pursued for nearly thirty years, in relation with the removal of the Indians beyond the white settlements is approaching a happy consummation.”

Not all the Indians, however, passively accepted Jackson’s policy and the forced relocation of their tribes.  In 1832, the Sauk and Fox Indians in Illinois and Wisconsin, under the leadership of Chief Black Hawk, resisted eviction and engaged the United States in what was known as the Black Hawk War.  The Indians were quickly and violently suppressed by American troops.  In Florida, several hundred Seminole Indians under the half-breed leader Osceola organized a seven-year guerrilla war in 1835 before they were finally defeated.   American relations with the Indians had never been good; however, Jackson’s policies instilled an animosity toward white society that would never diminish. What’s more, the episode would result in “an indelible stain on America’s reputation”
 and a serious breech in the principle of American exceptionalism.
Territorial Expansion: Texas
The issue that arose during the Jackson administration that would eventually prove to be poisonous to the integrity of the American Union was territorial, and with it slavery’s, expansion. The United States had already more than doubled in size since gaining its independence with the Louisiana Purchase and Florida. In the mid-1830s, all eyes turned toward Texas. In 1823, independent nation of Mexico granted American Stephen F. Austin a massive tract of land known as Texas for the three-pronged strategy of settling three hundred American families, establishing Roman Catholicism, and preparing the inhabitants for incorporation by Mexico.  Most of the immigrants, however, retained ties to America, rejected Catholicism, and refused to adopt Mexican ways.  Almost immediately, Texas, with its vast landscape, open prairies, and virgin soil, became the most popular spot on the continent; indeed, “GTT”—Gone to Texas—became a favorite slogan.  Davy Crockett, Jim Bowie, and former Tennessee governor Sam Houston were just a few of the prominent Americans and mythical figures who attempted to tame the vast Texan plains.  Texas immigrants epitomized the new Jacksonian emphasis on individualism, democracy, and the pioneer frontiersman.  Soon, however, friction developed between Mexico and the American settlers in Texas over slavery, immigration, and local rights.  Mexico had emancipated its slaves in 1830; the emancipation law extended to the province of Texas and prohibited the importation of additional slaves to the future Lone Star State.  The Americans in Texas, however, closely identified with the slaveholding states of the American South; as such, they defied the Mexican authorities, retained their slaves, and proceeded to import more.  As a result of this rejection of Mexican authority, Mexican dictator Santa Anna, in 1835, prepared for war with the Texans and even imprisoned Austin for a few months.  The following year, Texas declared its independence from Mexico and named Sam Houston as its military commander-in-chief.  The ensuing conflict is best remembered for the Battle of the Alamo in 1836 in which the entire American garrison, which included Davey Crockett, Jim Bowie, and Colonel William Travis, was killed.  However, the bravery, courage, and heroism of the Alamo’s defenders during the thirteen-day seize became legendary and gave General Houston the time he needed to decisively defeat the Mexicans at the Battle of San Jancinto on April 21, 1836.  Texas gained its independence with the Rio Grande River established as the southwestern border between the new nation and Mexico.

Not surprisingly, American public opinion overwhelmingly favored the Texans in their conflict with Mexico, especially after the events at the Alamo.  They admired the heroism and courage of Sam Houston, and the devoted sacrifice of the defenders of the Alamo.  But the United States government, seeking to de-emphasize slavery as a national issue, pledged to observe neutrality laws in the conflict and Jackson refused to recognize the independence of Texas during the 1836 presidential campaign.  After the election, however, and with the Democrats safely secured in the White House for another four years, the outgoing president recognized the Republic of Texas in March 1837, the day before he left office.
  

Many residents of the new Texas Republic wanted outright union with the United States; indeed, most of the inhabitants were American and they desired American protection from Mexico, which refused to recognize Texas’s independence.  But the United States continued to resist these overtures due to the potential explosiveness of the slavery issue.  Texas, if it were ever to become part of the United States, most likely would join the Union as a slave state; what’s more, the possibility existed that the massive territory could be carved into several additional states, which most likely would also be slaveholding.  In the South, many considered opposition to Texas annexation the first step of an abolitionist plot to eradicate slavery from the United States.  Conversely, many antislavery northerners who opposed annexation were beginning to see the South as a slavocracy, bent on expanding the slaveholding territory throughout the United States.  As such, “Belief in an abolitionist plot caused Southerners to behave just as the opponents of Texas annexation predicted, and belief in a Slave Power plot caused Northerners to behave just as the advocates of annexation predicted.”
 These self-fulfilling prophecies would make the territorial slave issue an intractable one. In fact, northerners were justified in their fears of the expansion of slave territory should Texas enter the Union; indeed, Texans held southern sympathies but this was due principally to its geographic proximity rather than any organized conspiracy.  The territory contained many more immigrants from the neighboring southern slaveholding region of the United States than from the free-state regions of the North.  Undeniably, the annexation of Texas to the United States would vastly expand the nation’s slave territory and likely widen the already growing sectional breach.

Nearly seventy years old in 1836, Jackson decided to respect the precedent of the two-term limit and retire at the end of his second term; however, he ensured the continuation of his policies by determining his successor.  Martin van Buren, vice president during Jackson’s second term, became his choice to carry on the Jacksonian legacy.  Known as the “Little Magician and the “Red Fox of Kinderhook,” van Buren was a highly efficient and skilled backroom political organizer from New York.  A man of little principle but great ambition and political opportunism, van Buren is largely credited with creating the Democratic Party, as the Jacksonians were now known, and solidifying it as one of the two major political organization of the new Second American Party System.  Originally a supporter of William Crawford in the election of 1824, van Buren demonstrated the importance of a highly organized political establishment as he built a very successfully political machine in New York, the Albany Regency, and brought the Empire State into the Jackson camp in 1828.  In doing so, he popularized the idea that national electoral victories stemmed from a strong party organization, which preserved the efficacy of the republican principles of the American Revolution.  What’s more, Van Buren theorized that strong political organizations with strict adherence to party principles and discipline would attract a national audience and suppress local interests that tended to sectionalize the union.  

The Second American Party System and the Election of 1836

By the time van Buren stood to become Jackson’s successor the Second American Party System had coalesced around two new political parties.  During the eight years of the Jackson presidency, the political enemies of the general had united into the Whig Party.  Originally known as the National Republicans, the Whigs took their name from the British and American parties that had opposed the British monarchy during the American Revolution.  Labeling Jackson “King Andrew I,” the Whigs regularly suffered from organizational conflict; they essentially united around their hatred of the president and, as they charged, his chronic abuse of executive power.  Party members tended to support the American System, northern industrialists and merchants, and the moral reform of evangelical Protestants and anti-Masons.  Some Whigs agreed with the Jacksonians on many issues, such as opposing nullifiers and states’ righters; they just simply hated Andrew Jackson and his tactics, such as the desire to emaciate National Bank by summarily withdrawing its funds.  In the 1836, the disunited Whigs were unable to rally support for a single presidential candidate.  This resulted in the rise of the “favorite son” candidate, a presidential hopeful who garners support only in the state or region from which he hailed.  Due to the battle scars with the Democrats, Henry Clay was eliminated from contention and the party was forced to settle for several regional candidates.  Military hero General William Henry Harrison of Ohio was a man with unknown, if any, political views, who represented the West and Mid-Atlantic States, He was most famous for and gained his political prominence from his defeat of Tecumseh at the Battle of Tippecanoe.   Hugh Lawson White, a Tennessee judge who resented the abuse of political power by the Jacksonians, received support primarily from the South.  Senator Daniel Webster carried the Whig banner in Massachusetts and most of New England.  Thus, Whigs’ strategy of nominating regional candidates hoped to deny van Buren an electoral majority and throw the election into the House of Representatives. But that desperate strategy failed as Martin van Buren won the presidential election of 1836 with a slight majority of the popular vote (50.8%) but a comfortable 170 to 124 margin in the Electoral College.
 In an interesting bit of trivia, no candidate for vice president garnered a majority of the electoral votes; as such, that election was decided by the US Senate in favor of Tecumseh’s alleged killer, Richard M. Johnson, whose campaign slogan was “Rumpsey, Dumpsey, Who Killed Tecumseh?” It is the only occasion in which the Senate decided a vice presidential election.

The Legacy of Andrew Jackson

As Martin van Buren prepared for the presidency, he entered an office fundamentally different from the one occupied by John Quincy Adams eight years earlier.  Andrew Jackson left a permanent and indelible stamp on the nation and the on nation’s highest office. As Adams, certainly no fan of Andrew Jackson, concluded at the end of the general’s second term, “the battle of New Orleans [was] . . . a victory more complete over the people of the U.S. than over the soldiers of Great Britain.”
 Jackson’s legacy, despite the damage created by his bank policy and the immorality of his treatment of Indians, places him among the greatest of American presidents.  Conrad Black concludes: 

Once again, the American system seemed miraculously to have demonstrated that the office does seek the man, as it had turned up a leader who had terrible lapses of humanity, moderation, and scruple, but was providentially able to produce a policy of finely calibrated appeasement and intimidation of the slave-holding interest that would keep North and South together under the same constitutional roof for an indispensable further period of national maturation.”
 

First and foremost, he increased the power and the prestige of the presidency, not only through his political philosophy but also through the power and force of his personality, his energy, and the strength of his character.  While Jackson did not use the power of government to implement sweeping policies, he harnessed state power to promote his vision of America whether it meant asserting national authority over the states or destroying the National Bank. He bolstered the office of the presidency to curb the powerful and give the weak the perception they had been empowered.
  Jackson exercised the veto authority far more often than any of his predecessors and he introduced the idea of vetoing congressional legislation for personal as well as constitutional reasons.  Thus, he gave practical realization to presidential equivalent of a two-thirds majority in Congress.  In doing so, he “advanced the concept that the president is the only elected officer of the national government who represents all the people and is responsible to them.  It was a novel concept that set forth the primacy of the chief executive among the three branches of government.”
  After Jackson’s two terms in office, the public would focus on the presidential elections as the most important in the nation and look to the presidency, rather than representatives in Congress, or even state legislators, as the nation’s preeminent leader. 

President Jackson also presided over the rise of the West as a viable political force and led the common people to a position of prominence in national political affairs.  He united a strong and long-lasting Democratic party (today’s American Democratic party has its origins in the Jacksonian Democratic party) and enlarged the spoils system for political supporters.  At the same time, with the rise of the opposition Whig Party, he, along with Martin van Buren, was responsible for creating the Second Party System in American history.  In an ironic twist, the “divisiveness of the Jacksonian party system actually preserved the Union in the decades between the Missouri crisis of 1820 and the bitter sectionalism of the 1850s.”
  The commonality felt between Whigs of the South and Whigs of the North and their opposition to the Democratic Party helped postpone the sectional breach and American Civil War until the 1860s.  But as all other policy issues succumbed to the slavery issue, the national character and competitive nature of the Jacksonian system eventually succumbed to the sectional divide.

Another important Jacksonian contribution to the national character was an interpretation of the states’ rights philosophy that maintained the suspicious and limited nature of the national government but at the same time asserted the perpetuity of the Union and the notion of majority rule.  This was the essence of the Nullification Crisis.  While Jackson supported states’ rights to a point, he seemed to endorse a “nationalistic theory of the origins of the Union: the nation came before the states, the national government was sovereign and this sovereignty was indivisible because it was granted to the people and not the states.”
  Jackson vehemently opposed Calhoun’s concurrent majority philosophy and compact theory of the Constitution and, by extension, legal and peaceful secession, in part, because it violated the principle of majority rule and threatened the existence of the Union.  Jackson’s view of states’ rights provided a future framework for those who advocated a limited national government and a proper dispersion of governmental powers while curbing the extreme states’ rights tendency to justify secession and the destruction of the Union. As Conrad Black notes, “Jackson loved the Union more than he approved slavery, and the United States owes him much for deferring the supreme test between the two unequal halves of the country until the Unionists, by the narrowest of margins and with the benefit of the most distinguished leadership in the country’s history, were strong enough to throttle secession.”

But possibly the most important outcome of the Jacksonian era in American history was the stark contrast between the tremendous increase in political participation by common people, and the entrenchment of the slave system in the South coupled with the steady erosion of rights and freedom for free blacks throughout the nation.  As democracy expanded for most, if not all, white males, liberty contracted for the millions of black Americans living in the United States. As such, “the distance between voter and officeholder shrank dramatically in the years after 1789, even as American courts shored up the rights and privileges of masters over their servants.”
  As northern political participation manifested itself in a new wave of social reform movements, with abolition of slavery becoming the most significant and influential, southern politicians demanded a virtual endorsement of their “peculiar institution,” which created an unbridgeable chasm between North and South that eventually would only be resolved through war. 

Van Buren’s Administration

When he was inaugurated in March 1837, Martin Van Buren became the first American president born under the American flag and one of the few sitting vice presidents to be elected president in his own right. More of a “maneuverer than a leader,”
 his rise to political prominence through machine-made style political organizations was resented by many Democrats, and translated into questionable loyalty on the part of the new president’s associates in Congress.  Van Buren “retain[ed] the bulk of Jackson’s loyal and experienced cabinet, [and] kept a firm hand on the executive branch, but his influence in the legislature, despite the high degree of party-line voting, was minimal.”
  What’s more, the new president presided over a series of uncontrollable misfortunes, some of which he inherited from his predecessor.  One of these was the Panic of 1837, caused primarily by the war on the Bank and excessive speculation on western lands.  Early in the year, federal land sales collapsed while foreclosures soured, commodity priced declined while food and fuel prices rose in the North, resulting in skyrocketing unemployment. The lack of available money resulted in deflation, and the absence of a responsible financial institution to supervise and regulate the money supply caused many banks to fail. To compound these matters, the Jacksonian aversion toward banks forbade the necessary policies that would have addressed these problems. Thus, van Buren’s paralysis in dealing with the economic crisis doomed his administration almost from the beginning.
  

The Whig Party responded to the economic crisis by calling for the expansion of easy credit to put more money in the hands of people, increased tariffs, and subsidies for internal improvements.  While van Buren employed orthodox Jacksonian philosophy and opposed these measures on constitutional grounds, he supported the Divorce Bill, which separated banking from the federal government by storing money in state banks in large cities and reducing the government’s ability to grant credit.  The Whigs opposed this measure because they sought to re-charter the Bank of the United States.  Despite Whig opposition, the Divorce Bill passed the Democratic Congress and eventually led, in 1840, to the Independent Treasury Bill, a law designed to “keep the government’s money without depositing it in any bank whatsoever.”
  But depending on who was in power, the Independent Treasury law was subsequently repealed and re-enacted several times.  While it existed and short of creating a new national bank, the law served to stabilize the nation’s financial situation and was eventually merged with a more comprehensive national banking system, the Federal Reserve System, in the early twentieth century.

Election of 1840
The presidential election of 1840 was almost a replay of the 1836 contest, with the exception that the Whig party managed to unite around a single candidate.  President van Buren ran for re-election against the Whig war hero William Henry Harrison, who this time was “acceptable to all the jostling factions under the Whig umbrella.”  Almost as an afterthought, the party nominated John Tyler of Virginia as Harrison’s vice presidential candidate. An anti-Jackson Democrat, Tyler’s nomination revealed the Whig Party’s desire to regionally balance its presidential ticket. Thinking more of provincial rather than ideological loyalties, the decision looked to entice southern support for the Whigs, but unfortunately for them it would soon expose the “dangers of using the vice presidential nomination exclusively for ticket balancing.”
  The Whigs, rather than engage in a serious discussion of issues, employed Jacksonian tactics—parades, slogans, banners, campaign buttons, and other symbolic, yet hollow innovations—in an effort to win the election; they chose instead to focus on the personalities of the candidates.  Although they advocated positive governmental action to revive the sagging economy, the Whigs did not publish a party platform during the campaign and the contest degenerated into a marketing operation consisting of hoopla celebrations of hard cider, log cabin births, and which candidate could claim the humblest origins.  It was the first presidential campaign in American history to employ propaganda tactics with Harrison portrayed as a poor, poverty stricken farmer, none of which was true.  He had never farmed, was never poor, was not born in a log cabin, and did not drink hard cider.  Nicknamed “Old Tippecanoe,” Harrison actually owned a sixteen-room mansion in North Bend, Ohio, and was a member of the FFV—First Families of Virginia.  Wealthy and somewhat aristocratic, he was preferred by the Whigs because he was issueless, without any political enemies and, many Whig leaders thought, easily controlled.  Of the many campaign slogans, the party’s most famous was: “Tippecanoe and Tyler too.  And with them we’ll beat little Van, Van, Van. Oh Van is a used up man.”
  In addition to these crude, yet effective, tactics, Van Buren suffered from the depressed economic situation and lost the election in both the popular and Electoral College—1,274,624 to 1,127,781 and 234 to 60, respectively.
  The election was essentially a protest against hard times as an organized, unified party was defeated by an ill-informed, inane campaign that did not address any of the vital issues of the day.

Differences and Similarities between the Democratic and Whig Parties

At the conclusion of the 1840 presidential election, the Second American Party System had clearly emerged.  Both the Whig and Democratic parties had certain common features that worked to make the American political system and the American Union stronger.  Both were mass-based inclusive parties that prevented the emergence of a strong but radical, single-issue third party.  Related to their appeal to the masses, each party attempted to mobilize as many voters as possible and was able to command loyalty from all social classes and sections of the nation.  This geographical diversity of the parties and the absence of a dominant issue prevented, at least until slavery became the predominant issue, the growth of purely sectional parties.  Finally, because of their mass-based nature, they fostered compromise, which forestalled either party from adopting extreme or radical positions.  

But in addition to these similarities, stark differences between the parties strengthen this new political system.  The Democratic Party tended to champion individual liberty and opposed the moralizing efforts of evangelical Protestantism and the social reform campaigns it sponsored.  It attempted to guard against privilege in government and big business and distanced social and economic affairs from excessive federal interference.  Democrats read the Constitution with a Jeffersonian-like narrow interpretation (strict construction) and were strong advocates of states’ rights, although, as previously noted, varying interpretations of this principle could produce serious disagreements as epitomized by the bitter conflict between Andrew Jackson and John C. Calhoun.

The Whig Party, which for the most part served as “a catchment of all those fragments that had been scattered in all directions by the onslaught of the Jackson juggernaut,”
 favored a more activist national government; it supported Clay’s American System of the national bank, the protective tariff, and internal improvements.  It advocated government subsidized, public education and contained an element that championed moral reform, the most important of which would be the anti-slavery movement, though this issue would split the party in the early 1850s.  The party tended to be less organized or cohesive than the Democratic Party since its origins stemmed from a fundamental opposition to Andrew Jackson and his style of politics rather than an agreed upon set of core principles.  
These differences between the Democratic and Whig parties were summarized by Andrew Jackson, with an obvious tinge of bias:  “The people ought to inquire [of political candidates]—are you opposed to a national bank; are you in favor of a strict construction of the Federal and State Constitutions; are you in favor of rotation in office; do you subscribe to the republican rule that the people are the sovereign power, the officers their agents, and that upon all national or general subjects, as well as local, they have a right to instruct their agents and representatives, and they are bound to obey or resign; in short, are they true Republicans agreeable to the true Jeffersonian creed?”  Answering “yes” to these questions placed one in the Democratic camp; the Whigs, of course, would also support these high toned principles, however, they had a different view on just how exactly to attain them.  But by the late 1840s and the 1850s, these issues that separated the parties but unified the various sections of the country would dissolve into insignificance when the slavery issue took center stage.  With the America’s continued territorial expansion, the question whether or not to allow the peculiar institution to follow that expansion would dominate national affairs and eventually split the nation into two warring camps.

Jacksonian Market Economy


As the Jacksonian era inaugurated a political transformation across the American landscape, it also stimulated a revolution in the American economy.  Though the American republic during its first 75 years of existence experienced tremendous economic growth and development, it was during the Jacksonian era that the market economy expanded into a continental one.  One of the most significant factors in this developing phenomenon was the frontier movement to the West. This region became the most typically American part of America.  The frontier line was “more than a line—it was a social process.”  In classic Jacksonian terms, “it encouraged individual initiative; it made for political and economic democracy; it roughened manners; it broke down conservatism; it bred a spirit of local self-determination coupled with respect for national authority.”
  By 1840, the democratic center of the United States had crossed the Allegheny mountain chain.  As Ralph Waldo Emerson exclaimed: “Europe stretches to the Alleghenies; America lies beyond.”
    Later, historian Frederick Jackson Turner would refer to the “significance of the frontier in American history”
 and emphasize the westward movement as the real story of America’s historical heritage and development.


Much of the movement west resulted from dissatisfaction with life in the East.  By 1860, as a result of this mass migration, the American union had nearly tripled from thirteen to thirty-three states.  This drive stemmed from a variety a factors including early industrialization, urban growth, and the problems associated with cities—dirty, smelly slums, poor security and lighting, impure water, lack of sewage and garbage disposal—as well as the need for increased space due to the natural increase of the American population, which stood at over thirty-one million.
  But America did not suffer the episodes of European-like urban and worker uprisings.  The primary reason for this was the seemingly unlimited availability of land possessed by the American nation.  Hence, this continuous supply of frontier territory allowed people to escape the dangers, failings, and ravages of the cities.  For many, Horace Greeley’s admonition to dissatisfied city dwellers, “Go West young man,” was more than just a slogan.  But despite the glorified portrayal in popular movies, life on the frontier was grim for most pioneer families.  Perpetual victims of disease and premature death, depression, unbearable loneliness—frontier life was tough and crude.  However, despite these obstacles Americans flooded to the livestock pastures of the Kentucky bluegrass and the virgin soil of the southwest and Texas.  Americans had a growing appreciation for the uniqueness of the national wilderness.

Immigration During the Jacksonian Era

America’s westward expansion during the Jacksonian era was stimulated in large part by massive immigration during much of the first half of the nineteenth century.  Hundreds of thousands of Europeans sought to escape the wars, religious and political persecution, and economic difficulties of the Old World for the land of freedom and opportunity.  America’s religious toleration, lack of an aristocratic caste and state church, economic and political opportunities, low taxes, and lack of compulsory military service appealed to these hard working individuals who were seeking a new start in life.  Most of this European immigration came from northern and western Europe, primarily Ireland and Germany, and settled in the American north.  This northern immigration had a devastating effect on the South.  As we have seen, at the time of the Missouri crisis and compromise in 1819-1820, the free-states had a substantial numerical advantage over the slave states in the House of Representatives.  This freedom-slavery gap in population and representation continued to expand until by 1860, the northern section of the United States had outpaced the South in population growth to the point that the free states were able to elect the president without any votes—popular or electoral—from the southern or even border slave states.

In addition to the social and economic impact on American society during the Jacksonian era, European immigration also inflamed prejudices in many Americans.  The fear that foreigners would outbreed, outvote, and overwhelm the old native stock provoked much of this prejudice.  Economic insecurity and the concern that the newcomers would increase unemployment and depress wages also spawned these prejudicial anxieties.  Moreover, many of the immigrants, especially the Irish, were Roman Catholics, a religion regarded by many old line Americans as a “foreign” church that promoted “popish brothels.”
  This fear was heightened by the desire of the immigrants to protect their children from Protestant indoctrination.  To maintain their religious heritage, Catholic immigrants constructed an entirely separate educational system based on their religious beliefs.  Although this project proved to be very expensive, it demonstrated the immigrants’ religious passion and their desire to preserve some of the Old World culture.  As a result of this commitment and the continued influx of newcomers to the American shores, the population of the Catholic Church exploded in the United States; between 1850 and 1860 it went from fifth to first in membership among America’s religious denominations. 

As a response to this influx of Europeans to the United States, some nativist Americans, in 1849, established the Order of the Star-Spangled Banner.  This organization subsequently spawned anti-immigrant political parties, primarily the American and the Know-Nothing parties, so named because alleged party members professed to know nothing about the organization when asked.  The nativist party advocated rigid restrictions on immigration and naturalization, and demanded a law authorizing the deportation of alien paupers.  The nativists organized and soon developed into a political force of substantial means, electing members of Congress, primarily from the northeast and mid-Atlantic states, and providing the margin of victory in many other political campaigns at all levels of government.  Nativists also incited violence against the new arrivals, especially in regions and cities in which many immigrants settled.  

Despite the political power of the nativist parties, the clash between the old line Americans and the new immigrants did not prevent the continuous influx of newcomers.  (The United States did not pass its first immigration law until the late nineteenth century.) What’s more, it did not preclude them from contributing substantially to the American economy, culture, and heritage.  Several reasons account for this. First, the immigrants made America a more pluralistic society and encouraged respect and toleration for different cultures and values.  Second, America had a robust economy and, for the most part, the economic fears and insecurities of the nativists never materialized; in short, there was room for everyone at the American economic table.  Third, the abundance of land allowed the immigrants, like the Germans who settled in the Wisconsin territory, or longtime Americans, to move west and start life anew.  This is sometimes referred to as America’s “safety valve,” the notion that the vast American landscape prevented the accumulation of too many people in one place, offered disenchanted city dwellers an economic alternative, and prevented the urban uprisings that would characterize much of nineteenth century Europe.  Fourth, the freedoms and liberties offered by America tended to suppress the natural hostilities and hatreds that commonly occurred in Europe.  One of the main reasons these immigrants came to America was to escape the political repression of their homeland; very few made the transatlantic voyage with the intention of replicating that repression in America.  Finally, the immigrants and the American economy needed each other; in fact, they complemented each other.  Economic growth in America during the early and mid-nineteenth century occurred at such a rate that it needed a constant supply of new workers in order to meet the employment needs, while the immigrants were only too happy to escape the political and economic hardships of Europe and supply the employment needs of American society.  For many old line Americans, the opportunities for the immigrants did not seem very appealing; however, compared to the conditions they had escaped, the opportunities in America were very attractive to immigrants who jumped at the chance for a new economic and political life in America.

American Industrial Development during the Jacksonian Era

While immigration filled Jacksonian America with new peoples, American society also experienced a moderate growth in its industrial capability. The industrial revolution originated and quickly developed in Great Britain during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries where mechanization and the introduction of the factory system permitted the mass production of textiles.  Later, technological advances in agricultural production, transportation, and communication stimulated trade and commerce on a global scale.  America, still primarily an agrarian society, entered the industrial age more slowly, though the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic states engaged in some manufacturing and commercial production.  A number of factors account for this retardation of American industrial development.  The wide availability of cheap, virgin land, the scarcity of labor prior to the immigration of the 1840s, the dearth of consumers, lack of money for capital investment, as well as unknown, undeveloped and/or undiscovered raw materials—all slowed industrialization on the American side of the Atlantic.  Furthermore, the British, in an effort to protect their mercantilist system, continued to monopolize the textile industry.  Small manufacturing enterprises existed during the early years of the American republic and continued to grow steadily, albeit slowly, during the antebellum period; however, it was not until during and after the Civil War that America’s industrial output increased rapidly and factories outnumbered farms. 

But despite this gradual development of industrial output, several key inventions by American innovators contributed to the global industrial revolution.  One of the most significant of these inventions was the cotton gin in 1793 by Eli Whitney.  A Massachusetts-born inventor, Whitney developed a crude machine that picked cotton fifty times more efficiently than the handpicked method.  With this invention, Whitney immediately made cotton production profitable and inadvertently gave new life to slave labor in the South.  Prior to the development of the cotton gin, many believed slavery to be a dying institution since it could not effectively raise cotton on a mass scale.  But in an ironic twist, the invention by New Englander Whitney would “bring a new society and fasten slavery upon the South for three generations to come.”
  Yet it would be New Englanders who would become the fiercest opponents of the southern, cotton-dominated plantation system that Whitney’s invention permitted.

Although American factory development occurred slowly during the first few decades of the nineteenth century, Whitney, in 1798, perfected another idea that would revolutionize the American economy.  By introducing interchangeable parts the mass production of machines would be possible since those parts could be easily produced and replaced.  Whitney’s idea, first applied to the production of muskets for the United States Army, became the basis of modern mass-production and the assembly line methods of the next century.  It also ensured northern military supremacy over the South when the Civil War finally occurred.  In probably the greatest historical paradox of the antebellum period, Eli Whitney invented the machine that made the South dependent on cotton and thus, retarded its industrial development, while also developing the concept that provided the North with a tremendous military advantage over the South.  Needless to say, Whitney, more than any northern general, may have contributed to the eventual Union victory over the South in the Civil War.

Each technological innovation and invention seemed to stimulate additional imaginative inventions.  The industrial revolution, once it began, steadily progressed through the continuous improvement of already existing inventions. Elias Howe invented the sewing machine and Isaac Singer later improved it.  In 1844, Samuel B. Morse invented the telegraph and the code by which messages could be sent across a wire.  Fourteen years later, Cyrus Field, called the “greatest wire puller in history,”
 stretched a cable under the North Atlantic Ocean from Newfoundland to Ireland, permanently linking America and Europe.  By the end of 1860, over 28,000 patents had been registered in the United States, an indication of the imaginative and ingenious American mind during the Jacksonian era.  This American inventiveness, in addition to profoundly and permanently altering the economic structure of the nation, resulted in important changes in the form and legal status of business organizations.  Laws of free incorporation, first passed in New York in 1848, permitted businesses to create corporations without applying for individual charters from the state legislature.  

But closely associated with America’s slow, but steady, industrial growth was the associative social problems that characterized early industrial societies.  In addition to acute labor problems, the submergence of the personal, friendly work relationships, long hours and low wages, unsafe and unsanitary working conditions, and the exploitation of child labor all contributed to what southern defenders of the plantation system called “wage slaves.”
  By this they meant that northern factory workers might be legally free, but they suffered under much worse material conditions than the slaves in the South.  Cooperative activity, such as trade unionism, was considered a criminal conspiracy.  Employers opposed even the most minimal proposals to improve the factory system, including the 10-hour workday and limitations on child and female employment.  Recognizing the emerging problem, President van Buren, in 1840, established the 10-hour workday for federal employees.  But despite the prohibitions on worker organizations, dozens of strikes, mostly for higher wages, occurred in the 1830s and 1840s; by 1830 there were over 300,000 trade unionists.

Women in the work place became common occurrence in the mid-nineteenth century.  By the 1850s, about ten percent of white women, the overwhelming majority of whom were unmarried, worked outside the home.  Most women stopped working after marriage and focused on their roles as wives and mothers.  Most married women lived in what was known as a “cult of domesticity,” and its “rigid divisions between the public and private spheres;” that is, working within the home, raising children, organizing the household, and rarely venturing outside the privacy of the family estate. Those who did work outside the home, however, sometimes toiled twelve to thirteen hours a day for six days a week.  Most of the female workers in New England were young farm girls.  Establishment of unions was strictly prohibited and as such, women proved to be a disciplined and docile workforce.  Nursing, domestic service, and teaching were the primary occupations for Jacksonian women.
  

Married women, on the other hand, commanded immense moral power; they frequently made decisions that altered the character of the family itself.  During the nineteenth century, in a sign of the changing times, love rather than parental arrangement determined the choice of a spouse.  Though birth control was not a subject for polite conversation, it was frequently employed and as a result families tended to grow smaller and became more child-centered.  Some observers, especially Europeans, viewed American children as spoiled brats; however this had more to do with cultural differences than parental neglect.  In the American republic, the intent was to raise good citizens who would not just meekly submit to authority; rather, child rearing in America tended to produce independent individuals who could make their own decisions on the basis on internalized moral standards.

Agricultural Revolution

The Jacksonian era also witnessed a revolution in farming that, while revolutionary in America, impacted the entire world.  In 1837, John Deere invented a steel plow that broke the virgin soil much easier and allowed a farmer to cultivate much more land much less time.  Also in the 1830s, Cyrus McCormick invented the McCormick reaper that permitted one man to do the work of five men laboring with sickles and scythes.  Subsistence farming soon gave way to large-scale, specialized, cash-crop farming.  As a result, farmers willingly went into debt to purchase more land and the machinery to cultivate it.  Unfortunately, the farmer was subject to the unpredictability of Mother Nature and, after one poor harvest, could quickly find himself in serious economic and financial woes.

The trans-Allegheny region quickly became the nation’s breadbasket as the production of corn emerged as the primary agricultural crop.  Easily transportable due to the region’s vast network of connecting rivers and other waterways, corn could be distilled into liquor or fed to hogs, which became a major agricultural industry in the Midwest. The Ohio-Mississippi river system provided transportation for most western produce.  Cincinnati, a city of unprecedented commerce along the Ohio River, became known as the “Porkopolis of the West.”
  Other stops along this network of rivers and streams, such as St. Louis at the confluence of the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, soon grew into major cities of business and trade.

Transportation Revolution
Coupled with the revolution in agriculture was a similar development in transportation.  The agricultural advances would not have been possible if superior methods of transporting its produce to distant markets had not evolved.  Cheap and efficient carriers shipped raw materials to factories, enabling consumers to purchase the finished product at a reasonable price.  The Lancaster turnpike,
 developed in the 1790s, was the first broad, hard surfaced road in America and ran sixty-two miles from Philadelphia to Lancaster, Pennsylvania. These new roads were paved with hard stones capable of withstanding heavy pounding, an invention of Scotsman John Loudon MacAdam. His creation, known as macadam, significantly increased the lifespan of roads, and when combined with tar was called tarmac.
 Drivers on the road confronted large sharp pikes that moved, or turned, away when they paid their toll; hence the term “turnpike.” But states’ rights activists and strict interpreters of the Constitution who opposed federal funding of internal improvements retarded road building and the development of other forms of transportation.  An example of this was President Jackson’s veto of the Maysville Road project, a road entirely within the borders of Kentucky. In his message to Congress, the president said he favored such projects but only if they aided multiple states. The fact that the Maysville Road lay entirely within the state of his bitter political enemy, Henry Clay, may also have influenced Jackson’s decision to veto the bill.
 However, one of the most famous federal projects, one that passed Jackson’s standard of benefitting multiple states, was the National or Cumberland Road, a project started in 1811 and that connected the 591 miles between Cumberland in western Maryland and Vandalia, Illinois.  

Another milestone in transportation development occurred with Robert Fulton’s invention of the steam engine; in 1807 the steam-powered Clermont traveled 150 miles up the Hudson River from New York City to Albany in thirty-two hours.  Soon, steam power became the primary mode of transportation along the nation’s mighty river system.  Steam powered vessels stimulated canal construction that connected areas without natural waterways.  The most famous canal of the nineteenth century was the Erie Canal that linked the Great Lakes with the Hudson River at Albany, New York, and opened for business travel in 1825.  Known as (New York governor DeWitt) “Clinton’s Big Ditch,” the Erie Canal was “363 miles long, 40 feet wide and 4 feet deep, and had 83 locks to take vessels up 675 feet;”
 it reduced the cost of shipping a ton of grain from Buffalo to New York City from $100 to $5 and from 20 days to less than a week.  It also spurred a tremendous increase in land values along the canal’s route, prompting the rise of several prominent cities, such as Buffalo, Rochester, and Syracuse.  

Other innovations in transportation included the development of the merchant marine, which comprised long, narrow, majestic boats that enabled the shipment of valuable cargo in record times.   Moreover, overland stagecoaches transported groups of people over dusty tracks from the Missouri River to California, though the passengers were subjected to constant threats of Indian and bandit attacks. The Pony Express, established in 1860, carried mail from St. Joseph, Missouri to Sacramento, California, over 2000 miles in only ten days. 

Unquestionably, the greatest development of the transportation revolution and the one that most significantly contributed to the market revolution of the Jacksonian era was the railroad.  First appearing in 1828, on the eve of the Civil War the United States possessed over 30,000 miles of rail track, three-fourths of which existed north of the Mason-Dixon Line.  Used for both passengers and commodity transportation, the railroads provided the corporate titans in American history, such as “Commodore” Cornelius Vanderbilt and later Tom Scott and Andrew Carnegie.
  While the earliest railroad lines suffered from many inconveniences, such as inconsistent arrival and departure times, poor braking systems, and uncomfortable traveling conditions, soon standardized gauges and brake improvements boosted train safety, and the development of the Pullman sleeping cars transformed the railroad into a luxurious form of travel. While the steamboat aided the reverse flow of finished goods up the waterways in the west, the railroads linked the East with the West, as well as regions that did not contain natural transportation routes.  Trains also helped decrease the traffic on the nation’s interior rivers and relieved much of the gridlock that frequently occurred on the Mississippi River.
  

The Continental Economy

By the end of the Jacksonian era in 1860, the United States had a truly continental economy with a defined division of labor.  The South raised cotton and other crops for export to New England and Britain; the West cultivated grain and raised livestock to feed factory workers in the East and Europe; and the East manufactured farm implements, textiles, and other consumer products for the South and West.  Many in the South, observing this linkage among the sections within the nation, pushed for the formation of a natural economic and thus, political alliance with the West that would offset the political and economic might of the business, commerce, and manufacturing interests of the East.  However, the South overestimated its worth within the Union, as well as its value to the global cotton market; it also underestimated the West’s ability to adapt to the changing economic environment and the impact the new railroad technology would have on the nation’s economic development.  The prospective alliance never transpired leaving the South isolated within its entrenched and backward economic system.  In the end, “the construction of a network of east-west railroads would change the alignments [between the sections] drastically, leaving the southern states as an isolated minority.”

The rapidly changing economic landscape of the United States had a tremendous impact on the American society and culture.  This flourishing industrial development during the Jacksonian era linked America’s economic fate to the fluctuations and unpredictability of the market economy.  As a result, the nation experienced three major economic depressions prior to the Civil War: in 1819, 1837 and 1857.  In the South, its increasingly dependence on cotton production and plantation slavery made it vulnerable to natural disasters and uncontrollable cotton prices.  However, it never experienced the economic dislocation and upheaval that these depressions caused in the free-states.  Northern society, as a result of the changing economic environment, became more impersonal and bureaucratic.  Self-sufficient households of the colonial days were transformed; many now worked for wages in mills or factories, or planted just a few crops for sale at the market and used the money to purchase goods made by strangers in far-off factories.  The home no longer served as the center of economic production in which all family members participated in a cooperative effort; rather, it grew into a place of refuge from the world of work and became a special and separate sphere for women.  

What’s more, the continental economy resulted in widening gulf between wealth and poverty.  While a general increase in prosperity occurred for all Americans during the first half of the nineteenth century, an emerging gap grew between rich and poor; cities tended to breed the greatest inequality with the unskilled workers faring the worst; these workers accounted for approximately one-half of an urban center’s population and they are the forgotten men and women of antebellum American history.  However, class bitterness failed to develop as long as the perception existed that if people worked hard and played by the same rules, they had an equal opportunity to succeed.  For example, John Jacob Astor, a fur trader and real estate speculator, started with a single fur-trading shop in 1786 and built an estate worth an estimated $30 million at the time of his death in 1848.  Of course, these sort of rags to riches stories were not typical; however, it illustrated the range of possibilities in the American economy during the 1800s.  To be sure, the American economy during the Jacksonian era provided more opportunity than the countries of the Old World.  In other words, despite difficulties in emerging urban metropolises, such as New York, Boston and Philadelphia, workers in these American cities would never trade places with their contemporaries in London, Paris, or Berlin.  In America, unskilled labor wages increased approximately one percent per year for the 40-year span between 1820 and 1860.  But despite its problems, the Union’s abundant and thriving economy, along with the availability of bounteous and cheap land, made America the land of freedom, liberty, and opportunity for most of its inhabitants and a place most of the world’s oppressed population would love to experience.
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