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THE THIRTY-FIRST ANNUAL MEETING 

The thirty-first annual meeting of the South Carolina 
Historical Association was held Saturday, April 15, 1961, 
at Winthrop College, Rock Hill, S. C. About forty members 
and a number of guests attended the program. 

After registration and a coffee hour members and guests 
heard papers by Robert J. Moore, Columbia College, "Rob
ert C. Winthrop: Conservative Opponent of Lincoln," and 
John M. Roberts, Fellow of Merton College, Oxford, "The 
New Cambridge Modern History: A Comment." A discus
sion period followed in which both the audience and the 
readers participated. 

At the business session which followed the luncheon the 
Secretary-Treasurer submitted his reports which were ap
proved without dissent. The Secretary-Treasurer then re
ported that the Executive Committee had nominated officers 
for the year 1961-1962, as follows: 

President: Daniel W. Hollis, University of South 
Carolina 

Vice-President: Mildred C. Beckwith, Winthrop 
College 

Secretary-Treasurer: Robert S. Lambert, Clemson 
College 

Member of the Executive Committee (term to expire 
in 1964): Lewis P. Jones, Wofford College 

No nominations were offered from the floor and this slate 
of officers was elected unanimously. Albert N. Sanders was 
recognized to present resolutions which noted the contribu
tions to the Association and the historical profession of two 
past presidents of the Association, Anne King Gregorie and 
J. Harold Wolfe, who had died during the year. A motion 
to print the resolutions in the Proceedings was adopted 
unanimously. The President then recognized R. H. Wiene
feld who presented a memorial on the passing of a third 
past president of the Association, J. H. Easterby, who had 
given such distinguished service to the profession, the state, 
and the Association as teacher, scholar, archivist, editor, 
and administrator. Dean Wienefeld moved that the memo
rial be adopted and printed in the Proceedings. The 
memorial was adopted unanimously. It was then announced 
that George C. Rogers, Jr., University of South Carolina, 
had been elected by the Executive Committee as Editor of 



the 1961 Proceedings, and that the Association would meet 
in Columbia in 1962 as guests of the University of South 
Carolina. 

Papers were presented at the afternoon session by George 
C. Rogers, Jr., University of South Carolina, "South Caro
lina Ratifies the Federal Constitution," and Jack E. Tuttle, 
Clemson College, "Tillman and the South Carolina Dispen
sary." A period of discussion rounded out the session. Mem
bers and guests were entertained at a reception by Presi
dent and Mrs. Charles S. Davis, Winthrop College, in their 
home. 

The banquet was held at 7 :00 p.m. President Davis of 
Winthrop College presented the address, "The Place of 
History in a Liberal Arts Curriculum." President Newton 
B. Jones then thanked the local committee on arrangements 
and the program chairman for a successful meeting. The 
annual meeting was adjourned at 8 :30 p.m. 



ANNE KING GREGORIE 
1887-1960 

In the passing of Anne King Gregorie on December 4, 
1960, the South Carolina Historical Association lost a val
uable leader and member and South Carolina lost one of the 
foremost interpreters of its civilization. Born in Savannah, 
Georgia, Dr. Gregorie graduated from Winthrop College, 
attended the universities of California and Wisconsin, and 
received her master's and doctor's degrees from the Uni
versity of South Carolina. After teaching history at Ala
bama College, Arkansas College, and the University of 
South Carolina, she moved to "Oakland on the Marsh," 
Christ Church Parish, for a career of research, writing, 
and editing. From 1936 to 1941 she was state director of 
the historical records survey; from 1948 to 1958 she edited 
the South Carolina Historical Magazine. She was a member 
of the executive committee of this Association from 1949 to 
1952 and its able president in 1958-1959. For many years 
Dr. Gregorie served as curator and member of the board 
of directors of the South Carolina Historical Society. 
Among her publications are: Notes on the Seewee Indians, 
Indian Remains of Christ Chwrch Parish, a biography of 
General Thomas Sumter, a history of Sumter County, 
and twenty-one sketches in the Dictionary of American 
Biography. 

Able and productive as her scholarship was, it was as a 
person Dr. Gregorie is remembered most vividly by those 
who knew her. As one of her friends commented: "She was 
an architect of living and achieving." 



JOHN HAROLD WOLFE 
1907-1960 

The South Carolina Historical Association lost a valuable 
leader and member with the untimely death of John Harold 
Wolfe in 1960. A native of Pickens, South Carolina, Dr. 
Wolfe graduated from Wofford College and received both 
his master's and doctor's degrees from the University of 
North Carolina. An able teacher of history, he served first 
in the public schools of the state and later on the faculties 
of Appalachian State Teachers, Limestone, and Winthrop 
colleges. A productive scholar, he edited the 1951 printing 
of the Constitution of 1865 and, in addition to articles, pub
lished respected studies of Jeffersonian democracy in South 
Carolina and the public life of Herbert Hoover. A profes
sional historian, he was a member of the state, regional, 
and several national associations. He served with distinc
tion as president of this association in 1947-1948. His pro
fessional excellence warranted his positions as a consultant 
of the South Carolina Department of Education and as a 
member of the Archives Commission. 

In his quiet but efficient manner, Dr. Wolfe not only made 
his contribution as a scholar and teacher but also as a dis
tinguished citizen of his native state. 



JAMES HAROLD EASTERBY 
1898-1960 

James Harold Easterby was born at Charleston, South 
Carolina, June 24, 1898. He graduated from the College of 
Charleston in 1920 and then continued his studies at Har
vard University where he completed his master's degree in 
1922. His teaching career at the College of Charleston, 
which began in 1920, continued until 1949 except for the 
years devoted to the completion of his doctoral degree in 
history at the University of Chicago in 1945. 

His historical interests centered upon the State whose 
past he revered. In 1929, he published the History of the 
St. Andrew's Society of Charleston, S. C., and in 1935, the 
History of the College of Charleston. The appearance of the 
South Carolina Rice Plantation, his doctoral dissertation, 
marked him as an editor of unusual talent. 

When he was chosen for the directorship of the South 
Carolina Archives Department, in 1949, his most important 
contributions to the historical profession began. Realizing 
the richness of the State's manuscript collections, he under
took the editorship of the Colonial Records of South Caro
lina, the first nine volumes of which bear witness to his 
meticulous scholarship. At the same time, he initiated the 
work of consolidating and restoring the manuscript records 
and making them more accessible to scholars in an archives 
building that was the culmination of one of his most cher
ished dreams. To make the history of South Carolina more 
meaningful to its citizens, he promoted the publication of 
various teaching aids and bibliographies for use in the 
public schools. He gave new impetus to the State historical 
markers program so that the events and achievements of 
the past might not be forgotten by the present generation. 

He gave unsparingly of his time to activities associated 
with his interests as an historian. For many years he served 
as a trustee of the County Free Library and the Charleston 
Library Society; from 1933 to 1948 he was a member of 
the Charleston Historical Commission. A devoted member 
of the South Carolina Historical Society, he served as its 
president, 1940-1942, and as editor of the South Carolina 
Historical Magazine from 1942 to 1948. He played an ac
tive role in the formation of the South Carolina Historical 
Association, making important contributions to this organ-



ization's development while serving as editor of its Proceed
ings, 1931-1933, and 1944-1945, and as its president, 1935-
1936. His professional reputation as an historian, editor, 
and archivist was attested by his election to the board of 
editors of the Journal of Southern History, 1947-1950; his 
appointment to the Council of the Institute of Early Ameri
can History and Culture at Williamsburg; and his election 
as a Fellow by the Society of American Archivists. 

He gave unstintingly of his time and knowledge not only 
to established historians who came to the Archives Depart
ment for research, but also to the fledgling scholars who 
were embarking on theses and dissertations. His deep de
votion to the cause of history impressed all who were asso
ciated with him. He will always be identified with the small 
band of scholars that contributed so significantly to the 
advancement of historical studies in South Carolina during 
the past generation. In his judgments he was mild and 
charitable; his humility was the hallmark of his scholar
ship. Gentleness, kindliness, and thoughtfulness charac
terized his relations with his fellow men. His death, on 
December 29, 1960, has removed a faithful member from 
the ranks of the South Carolina Historical Association; the 
historical profession has lost one of its most distinguished 
practitioners; and the State of South Carolina has been 
deprived of one of its most dedicated servants. 



ROBERT C. WINTHROP: CONSERVATIVE 
OPPONENT OF LINCOLN 

ROBERT J. MOORE 

Massachusetts is noted, among other things, for its schol
ars-in-politics and its eloquent orators. Few names were 
more eminent in the nineteenth century than that of Robert 
Charles Winthrop. Born exactly two months later than 
Abraham Lincoln, he was of a family as prominent as 
that of the Kentuckian was obscure. 

The first part of his life ran true to form for the train
ing of a scholarly, educated, patrician politician-gradua
tion from Harvard, 1828, law study in the office of Daniel 
Webster, admission to the bar, 1831, and election as a Whig 
representative to the General Court of Massachusetts, 1835. 

He went on to greater achievements--Speaker of the 
General Court, member of the United States House of 
Representatives, Speaker of the House, then Senator at the 
age of forty-one. He was one of those persons who seemed 
a born leader. Apparently no office within the gift of the 
people was beyond his grasp.1 

The decade of the eighteen-fifties witnessed the dissolu
tion of the Whig party. Winthrop, in the prime of his life, 
found himself without a political organization. He was 
offered lucrative positions in the newly formed American 
and Republican parties. 2 These he could not accept honestly 
while holding to his personal principles. He had never been 
a "Conscience-Whig," but he had always been troubled with 
a conscience. 3 The chief reason he could not join the new 
organizations was that he felt their sectional character was 
dangerous to the existence of the Union.4 The Democratic 
party, on the other hand, was not acceptable to this follower 
of Henry Clay. Only the catastrophe of Civil War could 
cause him to agree temporarily with the party of Andrew 
Jackson. Consequently, after the debacle of the Whig or
ganization, Winthrop was a politician without a party; 
and a man without a party is a man without an office. 

1 Boston Daily Advertiser, September 21, 1864. 
• Commonwealth History of Massachusetts, ed. Albert Bushnell Hart, New 

York, 1930, IV, 489. 
1 Robert C. Winthrop, Jr., A Memoir of Robert C. Winthrop, Boston, 1897, 

p. 204. 
' Robert C. Winthrop, Addresses and Speeches on Various Occasiom, Boston, 

1867, II, 235. 
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The second half of his life, after 1851, Winthrop spent 
in the pursuits of a scholarly, philanthropic gentleman. 
Though not a man of great wealth, he was interested in 
several altruistic activities and would have been more gen
erous had his means allowed. Of particular concern to 
Winthrop in the post-Civil War era was the improvement 
of education in the South. For many years he administered 
the Trust for Southern Education established by George 
Peabody, an exceptionally wealthy London banker and a 
fervent admirer of Winthrop. Because of Winthrop's con
scientious labor for better educational facilities in the 
South and specifically for his influence in obtaining a $2,000 
annual subsidy from the Peabody Trust for a new teacher 
training school in Columbia, South Carolina, the school was 
named in his honor. Founded in 1886, the Winthrop Train
ing School for Teachers was absorbed by the Winthrop 
Normal and Industrial College of South Carolina, the latter 
having been created by legislation passed in 1891 under the 
enthusiastic leadership of Governor Benjamin Tillman. The 
cornerstone for the state institution was laid with appro
priate ceremony in Rock Hill, South Carolina, on the eighty
fifth birthday of Robert C. Winthrop-May 12, 1894." 

Thus, this paper does not concern an active, office-seeking 
politician, but a retired statesman who could stand above 
political quarrels and yet analyze them through the eye of 
experience. It concerns a man acutely interested in his 
country and its welfare, a man cut to the quick by the con
troversies which got out of hand and caused a break-up of 
his beloved Union. 

In the quadrilateral presidential campaign of 1860, 
Robert C. Winthrop supported the new Constitutional 
Union party and the candidacy of John Bell of Tennessee 
and Edward Everett of Massachusetts. Everett was a close 
friend of Winthrop's and held similar conservative views. 
Winthrop took little part in the campaign due to European 
travels and illness in the family. On the occasion of his only 
speech for Bell and Everett, he expressed the opinion that 
only the Constitutional Union party could prevent the sec
tional controversy from reaching a climax, since it was the 
only truly national party. Should the candidates of one of 

• Francis Butler Simkins, Pitchfork Ben Tillman: South Carolinian, Baton 
Rouge, 1944, pp. 179-181; Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., pp. 303, 318-321. 
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the sectional parties be elected, the agitation and fury 
would not be calmed but aggravated. 6 

Despite this conviction Winthrop was not optimistic 
about the success of the Bell-Everett ticket. Several weeks 
before the election he was convinced that Lincoln would 
be elected.7 Everett shared this pessimism, believing that 
such a feat as the triumph of conservative feeling over the 
disorganizing radicalism of the day was too much to hope 
for. 8 

Winthrop was afraid the election of Lincoln would cause 
much mischief. Not that he thought Lincoln a dangerous 
radical, for he knew this former fellow Whig to be a mod
erate. What he feared was that the Southerners would not 
wait for Lincoln to demonstrate his moderation, that they 
would act upon their notion that Lincoln was prepared to 
accept the counsel of the most radical elements of the Re
publican party. "The danger is that, in the first flush of 
such an election, madness will rule the hour." 9 

Soon after the election confirmed his fear that Lincoln 
would be chosen, Winthrop initiated a series of meetings 
"among discreet Conservative men of the Commonwealth" 
to determine what action might be taken to help overcome 
the crisis which was rapidly developing. Though no positive 
program issued from these meetings held in Edward Ev
erett's library during December 1860 the Constitutional 
Union men demonstrated their concern over the state of 
the nation.10 

Winthrop was a born conservative. He belonged to that 
class of cultured gentlemen, most of whom had been "Cotton 
Whigs," who disliked the existence of slavery, and especial
ly its extension, but who hated radicalism, rampant en
thusiasm, and social disorder even worse. 11 He was con
vinced that most of the troubles which had harassed the 
country for several years stemmed from anti-slavery agi
tators.12 The fire-eating Southern counterparts of these 

6 Winthrop to Everett, June 19, September 21, 1860, Everett Papers, Mas
sachusetts Historical Society ( afterwards MRS); Winthrop, op. cit., II, 491-
501. 

7 Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., pp. 212-213. 
• Everett to Mrs. Charles Eames, September 4, 1860, Everett Paprs, MRS. 
• Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., pp. 212-213. 

10 Winthrop to Clifford, December 20, 1860, Winthrop Papers, MRS; Win
throp, Jr., op. cit., p. 214. 

11 Theodore Clarke Smith, Parties and Slavery, 1850-1859, New York, 1906, 
p. 265. 

u Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 203. 
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agitators came in for a share of the blame also. After the 
war had begun Winthrop said: "If the fire-eaters & fire
blowers of these two States [Massachusetts and South 
Carolina] could have been extinguished four years ago, we 
should have had no Civil War."13 

Winthrop could not accept the idea of an "irrepressible 
conflict" between the Northern and Southern states.14 The 
cause of the trouble was not two irreconcilable social sys
tems within one country. History demonstrated that the 
two systems and sections had always been able to work out 
their problems in the past. 

Compromise had been the keynote of the sectional modus 
vivendi up to 1860. Winthrop was, in thinking and tem
perament, a compromiser in the tradition of Clay and Web
ster. His great admiration for these two, especially Clay, 
was not just Whig loyalty or mere nostalgia for deceased 
leaders. It was a manifestation of his faith in compromise. 
When John J. Crittenden sent a copy of his plan of com
promise to Winthrop in December 1860 Winthrop approved 
of it.15 When Massachusetts moderates sent representatives 
to Washington bearing a petition to Congress in favor of 
making concessions in order to save the Union, Winthrop 
was among them.16 But compromise efforts were of no avail. 
Radicals on both sides were in command. 

Though Winthop was active in these efforts and believed 
the conflict was not irrepressible and irreconcilable, he 
despaired of a settlement. He had a "pervading dread of 
civil war."17 His outlook on life was essentially pessimistic; 
though he always hoped for the best, he always feared the 
worst. This gloomy attitude is especially noticeable in the 
first months of 1861, when he experienced only depression 
and misery. The throes of separation in which the Union 
was enmeshed weighed very heavily upon his mind. His 
wife was fighting a mortal illness which culminated in her 
death soon after the fall of Sumter. Faced with the prob
ability of losing his wife and the unity of the nation at the 
same time, he was in despair, prompting him to write: 
" ... it seems now as if the full blackness of midnight 

1 • Winthrop to Clifford, August 24, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
"Winthrop, op. cit., II, 697. 
10 Winthrop to John J. Crittenden, December 24, 1860, quoted in Ann Mary 

Butler Coleman, Life of John ]. Crittenden, Philadelphia, 1871, II, 229. 
10 Winthrop Papers, MHS, XXXVI, 171. 
11 Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 211. 
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were to be gone through, before morning breaks once more 
upon me, if it ever does."18 

During the campaign of 1860 Winthrop had made it clear 
that if the people should elect Lincoln president, he would 
stand by him as long as the new president adhered to the 
Union and the Constitution.19 After the election he set out 
to fulfill this promise. In the succeeding months Winthrop, 
through conversation and correspondence, did his part in 
advocating compromise and urging that all elements unite 
behind Lincoln. He admonished all factions to combine in 
acquiescence to the will of the people and to demonstrate 
their support of the incoming administration. Parties and 
platforms were insignificant now that the election was over. 
In the hour of danger all men should rally to constitution
ally chosen authority. Lincoln must be assured of the loyal
ty of all patriots.20 

For Winthrop to support Lincoln once he was elected 
was no change or repudiation of principles. During the cam
paign Winthrop had said nothing which breathed hatred or 
revenge toward anyone.21 He certainly had no antipathy 
toward Lincoln personally. The few contacts they had expe
rienced with each other had been cordial. The "lone Whig 
from Illinois" had cast one of the votes which had made 
Winthrop .Speaker of the House of Representatives in a 
very close contest in 1847.22 

Winthrop, the conservative, recognized Lincoln to be a 
moderate. Repeatedly Lincoln had disavowed the right of 
the federal government to interfere with slavery in the 
states where it existed. Repeatedly he had disowned North
ern radical agitation against the Southern institution. He 
had disapproved of John Brown. Winthrop could readily 
agree to these stands. 23 

Winthrop hoped that Lincoln, being a moderate man, 
would take the advice and counsel of "moderate and fore
bearing men . . . of men who had rather be found incon
sistent with themselves than inconsistent with the safety 
of the Republic."24 If the new president should listen to the 

1 • Winthrop to Clifford, April 13, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
18 Winthrop, op. cit., II, 497. 
•• Ibid., p. 700. 
11 Winthop to Clifford, October 10, 1860, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
11 F. Lauriston Bullard, "Lincoln's 'Conquest' of New England," The Abra

ham Lincoln Quarterly, II ( 1942), 4 72. 
•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 697. 
•• Ibid., p. 700. 
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more radical elements of the Republican party, Winthrop 
thought the results would be disastrous. The disaffected 
states could never be brought back into the Union through 
further inflexibility among Northerners. Perhaps the major 
reason Winthrop urged all parties and factions to unite in 
support of the president-elect was in order to make Lincoln 
realize that he didn't have to depend upon radicals for 
support; therefore he would not be forced to appoint radical 
advisors. 

Having this attitude toward Lincoln, Winthrop looked 
forward to the inauguration. He hoped that event would 
mark a turning point in the course of the nation's problems. 
But, consistent with his basic pessimism, he dared not be 
too hopeful. 25 

The most obvious problem which the newly inaugurated 
president faced was the question of federal authority in 
sections which claimed to have severed their ties with the 
Union. The outstanding symbol of this federal authority 
was the garrison at Fort Sumter in Charleston harbor. If 
the garrison were removed from the fort, the inference 
seemingly would be that the federal government was ac
cepting the fact of secession, the right of secession, and the 
sovereignty of South Carolina. If the garrison were re
tained, a war would be set off by South Carolina's forcible 
prevention of food supplies reaching the fort. Winthrop 
believed, however, that the dilemma was not insoluble. He 
thought that the government should evacuate Fort Sumter 
and that this action "could be reconciled with the highest 
dictates of policy and of magnanimity." He confessed he 
did not know on what moral and military grounds it could 
be justified. He believed, almost as if by instinct, that it 
must be done. The only thing to stand in the way of the 
evacuation was the false pride of the Republican party.26 

Winthrop's conviction that the fort should be evacuated 
may have been inconsistent with wise military strategy, 
but it was consistent with his conciliation and compromise 
efforts of the previous months. According to his reasoning, 
evacuation of the fort would help to create a climate in 
which agreements could be more easily reached. 

When Fort Sumter was bombarded, there is no doubt 
about where Winthrop's sentiments lay. The nation had 
been attacked and must be defended. All patriots and lovers 

•• Winthrop to Clifford, March 1, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS . 
.. Winthrop to Clifford, March 12, 1861, ibid. 
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of liberty and law must support the powers-that-be, defend 
the capital and the flag. He did not believe, however, that 
this support entailed a concurrence with everything the 
president said and did. He could conceive of "patriotic 
doubts as to the wisdom" of many of the president's state
ments and deeds.21 

In October 1861 Secretary of State William H. Seward 
invited Winthrop to come to Washington on an important 
matter of public business. Though Seward and Winthrop 
differed on many points in politics, they remained personal 
friends. Willing to do anything feasible to help the govern
ment in its hour of embarrassment, Winthrop journeyed 
forthwith to the capital. A scheme was on foot to send sev
eral well-known men to London and Paris to mingle as un
official goodwill ambassadors with the leading men in those 
capitals in an effort to counteract the influence of Southern 
emissaries. After several conferences with Seward and one 
with President Lincoln, Winthrop consented to go if they 
insisted, but he was inclined against the trip. His particular 
fear was that the official ambassadors of the United States 
in those capitals might look with displeasure on the coming 
of such agents. Of the six men asked to go, two actually 
sailed for Europe. Winthrop and the others were allowed 
to wait until some emergency might make their journey 
necessary. Soon the administration became convinced that 
no European state had any immediate intention of inter
vention on behalf of the Confederacy, so the informal emis
sary project was dropped. 28 

Winthrop's contributions to the war effort were varied. 
He gave financially to the Soldiers' Relief Fund, to Army 
Hospitals, to the American Tract Society, and to other 
service agencies designed to aid the army. Interested also 
in aid for civilian war victims, he served on the fund-rais
ing committee of the Association for the Relief of East 
Tennessee, which gathered in over $100,000 from the 
Boston area for the relief of the loyal citizens of that war
upset area.211 

Not the least of Winthrop's contributions to the war ef
fort were his speeches in favor of aid to the soldiers and for 

27 Ibid., XXXVI, 173. 
•• Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 221; Winthrop Papers, MHS, XXXVI, 174; 

Proceedings of the Massachusetts Historical Society, series 2, I, 202-210. 
20 Edward Everett, Account of the Fund for the Relief of East Tennessee, 

Boston, 1864, passim. 
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recruiting. He was a distinguished and much-sought-after 
speaker. On at least one occasion he obliged a political 
enemy-Henry Wilson, an extremist Republican Senator 
from Massachusetts who had raised two regiments of sol
diers-by making the flag presentation speech on the Boston 
Common. The Providence Journal printed the speech under 
the heading: "DAWN OF THE MILLENNIUM: ROBERT 
C. WINTHROP PRESENTS A STANDARD TO HENRY 
WILSON !"30 As soon as Winthrop had finished delivering 
the speech, Charles Sumner, another political enemy, came 
forward and extended his hand. Winthrop took it, and a 
memorable feud of sixteen years seemed at an end.81 But 
it was only a short truce. Winthrop thought Sumner's radi
calism dangerous to the Union.32 

Winthrop made several speeches in the cause of gaining 
new recruits and for the aid of the army. An example of his 
patriotic oratory is this peroration on the grand old flag: 

Let us keep our eyes and our hearts steadily fixed upon 
the old flag of our fathers,-the same today as when 
it was first lifted in triumph at Saratoga, or first 
struck down in madness at Sumter. That flag tells our 
whole story .... It has a star for every State. Let us 
resolve that there shall be a State for every star !38 

The value of speeches is quite intangible. Their usefulness 
cannot be calculated as money or even as some other serv
ices. But it is safe to say that Winthrop's orations were no 
small contribution. 

At the outset of hostilities, Winthrop urged that the war 
be fought only on a defensive basis. He stood solidly behind 
efforts to repel invasion on land and free-booting on the sea, 
but he hoped the government would "be slow to enter upon 
any career of conquest."34 

He did not adhere to this ideal of defensive war for the 
duration. ( He was certainly as happy as anyone about the 
fall of Richmond.) But he clung persistently to the idea 
that the war should not take the form of revenge against 
the Southern people. It was a war only for the enforcement 
of the laws and the restoration of the Union, not for sub-

80 Winthrop, Jr., o,p. cit., p. 220, n. 
01 Ibid., p. 220. 
32 Winthrop to Clifford, October 17, 1862, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
•• Winthrop, Jr., o,p. cit., p. 225. 
"Winthrop to Clifford, April 23, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
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jugation.85 Extremities should be kept at a minimum in 
order that the final outcome would be easier and more satis
factory.36 He regretted the brutal ferocity which was stim
ulated by so many preachers and politicians.87 He urged 
that the press of the land assume a more moderate and 
conciliatory tone so that it would be an instrument for con
cord rather than discord. Rebellion must be met with hard 
blows, but a just, generous, and conciliatory policy must 
accompany the advancing armies. "We should so deal with 
our enemies, as remembering and hoping that they may 
soon once more become our friends."38 

Winthrop's attitude towards belligerents and war pris
oners brought upon him much vilification by the radical 
press. He once sent wine to two Southern friends who were 
prisoners and helped to provide overcoats for the prisoners 
at Fort Warren. A "miserable clamor" was raised by some 
"of our bitter spirits." One of the newspapers called those 
involved sympathizers with rebellion and threatened to 
report them to the secretary of statel311 

Winthrop was not in favor of large scale emancipation 
projects during the Civil War. This attitude stemmed from 
his ideas of the war as a struggle solely to maintain the 
Union and of Southerners as brothers who must be con
ciliated. The war must be fought to restore the Union, not 
to wreak revenge upon the Southern people or forcibly to 
alter Southern social patterns. Should the government seek 
revenge and radical social changes, the war would be need
lessly prolonged. The South would be so aggravated it could 
never be reconciled and restored to its former place in the 
Union.40 He believed that emancipation of the slaves would 
defeat the whole object of the war-restoration of the 
Union. 

On the other hand, his attitude concerning emancipation 
certainly did not emanate from any sympathy with the 
institution of slavery itself. He stated that he and his asso
ciates in the old Whig party had loved freedom and hated 
slavery as much as Sumner. They just could not accept 

•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 507 . 
.. Winthrop to Kennedy, November 29, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
17 Winthrop to Kennedy, June 29, 1861, ibid. 
11 Winthrop, op. cit., II, 563-564. 
•• Winthrop to Kennedy, November 29, 1861, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 526-527. 
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Sumner's method of demonstrating that love and hatred.° 
Before the war Winthrop was against abrupt, uncompen
sated emancipation because of the social chaos it would 
cause among both races and the resentment it might cause 
on the part of slave owners. During the war he opposed 
emancipation because he thought it would delay or make 
impossible the restoration of the Union. 

In the early stages of the war Lincoln's policy and state
ments regarding slavery were quite acceptable to Win
throp. When the administration called Winthrop to Wash
ington in October 1861 concerning the trip to Europe as 
goodwill ambassador, Lincoln had just rebuffed General 
John C. Fremont by overruling the latter's emancipation 
proclamation in Missouri. Winthrop congratulated the pres
ident on the action. This pleased Lincoln and he proceeded 
to read to Winthrop a clever letter he had written to an 
irate politician about it. Winthrop remarked that the presi
dent's course in the matter verified a statement he had 
made during the campaign of 1860: that though he could 
not vote with the Republican party, he rather suspected 
that, on the subject of slavery, Lincoln would "disappoint 
some of his supporters more than his opponents." 42 To this 
Lincoln replied dryly: "There is a good deal of old Whig 
left in me yet."43 

Winthrop's attitude toward Lincoln's policy of modera
tion underwent a rather sharp reversal with the issuance 
of the preliminary proclamation of emancipation. His re
action to the announcement was one of deep regret and 
fear. He doubted the wisdom of the proclamation, doubted 
the authority of the president to proclaim it, and hated the 
idea that the war might be prolonged by fighting for more 
than just the restoration of the Union.44 

Winthrop believed Lincoln had acquired an ambition for 
two great titles-Restorer of American Union and Eman
cipator of African Slavery. The former was by far the 
nobler goal, in Winthrop's opinion. He thought that by tak
ing upon himself the ambition to attain the latter title, 
Lincoln placed himself in a position in which he could not 
bring about the restoration of the Union.45 

" Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 287. 
"Winthrop Papers, MHS, XXXVI, 175-176. 
"Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 222. 
" Winthrop, op. cit., II, 621. 
•• Ibid., p . 596. 
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After the Emancipation Proclamation, the differences 
between the attitudes of the administration and of Win
throp on the problems of the war and the restoration of 
the Union grew wider and wider until they climaxed in 
Winthrop's support of the opposition in the election of 
1864. However, a certain amount of cordiality remained. 
A year after the Proclamation he was making speeches 
calling for support of the powers-that-be in strengthening 
the defense of the country.46 On Saturday, April 25, 1863, 
Winthrop and his daughter, Eliza, chanced to be in Wash
ington. They drove to the White House, saw Lincoln for 
five minutes, then spent ten minutes with Secretary Sew
ard. The meetings seem to have been amicable, as Winthrop 
described them : "They were both cheerful & hopeful, & 
seemed to have no doubt that the Union was in the way 
of being saved. Abe said he had lost no flesh, notwithstand
ing all his cares, & that he weighed about 180 pounds 
still."47 

As election day in 1864 approached, every man in the 
loyal states was faced with the great decision of whether 
the war administration of Lincoln should be continued in 
office. For many people the decision was not difficult. Many 
had the idea that to vote against the power in office during 
a time of extreme national crisis was much like giving aid 
and comfort to the enemy. Winthrop was under the impres
sion that even Secretary Seward helped to propagate this 
idea. But Winthrop saw clearly that his whole-hearted sup
port of the government did not necessarily involve complete 
approval of any particular administration which happened 
to be in office. 48 He felt bound to support the administration 
which had been placed in office by constitutional means, but 
there was nothing unpatriotic about trying to replace the 
regime at the end of its due term. "Abraham Lincoln was 
duly elected President of the United States for four years," 
said Winthrop in one of his campaign speeches. "I rejoice 
that he was elected for no more than four. "49 

But Winthrop's decision on the question of whom to sup
port in 1864 by no means came automatically or easily. 
Neither of the parties was very palatable to him. The Re
publican party was in office and much that it was doing 

•• Ibid., p . 563. 
" Winthrop to Winthrop, Jr., April 27, 1863, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 612. 
•• Ibid., p. 609. 
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displeased him. The party contained a group of radicals 
whose ideas were completely alien to his way of thinking. 
On the other hand, the Democratic party had been a tradi
tional foe to his Whig ideas. Furthermore, it had an ele
ment within its ranks whose loyalty to the Union was in 
question. Both parties were potential supporters of extreme 
points of view. From Winthrop's perpetually moderate and 
middle-of-the-road stance, anything which smacked of ex
tremity was distasteful. 

There were two major underlying reasons why Winthrop 
did not support the party of Lincoln in 1864. One was the 
policy of emancipation. The other was the existence of the 
radical element in the party. Both of these bade fair to 
prolong the horrible conflict and make real reconciliation 
impossible, it seemed to him. 50 

He accepted the Democratic ticket as the lesser of two 
evils. There was much with which he was not satisfied. 
The Chicago platform especially caused him consternation. 
But he honored General George B. McClellan's letter in 
acceptance of the nomination as the real platform, a per
sonal platform of McClellan's own which was "broad 
enough and comprehensive enough for every patriot in the 
land to stand upon."51 McClellan's letter modified the Chi
cago platform, especially the so-called peace-at-any-price 
clause, almost to the extent of repudiation. Winthrop re
vealed to John P. Kennedy of Maryland his dissatisfaction 
but resignation about the Democratic ticket: "The Chicago 
platform does not quite suit my fancy & your Cousin George 
Pendleton is not my beau-ideal for a Vice-President, but 
upon the whole, I do not see my way clear to pref erring 
Lincoln & Johnson to McClellan & Pendleton."52 

A consideration which made the decision even harder 
was the fact that he had to part political company with 
many of his old friends. None of his closest and most valued 
friends joined him in his support of McClellan. He disliked 
having to differ with such long-standing intimates as John 
P. Kennedy, Edward Everett, and John H. Clifford.53 Going 
against the comforts of being in step with trusted and re
spected friends and merging purposes with a group of for-

•• Winthrop to Kennedy, November 3, 1863, September 23, 1864, Winthrop 
Papers, MHS. 

• 1 Winthrop, op. cit., II, 598. 
•• Winthrop to Kennedy, September 6, 1864, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
•• Winthrop to Clifford, September 23, 1864, ibid. 
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mer political enemies requires rare independence of 
thought. In this venture Winthrop managed to lose neither 
the trust nor affection of the old friends. 

The McClellan campaign began soon after the Chicago 
Convention, and Winthrop plunged into active support of 
the candidate he had chosen. At the Democratic State Con
vention in Worcester, Massachusetts, he was nominated by 
acclamation as an elector-at-large to head the Democratic 
state electoral ticket. 54 He was one of the prominent speak
ers at a great open-air ratification meeting in New York 
on September 17. This was said to have been the largest 
political gathering in America up to that time. 55 Winthrop 
reiterated to that vast audience his views concerning the 
war-the preservation of the Union should be the only con
dition of peace. The war was to keep "The Constitution as 
it is, the Union as it was."56 He accused the Republicans 
of destroying any sparks of Union sentiment in the South 
and of arousing hatred, desperation, and the determination 
never to submit in the hearts of Southerners. 57 

Winthrop's most important speech during the campaign, 
indeed, his most important political oration in the war 
period, was delivered at New London, Connecticut. The 
theme of the speech was that the Lincoln administration 
was not capable of restoring the Union. It was rendered 
incapable by three major factors. First, the election of Lin
coln had been the immediate occasion for the rebellion. 
Lincoln exemplified sectional domination to the Southern
ers. Therefore, he must be removed so that the South might 
be reconciled to a reunion. Second, reunion was against the 
best interests of the Republican party. Should the South 
be brought back into the nation, the sectional party would 
be in a hopeless minority and would consequently lose its 
power. The nation should not be entrusted to those who 
have any reason to gain by disunity. Third, the adminis
tration's emancipation policy had breathed a greater sense 
of desperation and defiance into Southerners. 58 

The New London speech was very successful. The Demo
cratic party had 200,000 copies printed and circulated as 

•• Ibid. 
•• Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 236. 
•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 594, 589. 
07 Ibid., p . 595. 
•• Ibid., pp. 604-615. 
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campaign documents. 59 McClellan wrote to Winthrop per
sonally thanking him for the speech and the calm, dignified, 
able, and exhaustive manner in which the issues were dis
cussed. 60 After the election Caleb Cushing told Winthrop 
that the New London speech was the best effort on behalf 
of McClellan's candidacy. He thought the election might 
have turned out differently if all the campaigning for 
McClellan had been in the same spirit. Winthrop had 
learned, on good authority, that Lincoln and Seward felt 
essentially the same way about it. He considered this a real 
compliment as he knew of no better judges of campaign 
speeches than those three. 61 

Winthrop's part in the whole campaign was carried out 
in the moderate manner which he urged everyone to use. 
He insisted that there should be mutual respect between 
the opposing sides in the election. The motives of no one 
should be impugned. 62 One of the best examples of the mod
erate and amicable manner in which Winthrop participated 
in the campaign was his relation with Edward Everett. 
These two old friends were placed in peculiar and rather 
embarrassing positions. Winthrop headed the slate of Mas
sachusetts Democratic electors and Everett was placed at 
the top of the Republican list. This might have been dis
astrous to the friendship of two less tolerant persons, since 
the campaign was so heatedly fought. But the personal 
intimacy of the pair was unaffected.63 This is as much a 
testimony to the quality and constancy of their comrade
ship as it was to the gentlemanly manner in which each 
carried forth his duty in the campaign. 

There is evidence that in later years Winthrop repented 
the stand he had made for McClellan and acknowledged 
that he should have supported Lincoln. 

Dr. Worthington C. Ford [editor for the Massachu
setts Historical Society] relates that after the war 
Winthrop read to the Massachusetts Historical So
ciety a letter he had received from Everett during the 
war, and that with tears in his eyes he confessed his 

•• Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 258. 
•• McClellan to Winthrop, October 22, 1864, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
• 1 Winthrop, Jr., op. cit., p. 261. 
•• Winthrop, op. cit., II, 638. 
•• "Winthrop Diary," September 21, 1864, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
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mistaken judgment in not following Everett in his sup
port of the administration.64 

This is not fully substantiated, but neither is it a far
fetched notion. Certainly Winthrop came to recognize that 
Lincoln's policy, at least after the election of 1864, was one 
to which he could have given his whole-hearted support.65 

The assassination brought about the rapid culmination 
of a change in Winthrop's attitude toward Lincoln. This 
change had begun with the election, when Winthrop's op
position to the course of events ceased.66 There is a great 
difference in the tenor of what he said in the campaign of 
1864 and what he said after the assassination. Winthrop 
realized this discrepancy but did not believe it was a serious 
inconsistency on his part. "But the change was not so much 
in my opinions as in the attitude of Mr. Lincoln."67 

Winthrop believed that after the campaign Lincoln prac
tically reversed his whole policy. The strong opposition to 
his re-election must have caused him to realize that he must 
change his course, Winthrop thought. There were three 
major changes for the better which Lincoln made in these 
months. He stopped interfering with his generals. He 
began to show a conciliatory and amicable attitude toward 
the South. He began to exert all his energy to securing 
peace, even meeting with Southern commissioners in a 
peace attempt.68 

Winthrop was genuinely shocked and horrified by the 
assassination. He confessed that he was beginning to have 
a real appreciation of Lincoln when the president was sud
denly snatched away. Shortly after the assassination Win
throp wrote these telling lines to a French friend : 

Nothing in modern history, if anything in ancient, has 
equalled that event in all its startling incidents. It has 

•• Edith Ellen Ware, Political Opinion in Massachusetts During Civil War 
and Reconstruction, New York, 1916, p. 107, n. This information appeared in 
a footnote of Miss Ware's study. It is apparently the result of a direct contact 
with Dr. Ford, as she gives no references. F. Lauriston Bullard used the same 
information in his article, "Lincoln's 'Conquest' of New England," The Abra
ham Lincoln Quarterly, II (1942), 49-79. He also gives no reference for the 
statement. Though the information appears in these two reliable sources, it 
does not appear in the Proceedings of the Massachusetts Historical Society, 
where presumably all formal statements of the president are recorded. It is 
possible that the confession was given in an off-hand manner and therefore was 
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thrilled the whole world with horror. I have hardly yet 
recovered from the shock it produced. Pres. Lincoln 
had displayed great moderation & magnanimity since 
his re-election, & we had all become impressed with 
his sterling excellencies.60 

Before the Massachusetts Historical Society in April 1865 
Winthrop commented on the death of Lincoln. He said that 
the assassin had taken 

the man who, of all other men could least be spared to 
the administration of our Government,-the man who 
was most trusted, most relied on, most beloved by the 
loyal people of the Union. Beyond all doubt, the life 
of President Lincoln was a thousandfold the most 
precious life in our whole land .... 70 

It is evident that Winthrop believed the name of Lincoln 
destined for greatness. In the resolutions which he pre
sented to the Society he expressed the opinion that the role 
played by Lincoln in bringing the war to a successful term
ination, his moderation and magnanimity, and his murder, 
would secure a place for him in the hearts of the people and 
in American history comparable to that of Washington.71 

It is interesting to note, in conclusion, Winthrop's atti
tude toward Lincoln's successor. Winthrop was agreeably 
surprised by Johnson. "He exhibits more good sense, more 
ability, & more general discretion that I should have antici
pated,"72 he wrote to a friend on May 3, 1865. By January 
1866 he had developed a "hearty admiration of Andrew 
J ohnson."73 In May 1866 he had an interview with Johnson 
and reported that 

he impressed me more agreeably than ever before, and 
however I may regret some of the incidents of his 
course, I rejoice he has made a stand against the ex
tremists. Lincoln, I believe, would have done the same, 
though with much more tact and a greater chance of 
success.74 

•• Winthrop to Count Circourt, May 18, 1865, Winthrop Papers, MHS. 
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11 Ibid., p. 663. 
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It is ironical that Winthrop gave his hearty support to 
Johnson, though realizing that he was only carrying out 
Lincoln's policy, and doing it in a less tactful and less suc
cessful manner than Lincoln himself could have done. 



THE NEW CAMBRIDGE MODERN HISTORY: 
A COMMENT 

JOHN M. ROBERTS 

The New Cambridge Modern History, when its publica
tion is completed, will run to a dozen volumes of articles, 
some by scholars of world-wide repute, on a period of his
tory of nearly six centuries, and discussing topics in all 
corners of the globe. It may seem presumptuous, and even 
arrogant, for anyone to think that he can possibly have any
thing of value to say about so large an undertaking. Al
though I teach for my bread-and-butter what is called 
"Modern History" in my own university, I cannot pretend 
to have even a nodding acquaintance with, let me say, the 
Reformation in Iceland, or the dictatorship of Peron, to 
choose two topics only from the many treated by the 
New Cambridge Modern History. Yet there is some justifi
cation for my attempt to appraise the History. To begin 
with, I have a little acquaintance of an intimate sort with 
it because I am contributing chapters to two of its volumes. 
The experience of the way in which these volumes are being 
put together has sharpened a number of impressions I have 
formed about the whole work. But a more important justifi
cation for the appraisal I am going to give you is, I think, 
the principle that it is necessary to criticize a work of this 
kind, even though the criticism must necessarily be made by 
non-specialists, because much of its use will be by those who 
are not specialists and even by those who are not historians. 

Two sorts of criteria seem to me to be applicable in the 
criticism of such a work. The first might be described as the 
criteria of the reader. A general history can properly be 
examined with an eye to its coherence and readability, its 
lucidity and its articulation. Then there must also be ap
plied the criteria of the historian, whether he be teacher or 
student--and we all pass continually back and forth be
tween one role and the other. These criteria will be those of 
usefulness, in a very wide sense. They will test the planning 
and scope of the whole book, the accessibility or non-acces
sibility of important information in it, the scholarship, 
where possible, and even the aims which the work is meant 
to serve. I can't hope to exhaust all these themes. All that I 
hope to do is to advance a few arguments about this work 
and to persuade you that there is something to be said for 
my view that the New Cambridge Modern History is one of 



26 THE SOUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION 

the great disappointments of historical publishing since 
1945. 

I propose to begin by telling you a little about the history 
and purposes of the New Cambridge Modern History. Then 
I shall say something about its nature and that of the vol
umes so far published. Finally, I shall try to explain why 
the History seems to me to be disappointing. 

The New Cambridge Modern History is one of a large 
number of co-operative histories from the Cambridge press. 
The first of them all to appear was the old Modern History; 
it was followed by the Ancient History and the Medieval 
History, by the Cambridge History of the British Empire 
and the Economic History (of which only two volumes have 
so far appeared). I should also mention the Cambridge 
History of Poland, another co-operative work although one 
on a smaller scale. I mention these because it is helpful to 
remember that the Cambridge Press has by now estab
lished something of a tradition with these big, useful, co
operative works, some of which contain articles of outstand
ing excellence. A new horse from the same stud is bound to 
awake the interest of the historical punter. Such a back
ground implies that the Cambridge Press has a certain 
expertise, born of familiarity with the special problems of 
co-operative enterprises. The Oxford press has preferred 
to divide its big histories into single volumes, each of which 
is from the same pen. The Cambridge press has felt sure 
enough of the co-operative form to return to it again and 
again. They should know there, if anywhere, how to man
age this sort of enterprise in the best way. 

The New Cambridge Modern History should be able to 
avoid the errors and exploit the achievements of its pre
decessors. This means, above all, that it should improve on 
the old Cambridge Modern History. As I hope to show you, 
the editors of the newer history have been very conscious 
of their predecessors' work. This makes it sensible to begin 
by seeing what that work was. 

The Cambridge University Press asked Lord Acton to 
undertake the editing of a general history in 1896. He died 
before the first volume of the Cambridge Modern History 
appeared in 1902; publication was completed in 1911. The 
completed work did not entirely express his wishes, it is 
true, yet it is not misleading to refer to it as Acton's crea
tion; his ideas are those on which the final work was based. 
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You can find them set out in the letter which he sent to the 
contributors to the Cambridge History1 and they can also 
be inferred from his other writings and lectures, above all 
from his famous Inaugural lecture. 2 The book which he 
wished to edit was to provide an answer to the problem of 
mastering the great flood of sources which became available 
during the nineteenth century; this it was to do by obtain
ing expert contributions from specialists, each of whom had 
achieved mastery of the sources in some particular field. 
In the second place, the book was to achieve impartiality, 
and therefore authority. Acton's words are famous, but so 
strong that I must ask you to allow me to quote them to you 
at length: 

Our scheme requires that nothing shall reveal the 
country, the religion, or the party to which the writers 
belong. 

It is essential not only on the ground that impar
tiality is the character of legitimate history, but be
cause the work is carried on by men acting together 
for no other object than the increase of accurate 
knowledge. 

The disclosure of personal views would lead to such 
confusion that all unity of design would disappear. 

And later he adds: 
Contributors will understand that we are estab

lished, not under the Meridian of Greenwich, but in 
Long. 30°W.; that our Waterloo must be one that 
satisfies French and English, Germans and Dutch 
alike; that nobody can tell, without examining the 
list of authors, where the Bishop of Oxford laid down 
the pen, and whether Fairbairn or Gasquet, Lieber
mann or Harrison took it up.8 

Finally, Acton wanted his history to narrate not just a col
lection of particular histories, but the story of mankind. 
The phrase he used was "Universal History," and by it he 
meant something 

which is distinct from the combined history of all 
countries, which is not a rope of sand, but a continuous 

1 Printed as an appendix in Lord Acton, Lectures on Modem History, Lon
don, 1906, p. 315. 

• Ibid., p. 10. 
• Ibid., pp. 316, 318. 



28 THE SOUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION 

development, and is not a burden on the memory, but 
an illumination of the soul. It moves in a succession to 
which the nations are subsidiary. Their story will be 
told, not for their own sake, but in reference and sub
ordination to a higher series, according to the time 
and the degree in which they contribute to the common 
fortunes of mankind. 4 

I think that Acton's meaning is a little clearer here if we 
remember that in his notes to his Inaugural lecture he 
quoted with approval the words of Macaulay: "Facts are 
the mere dross of history. It is from the abstract truth 
which interpenetrates them, and lies latent among them like 
gold in the ore, that the mass derives its value."11 

For the moment I have done with quotations; I won't 
bother you further with them. But I have not done with 
Lord Acton. These guiding principles--the aim of over
coming finally the flow of sources; the aim of achieving 
impartiality; and the aim of telling the story of mankind 
in its true significance-seem to me very impressive and 
inspiring. I can see, however, that they are much harder 
to achieve than Acton thought. Perhaps they are principles 
so perfect that they cannot be given an expression which 
does not dilute them. The flood of sources, for example, has 
not stopped flowing since Acton wrote. The stream had be
come a flood in the nineteenth century, but since then the 
eager activity of historians, professional and amateur, has 
struck oil in the most unlikely places. New gushers spring 
up all over the world. This is especially true of very recent 
history. We live under the double handicap of being an 
historically conscious culture and of not throwing enough 
away. You will remember those mountains of material out 
of which the prosecution constructed its case at the Nurem
burg trials. Governments now need bigger diets of paper 
for their nourishment than used to be the case. Moreover, 
many of the sources now available are not sources in the 
traditional sense at all; our ideas of what constitutes his
torical evidence have widened with our ideas of what are 
permissible historical questions. When Acton wrote there 
was still a belief among historians that the important ques
tions could be solved by the production of crucial documents 
which would decisively settle them. This was because his-

• Ibid., p . 317. 
• Ibid., p. 321. 
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torical questions looked precise. Acton himself liked ques
tions of personal responsibility, and these seem at first 
sight especially susceptible of final solution. But the rise of 
social history and economic history, the study of the history 
of ideas and of art, the awareness we all have that psycho
analysts are looking over our shoulders, have all so changed 
this picture that historians now look round with suspicion 
when a document appears to establish something conclu
sively. They at once begin to hunt for a lot more evidence 
to show why the piece they have in their hand is untypical 
and, therefore, inconclusive. When we consider how great 
a scholar Acton was, there is a tragic irony in thinking, for 
example, of what has happened since his death to the study 
of the French Revolution. The subject has been trans
formed; the transformation began with J aures' Histoire 
Socialiste and has continued down to the great work of 
Georges Lefebvre, who died last year; it has flooded the 
history of the Revolution with light by looking at the 
sources of its social history. Yet the Revolution is the sub
ject of which Acton himself wrote that "in a few years ... 
all will be known that ever can be known."6 

Nor is it likely that many of us will feel so sure about 
achieving impartiality. At the least, we must feel that it is 
sometimes less easy to detect partiality in ourselves than 
Acton felt. He was always very much aware of the dangers 
of bias over political or religious issues; we are perhaps 
more aware of the subtler dangers which blinker us from 
the start-of the difficulty, perhaps, of making any value 
judgments at all. And while we may well still think that in 
principle the search for a universal history is a worthwhile 
one, specialists are constantly obscuring our view of its 
essence. It may be easy to agree, for example, that there is 
a phenomenon worthy of study because it is of universal 
significance called "the Reformation." Yet this means the
ology to one man, class-struggles to another, and diplomatic 
and political haggling to a third. One man's history is an
other man's journalism, and today people write the social 
history of the potato and find price-revolutions more sig
nificant than the antics of diplomats and absolute mon
archs. 

To say all these things is only to say that times have 
changed and that the study of history is no more settled an 

• Lord Acton, Lectures on the French Revolution, London, 1910, p. 373. 
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activity than the study of physics has been in the last half
century, or the study of biology is going to be in the next. 
Moreover, the fact that some of the presuppositions of 
Acton and his colleagues were less water-tight than they 
seemed to be has not prevented the old Cambridge Modern 
History from giving useful service for fifty years. Many 
bad things have been said about it, not always justifiably; 
it was a great achievement. More detailed than Lavisse and 
Rambaud, it has been a major standby for teachers and 
students. Its bibliographies are outdated, yet still can prove 
to be a useful first quarry for materials. Its index is re
liable and on facts it rarely lets you down except where a 
subject has grown up since it was published. It has been, 
as the editors of its successor suggest, successful as a text
book, as a work of reference, and as a general reader's book. 
And now we must ask: will the New Cambridge Modern 
History be as successful'! 

The new series was conceived before 1939. Not much is 
yet known about the circumstances. Certainly, the war 
delayed its progress. Finally, the first volumes (two were 
published simultaneously) appeared in 1957. A third fol
lowed in 1958, and two more in 1960. At least two others 
are likely to go to press before the end of this year. But at 
this rate, even allowing for the beginning of the work in 
1945, after the war, sixteen years have now gone by. Acton 
sent out his letter to contributors in 1898; fourteen years 
later the last volume was out. Evidently historians write 
more slowly nowadays. 

We have two sources of information about the purpose 
and planning of New Cambridge Modern History. One of 
them is a "general prospectus," published by the Cambridge 
Press, bearing the names of the advisory committee who 
presided over the editors;7 it had been circulated to all 
contributors. ( There are two slightly different forms of this 
document). Then there is the "General Introduction" to the 
History, printed at the beginning of Volume I, written by 
Sir George Clark, who planned the whole series. In these 
we can see the assumptions on which the new Modern His
tory is based. 

To some extent the new series has been published because 
of the erosion of Acton's principles. It has also had to take 

• The committee consisted of Sir George Clark, Professor J. R. M. Butler, 
and Mr. J. P. T. Bury; the late E. A. Benians was a member whose name does 
not appear on the prospectus. 
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account of the accumulation of great quantities of new 
knowledge since the old Modern Histo'ry appeared. It is 
significant that where Acton spoke of the flood of source
material, the editorial committee of the new series speaks 
of the flood of secondary material. Sir George Clark's intro
ductory essay contains a very interesting and perceptive 
examination of the reasons which have led historians to 
abandon the dream of writing a definitive and unsurpass
able history. Nowadays, he says, "Historians ... expect 
their work to be superseded again and again." Clearly, he 
speaks figuratively; such an expectation cannot be upper
most in the minds of any of them, for if it were, it is diffi
cult to see why they would trouble to turn out the flood of 
books which now appears. Yet something of the sort can 
certainly be conceded to Sir George; we are all less confident 
than we used to be. He and his colleagues have not deduced 
from this that a yet braver effort to rise above the flood of 
ephemera to a synoptic and definitive view is the duty of 
contributors to their history. On the contrary, they urge 
us back to the secondary books; the articles in the new 
Modern History are only to be temporary filling-stations on 
the highways of historical scholarship. They draw comfort, 
in fact, from the reflection that the existence of many more 
books than those available to readers of the old Modern 
History means that their volumes need not try to meet 
many of the requirements met by their predecessors. In
stead, Sir George Clark says, it can "fulfill a more specific 
purpose as a standard general history, adapted to the needs 
of study and teaching in our time." 

The meaning of this impressively concise statement is not 
at once clear. We are given some supplementary details to 
help us. The series is to display the "ascertained results of 
research" into European civilization, that civilization being 
understood, reasonably enough, as the one which since the 
sixteenth century has succeeded in imposing itself on most 
of the globe. In laying out what research has to say about 
this, interdependent factors are to prevail over national 
history. Social structure is to be explained and linked to 
the development of events. Contributors are asked to as
sume no previous knowledge in their readers and their 
chapters should be self-contained statements of what is 
known about their subject. Yet they should contain facts 
only so far as these are relevant, and not simply with the 
aim of giving as much information as possible. In the orig-
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inal plan for the new Modern History, there were to be no 
bibliographies, but it is now planned that a supplementary 
brief bibliographical guide shall be published. There is also 
to be a Companion Volume, and an Atlas. The Companion 
is a novelty and is best described by the editors' words: they 
say it will contain "systematic articles ( with references 
to authorities) on ... bibliography, chronology, money, 
weights and measures." Finally, it is perhaps worth noting 
that the whole work will be completed in twelve volumes 
of text. As each of these is much shorter than the volumes 
of the old Modern History, and the new history comes down 
to 1945, this means that it will cover a longer period in a 
shorter space. The paint will be bright, but laid on less 
thickly. 

In considering the execution of this work, it is perhaps 
not unfair to remark that the scholars who have reviewed 
its individual volumes have tended to give them at best a 
lukewarm reception. It is my own impression that the 
volumes are certainly very uneven in quality, and that per
haps only one of them, that edited by Mr. Bury, is really 
successful. Reviewers have usually been able to find some 
chapters in each volume which possess special merit, it is 
true, but even the lucky authors of those chapters have 
sometimes been made to feel that they appeared in question
able company. Let me take only two examples, one of them 
American: Professor Hexter, reviewing Volume II in the 
English Historical Review remarked that "fully a third of 
the chapters in The Reformation are slovenly, or banal, or 
incoherent, or unreadable;" and a very fine English his
torian, the late Richard Pares, wrote in the same journal 
( of which he was at that time the editor), with only slightly 
less severity, that the contributions to Volume VII "do not 
all rise above mediocrity of thought or expression," al
though he conceded that they were informative and reliable. 
It may also be remarked that although almost every review
er has had something ill to say of the new Modern History 
volumes, not everybody agrees about the nature of the ob
jects they are reviewing. Thus, another American historian, 
Professor Clough, writing in the Journal of Modern His
tory, remarks that "the general character of the New Cam
bridge (sic), judging from Volume VII, is very much like 
the old." Of the same book, Dr. Lucy Sutherland had a dif
ferent view: she thought in the Economic History Review 
that while the eighteenth-century volume in the old Modern 
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History "was, in fact, a useful work of reference based on 
a comparatively narrow interpretation of the history of 
eighteenth century Europe, the new one is a series of inter
connected essays based on a wider interpretation of this 
history." I cannot help feeling that the most interesting 
thing about this judgment is that it applies the word 
"useful" to the older volume, and not to the new. 

But I must go beyond general impressions and be more 
specific. I think it is true to say that almost every user of 
the new Modern History must be grateful for the chapters 
on subjects which received scant attention in the old. To 
take an outstanding example, there is in Volume I a bril
liant chapter on "Fifteenth-century Civilization and the 
Renaissance" by Dr. Hans Baron, which treats the culture 
of the period in a more revealing and suggestive manner 
than anything in the older history. The reflexion of modern 
advances in cultural history can also be seen in the contri
butions of Professor Hay to the volume on The Reforma
tion, in which he examines the history of the printed book, 
of conditions of literary production and of schools and uni
versities in the Reformation. In other volumes there are 
important chapters in which the history of science receives 
a fullness of treatment not to be found in the older volumes. 
There are chapters on the development of warfare in its 
social and technological aspects, and some excellent sum
maries of economic development. Some of these themes were 
treated in the old Modern History, of course,8 but topics of 
this sort get a bigger slice of the cake in the new series, 
and this is a good thing. Unfortunately, it is a smaller cake. 

This would matter less if it were clear that the principles 
on which space has been allotted within these volumes al
ways accord with the needs of a "standard general his
tory;" sometimes the allocations seem to be capricious. It 
is odd that the Reformation in Scandinavia and the Baltic 
should get a chapter to itself when Calvin has to make do 
with only half-a-dozen pages of sustained discussion.& 
Savonarola's Florence had a chapter to itself in the old 

• Anyone tempted to under-rate the modernity of the information contained 
in the old Modern History should consult Volume XII, published in 1910. The 
chapter "The Scientific Age" summarizes the epoch-marking importance of 
Rutherford's work in radio-activity and bluntly points out that "it is impos
sible any longer to say that all chemical atoms are immutable, indestructible, 
eternal." Ibid., p. 791. 

• There are several references to him, of course, scattered through the book; 
but they are incidental to discussions of other topics. 

S. C. STATE LIBRARY 



34 THE SOUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION 

Modern History; his rule there has to be narrated in two 
pages in the new-and shorter pages, too. Yet the dispro
portion is not in these cases so ridiculous as it becomes in 
the last volume of the new history, The Era of Violence, 
edited by D. Thomson. In this volume, which runs from 
1898 to 1945, there is a chapter on "The Russian Revolu
tion." It is the only contribution specifically on Russian 
history in the whole volume. Yet it reaches 1916 in its first 
four pages and spends the whole of its remaining twenty
five on getting to the October Revolution of the following 
year. Whatever the purposes of a "standard general his
tory" may be, it is hard to see that this advances them. We 
have nothing in this volume to help the student who wishes 
for an outline of what happened after the revolution in 
Russia except three pages in an excellent chapter by Pro
fessor Briggs on economic history, and a few scattered 
references. In the same volume the words "Nazi" and "Na
tional Socialism" do not appear in the index. The Nazi 
economy, it is true, gets three pages in Professor Briggs' 
chapter, but that is the only useful information in this book 
for the student seeking to know about the Nazi Revolution. 
To Munich there are three references. One we may ignore 
because it is given simply en passant; the other two are 
short enough to be quoted in full. One ( p. 68) speaks of 
"the fatal concessions of territory forced upon the Czech 
government at Munich." The other (p. 562) refers to the 
German "annexation of the Sudetenland from Czecho
slovakia in the Munich Crisis of September 1938." That is 
all. The most debatable of the many crises which led to the 
war of 1939 is described in two dozen words, in two widely
separated places. Nor do these two references tell the stu
dent what happened. All that he can learn from them is that 
Czechoslovakia lost some lands to Germany in September 
1938 and that the loss was a grievous one. Another omis
sion from this book is any sustained treatment of Fascist 
Italy. Indeed, it is useless to look in this book for contin
uous information about the internal history of any country 
except Russia (for a brief period) and the United States, 
surveyed in an excellent chapter by D. W. Brogan. There 
is a good chapter on the first World War, but the history 
of the second is split up in three contributions from pro
fessional fighting men on the history of armed forces. The 
result of this is curious by any standards, even military: 
Stalingrad does not seem to be mentioned, nor Midway, 
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while several paragraphs are devoted to the infancy of 
night-bombing in the first World War.10 Nevertheless, we 
should be thankful for these sections: they provide three 
references to the Spanish civil war, which is only mentioned 
three times elsewhere in the whole book. From this volume 
it would be quite impossible to find out why it started. 

There is no point in continuing along these lines. Nor is 
criticism of one volume necessarily criticism of the whole 
New Cambridge Modern History. I have given you ex
amples to show why I think that the selection of topics in 
the new series is sometimes lop-sided. Even where the new 
topics which have been included are important and inter
esting, it's possible that they have taken up space which 
would have been better employed in a more conventional 
way. The old Modern History was bigger. It had room for 
chapters on cultural and economic history. But they were 
subordinated to fuller treatments of the subjects on which 
readers would wish for most information. Moreover, this 
was done without the editors of the old Modern History 
enjoying the advantage available to their successors, of 
being able to rely upon the Cambridge Economic History 
to provide, eventually, information on the economic history 
of their period. 

Such criticism as I have been making might be sum
marized by saying that the new Modern History is uneven. 
By this, I do not mean just uneven in quality; that is in
evitable in a co-operative work on this scale. I mean uneven, 
or irregular, i:h its treatment and planning. Its editors 
have not consistently applied the same guiding principles 
throughout the five volumes which have so far appeared. 
Some of them have imposed unity on their volumes by lay
ing out the plan of their chapters so as to provide even 
coverage of their period. Others have not. Nor have all of 
them adopted the principles laid down by the planners. It 
is certainly not necessary to confine contributions too pre
cisely by the dates of volumes, but it does seem odd that one 
volume should contain a brief survey of the history of Euro
pean agriculture which, although highly selective on a 
geographical basis, rambles over the centuries from Charle
magne to 1800. Some volumes heavily emphasize the inter-

10 They also provide an odd example of factual error: aircraft-carriers were 
not, as stated on p. 255, the usual victims of kamikaze bombers. Admittedly, 
from the context, it is not clear whether misinformation or careless writing is 
to be blamed here. 
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national point of view, containing chapters which cut across 
national topics and almost neglecting internal political 
histories, while others adopt the familiar form of providing 
histories of individual nations on a chapter-a-nation basis.11 

Nor are variations in editorial standards only matters of 
arrangement and organization. There are also differences 
in the quality of proof-reading, in the tolerance given to 
small errors, and in the amendment or non-amendment of 
poor writing. Sometimes the prose is slipshod. These things 
would matter less were it not for the flag which the book 
is flying. It is to be a standard history and this argues that 
it will be expected to show a consistency which another 
work by many hands might not. The acceptance of the fact 
that historians are but men, with all the idiosyncrasies of 
men, seems to have gone too far here and to have under
estimated the powers of good editors to run a diverse team 
in harness together. 

Much of this means, to be blunt, that the new Modern 
History, whatever its merits, is not as useful a book as its 
predecessor. The older series was useful to everybody; no
body could say that it was always very inspiring reading, 
but it was something to which a man could turn with con
fidence, feeling that there would be some information in 
its volumes which bore on the point he wished to clarify. 
I remember using the old volume on the Thirty Years War 
when studying the seventeenth century at school and I was 
therefore especially interested to hear the view of a school
master on the first two volumes of the new Modern History. 
He said they they "revealed an error of editorial policy 
which is, from the school point of view, disastrous. Instead 
of constantly keeping in mind that they are writing a new 
standard work to replace the old and invaluable war-horse 
the Cambridge Modern History (which will now go out of 

11 There is no volume in the new series which corresponds to the old one 
on The United States. I think that it was a good idea to have a separate vol
ume for the United States for the older series. American history develops in 
such different categories from European and it is for so much of its course so 
easily separable from European, that it can best be read as a continuous story 
on its own. Nevertheless, some of the chapters on American history in the new 
Modem History seem to be of a high standard. Overseas expansion has, quite 
properly, a prominent place in the first two volumes, and in Volume VII there 
are chapters which associate-I think usefully-developments in Latin America 
and the Caribbean with the history of the northern colonies. In Volume X 
there are two chapters on United States History: "National and sectional 
forces in the United States," by Professor Potter of Yale, and "The American 
Civil War," by Professor T. Harry Williams. I have already mentioned D. W. 
Brogan's contribution to Volume XII. 
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print), the editors have apparently assumed that there is 
no need to repeat anything said in the work they are re
placing. Far too many of the essential facts are merely 
referred to or taken as known instead of being clearly 
stated. The general tone of the two volumes is of profes
sional historians talking to professional historians about 
their latest discoveries, interests and reflections.m2 You 
will notice that this criticism really goes beyond the walls 
of the schoolroom. After all, if these books are not usefully 
informative to the schoolboy, why should they be more use
ful to the general reader? Moreover, this question-of the 
usefulness of the new Modern History-recalls to my mind 
some mechanical disadvantages of the new series. There is 
the absence of bibliographies, for instance. Now it is true 
that many more bibliographies exist today than in 1896, 
yet they will not all of them easily be accessible to readers 
of the New Cambridge Modern History. Those of the old 
series are still useful in directing students to printed 
sources and to those early secondary authorities which 
could often be consulted with advantage by historians who 
tend more and more to be aware of the flood of recent mate
rial but ignorant of the works which first laid down central 
themes of study. The scanty help which will be given by a 
concise volume of bibliography can hardly make up for this 
lack. And, since we are speaking frankly, let me mention 
one other small, but annoying omission: in the older series 
you will find in each volume, just before the index, a four 
or five page chronological table of events mentioned in the 
volume. It saved a lot of trouble to keep a book-marker in 
it when reading, and there is no similar table in the new 
volumes. 

I wish to avoid particularities except where they illus
trate what seems to be a general feature. I shall not, there
fore, talk about the qualities of individual contributions. 
I'm glad of this because I should not be competent to say 
anything about the vast majority of them. One or two of 
them seem to me to be exceptionally good: those by Dr. 
Wilson (Volume VII: "The growth of overseas commerce 
and European manufacture") and Mr. Bury (Volume X: 
"The Introductory summary" and "Nationalities and Na
tionalism") occur to me. About some of the others I should 
like to hear the opinions of those who are expert in the 

12 Private information. 
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topics they discuss; whatever their scholarly merits, there 
are some which seem to the non-specialist irredeemably 
banal and undistinguished. 

It is time for me to leave the discussion of the New Cam
bridge Modern History at the level of specific criticism and 
to try to sum up why this important work seems to me to 
be a disappointment. I think that one reason for this im
pression of disappointment is clear from the start: the new 
Modern History does not have a clear enough aim. Acton 
knew what he wanted to do. I know, after reading Sir 
George Clark's introductory essay, what Sir George Clark 
did not want to do, but I still cannot see what was his posi
tive aim. It's buried somewhere in the phrase "a standard 
general history;" but what does this mean? Evidently it 
does not mean a useful narrative of reference. Beyond this 
negative understanding, the editors and contributors to the 
individual volumes have understood it in different ways. 
Mr. Bury and Dr. Elton, for example, have produced the 
two best volumes because they have clearly had an ideal of 
comprehensive treatment in mind. You can say that their 
volumes are like the old Modern History, and therefore 
unadventurous in design, but you cannot say that they lack 
a plan. Dr. Thomson's volume, on the other hand, seems to 
have been compiled by asking contributors to write on sub
jects that interested them, and then leaving the poor editor 
to fill in the gaps as best he could. Nor do the editors agree 
about their canons of relevance. There are as many ref er
ences in this series to the English Sinking Fund of 1717 
as to the Balkan Wars of 1912: even an Englishman cannot 
quite feel happy about this sort of equation of importance. 
Some chapters take us through the wearying detail of dy
nastic changes in Eastern Europe, while others blithely 
assume complete familiarity with much of the diplomatic 
history of the twentieth century. There is a whole chapter
and one of the best in the whole History-on "The Diplo
matic Revolution," by Professor Horn; other contributors 
may, like myself, have been told to save space by cutting 
out from their contributions information about frontier 
changes and diplomatic bargains which seems to be essen
tial information for an understanding of the narrative. 
Flexibility is an editorial virtue, but in this case it has 
produced a very ill-matched set of volumes; they do not 
all seem to be aimed at the same audience. Yet I do not 



NEW CAMBRIDGE MODERN HISTORY 39 

blame the editors of individual volumes for this, but rather 
the lack of clarity about the aims of the whole series. 

In some case, differences of historical approach seem to 
reflect differences of philosophy or temperament which 
might well have been subordinated in a work of this im
portance. The most obvious division between the contrib
utors is between those who analyse and those who narrate. 
When we have a balanced mixture in the same volume, the 
result is excellent. But where we have not, it is usually 
narative that is lacking, and that is, I suppose, in accord
ance with the trend of historical study in this century. 
When Professor Hexter reviewed The Reformation he drew 
attention to this. Unfortunately, the analysts often seem to 
consider their own convenience rather than that of the 
reader. They swoop down, carry off a small piece of a sub
ject for dissection and pay no attention to the student's hope 
that he will find out what happened next. Here again, the 
reader feels the lack of a clear directing intention. History 
should be a coherent re-thinking of the evidence; but one 
could not detect this from these volumes. Perhaps this only 
reflects a sociological fact: that historians are today con
fused both about their own identity and that of their public. 
It is true that even if they do not very clearly know what 
they are doing, at least they go on doing it, to the exaspera
tion of the philosophers of historical method. Emphatically, 
however, they do not know whom they are addressing. The 
professional historian, the student, and the general reader 
might all dip into the new Modern History and find some
thing rewarding, but none of them could say that he found 
the series evenly written and consistently useful to him. 

I suspect that the planners of this series were not very 
wise in turning their backs on Acton quite as ostentatiously 
as they did. The most useful features of the new Modern 
History look distinctly Actonian: the divisions of subjects 
among experts, the interdependent and interlocking "fac
tors" which look like strands in Acton's rope of universal 
history, and even the names of some of the periods into 
which the series is divided. Moreover, although Sir George 
Clark tells us that we live in a post-Crocean world and that 
we none of us know what is an historical "fact," he and his 
fellow-editors had to talk about facts as if they did know 
what they were when they advised their contributors. Nor 
would all their contributors recede from the aim of objec-
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tivity quite as passively as the editors intended. It is my 
own feeling that this aim, while its content has been ob
scured by the progress of historical thinking, is still the 
only valid one for the historian to follow, if it is construed 
in proper terms. Perhaps this explains why the volumes of 
the new Modern History which most resemble the old series 
seem to me the best ones. Whether so or not, I had better 
conclude by humbly offering advice which I myself am fol
lowing: don't go out and sell your old Cambridge Modern 
History yet. You'll be needing it long after the New Cam
bridge Modern History has completed publication.13 

18 The following volumes of the New Cambridge Modern History have al
ready been published: I, The Renaissance, 1493-1520, ed. G. R. Potter; II, 
The Reformation, 1520-1529, ed. G. R. Elton; VII, The Old Regime, 1713-
1763, ed. Mrs. J. 0. Lindsay; X, The Zenith of European Power, 1830-1870, 
ed. J. P. T. Bury; and XII, The Era of Violence, 1898-1945, ed. D. Thomson. 
The following volumes have yet to appear: III, The Counter-Reformation and 
Price-Revolution, ed. R. B. Wernham; IV, The Decline of Spain and the Thirty 
Years War, ed. to be announced; V, The Ascendancy of France, ed. F. L. Car
sten; VI, The Decline of Louis XlV and the Great Northern War, ed. J. S. 
Bromley; VIII, The American and French Revolutions, ed. A. Goodwin; IX, 
The New Regimes and the Industrial Revolution, ed. C. W. Crawley; and 
XI, Material Progress and World-wide Problems, ed. F. H. Hinsley. 



SOUTH CAROLINA RATIFIES THE FEDERAL 
CONSTITUTION 

GEORGE C. ROGERS, JR. 

There was an economic crisis in South Carolina in 1785. 
After the evacuation of Charleston in December 1782 a 
number of British merchants appeared who, remembering 
the prosperous pre-war years, gave extensive credit on 
slaves and goods. The farmers and planters contracted 
large debts which, with the failure of two successive crops 
in 1784 and 1785, they were unable to honor. The back
country farmer was willing to go to great lengths to pre
vent being sold out, even to the point of preventing the 
courts from sitting. The lowcountry planter, being a man 
of property and thereby a respecter of creditors, faced a 
cruel dilemma. The planter's credit was his honor and the 
mainspring of the system that supported him. Timothy 
Ford, a Yankee lawyer just settling in Charleston, wrote: 

... this habit of giving & obtaining long & extensive 
credit implied or begot a great deal of honor & punc
tuality in dealing-'twas the merchants interest to 
cultivate it because he recd a proportional profit on 
his goods-it was the planters interest to support it 
because he got goods at his pleasure & paid at his lei
sure .... His credit of consequence became a very 
delicate & important part of his interest; & in a degree 
little inferior to that of the merchant himself. Perhaps 
the principle of commerce has seldom if ever entered 
more into the genius of the planting interest.1 

The lowcountry planter therefore, though hard-pressed, 
could not afford to act like a typical debtor. 

The South Carolina crisis was set within an international 
system of arrangements. The merchants themselves had to 
make remittances to Europe. The pressure from abroad 
during 1785 was severe and mounting. An Amsterdam 
house wrote to its Charleston correspondent "of another 
victim of American connections."2 An eminent house in 
London had taken alarm at the talk of emitting paper 
money and wanted its agent in Charleston to diminish 
orders upon England. 3 Faith and confidence, the rocks upon 

1 "Diary of Timothy Ford, 1785-1786," South Carolina Historical and 
Genealogical Magazine (afterwards SCHGM), XIII (1912), 201-202. 

• South-Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, September 29, 1785. 
• Ibid., September 22, 1785. 
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which the international commercial community rested, were 
being undermined by the news from America. 

The shipping of specie to England caused a great drain 
upon the specie within the state. During the colonial period 
this drain had been drastically reduced from time to time 
by cutting off the importation of slaves. An attempt was 
made in the House in March 1785 to prohibit the importa
tion of slaves but the plan was defeated by upcountry votes. 
The upcountry, developing rapidly, needed slaves and sus
pected that nonimportation was a ruse of the lowcountry 
to retain power and wealth in its own hands. The low
country representation did manage, however, to push 
through an additional duty on imported slaves of twenty 
shillings sterling per head.4 

One most important reason for the specie crisis was the 
fact that Britain had shut off trade in American vessels to 
the British West Indies. This trade had always been a 
source of specie or bills of exchange on England which could 
be used to balance payments. Lord Sheffield in his Observa
tions on the Commerce of the American States had pre
sented an argument, ruthless in its logic, for excluding 
American vessels. This exclusion would ensure to Britain a 
large carrying trade which would be the nursery of the 
navy which in turn was the lifeline of the nation. The re
maining British North American colonies could supply the 
West Indies with provisions and lumber. America could 
not afford to retaliate for her trade was based on British 
credit; neither the French nor the Dutch could supply it. 
If she did attempt to retaliate, any system devised would 
break down because there was no strength at the center of 
the confederation to enforce it. England had nothing to fear 
and everything to gain by excluding the Americans from 
the British West Indies. This was the official British policy 
until the Jay Treaty. 11 

The situation within the state deteriorated rapidly in the 
late summer of 1785 as news of the poor crop came in from 
the country and threats rumbled across the Atlantic. The 
merchants and planters of American birth, no matter how 
much they desired to see the courts stay open and the inter
ests of the creditors respected, could not look idly on while 

'MS Journal of the House of Representatives, South Carolina Archives 
(afterwards ]HR), XLV, 290, 302. 

• John, Lord Sheffield, Observations on the Commerce of the American 
States, London, 1784. 

I.........._ 
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their compatriots were sold out to the former enemy. Both 
the native-born merchants and the planters offered sugges
tions in August 1785 for solving the crisis. 

The Charleston Chamber of Commerce was the voice of 
the native-born merchants. On August 4 Edward Darrell, 
the vice president, called a meeting of the people to consider 
letters received from Boston and New York calling for com
mon action in the national crisis.6 This meeting protested 
against British trade policies, particularly the exclusion of 
American vessels from the British West Indies and the 
loosing of the Algerines against American vessels, which 
were no longer protected by British treaties with the Bar
bary states. It was suggested that closer commercial ties 
should be established with the French and the Dutch.7 

The planters, in an effort to find a solution, organized the 
Agricultural Society of South Carolina on August 24, 1785.A 
They were thinking in terms of the diversification of agri
culture which would enable them to look for new markets. 9 

The letters exchanged between William Drayton, chairman 
of the committee for promoting and improving agriculture, 
and Jefferson are eloquent testimony to this attempt.1° For 
the next five years the South Carolinians tried desperately 
to escape the stranglehold that Britain had on Carolina 
commerce but in the end this attempt failed. The failure 
attests to the great strength of the British position in the 
Carolina commercial community. New trade connections 
with France, Holland, and other countries were at any 

• South-Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, August 4, 1785. 
• Ibid., August 13, 1785. Also see "A Memorial . . . from sundry Persons 

Citizens of this state, praying that Congress might be vested for a limited 
time with full powers to regulate trade with Foreign Nations, with whom no 
commercial treaties have been formed," ]HR, XLV, 3 (second pagination). 

• South-Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, August 25, 1785. 
• See the address of the new society printed in ibid., August 27, 1785. This 

important point is hardly mentioned in the history of the society. Chalmers S. 
Murray, This Our Land, The Story of the Agricultural Society of South Caro
lina, Charleston, 1949, pp. 29-48. 

10 William Drayton to Thomas Jefferson, November 23, 1785; Thomas Jef
ferson to William Drayton, May 6, 1786, The Papers of Thomas Jefferson, ed. 
Julian P. Boyd, Princeton, 1954, IX, 53, 461-462. Thomas Jefferson to William 
Drayton, February 6, 1787; William Drayton to Thomas Jefferson, May 22, 
1787; Thomas Jefferson to William Drayton, July 30, 1787, ibid., XI, 119-120, 
37 4-375, 644-650. William Drayton to Thomas Jefferson, November 25, 1787; 
Thomas Jefferson to William Drayton, January 13, 1788, February 6, 1788, 
ibid., XII, 380-382, 507-508, 567; Thomas Jefferson to William Drayton, May 
7, 1789, May 1, 1791, Jefferson Papers, Library of Congress. 
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rate a long range solution and would not have solved the 
immediate problem of debts.11 

Governor William Moultrie, unable to resist the storm, 
called a special session of the legislature and on September 
26, "in the language of a frightened man," clearly asked for 
"an interposition of the Legislature in private contracts." 
There was a need for such drastic action because of the 
scarcity of circulating medium, the destruction of several 
crops, and the total want of confidence. Because of these 
conditions the courts had been insulted, the laws set at de
fiance, and civil process was then confined to a small part 
of the state. These were the "melancholy truths." If the 
law, as it stood, should continue to operate a large part of 
the property of Carolina citizens would be transferred to 
aliens. 12 The legislature therefore passed an act for "regu
lating sales under executions." The law was designed to 
protect true value but not to prevent forced sales.13 

The government was also authorized to emit £100,000 in 
paper money which was to be lent on a mortgage of lands 
or on a deposit of gold or silver plate. Sums borrowed were 
to be paid at the end of five years with interest annually 
computed. No person could take more than 250 pounds or 
less than thirty. The new paper money would be issued for 
the first time on May 1, 1786. In this fashion paper money 
would be put into circulation but it was more from the top 
down than from the bottom up. As Singer has explained, 
it was a compromise measure.14 

South Carolina was not alone in her economic and finan
cial distress. These conditions were prevalent throughout 
the thirteen states. Pierce Butler, who had made a trip to 
England and to Holland in 1784-1785, ostensibly to find 
new trade connections for Carolina, had heard the com
plaints of the European merchants trading to America. He 
wrote to Thomas Fitzsimons, merchant of Philadelphia, in 
the following vein: "If I am rightly informed, trade, and 
all money transactions are on a disagreeable footing 

11 For the most important series of letters on these points see "Letters of 
Mon-is & Brailsford to Thomas Jefferson," ed. Richard Walsh, SCHGM, LVII 
(1957), 129-144. 

12 "Diary of Timothy Ford, 1785-1786," SCHGM, XIII (1912), 194. The 
address was printed in the South-Carolina Gazette and Public Advertiser, Sep
tember 26, 1785. 

1 • Statutes at Large of South Carolina, ed. Thomas Cooper, Columbia, 1838, 
IV, 710-712. 

"Ibid., pp. 712-716. Charles Gregg Singer, South Carolina in the Con
federation, Philadelphia, 1941, p. 22. 
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throughout America. If I am to judge of the situation of 
things in the other states by our own, nothing can be much 
worse." We must acknowledge that the British merchants 
"have too much cause, from what they have seen with 
respect to American connections in general, to be guarded
It requires time to bring things to their proper channe1.mi1 

Since South Carolina suffered as did her sister states, 
why did she not send a delegation to Annapolis in 1786? 
Pierce Butler answered this question in a letter of May 30, 
1786, to Fitzsimons: 

Our legislature at their last sitting declined appoint
ing commissioners to the Commercial Congress; as
signing for a reason, that as they had given powers to 
Congress to regulate all matters respecting trade, it 
would be inconsistent and have an appearance of either 
revoking or infringing on those powers-much good 
I think will result from the meeting, provided you, that 
is the states, confine your choice of delegates to men, 
who are not only conversant in the nature and prin
ciples of the trade of America in general, of their own 
states in particular; but who also went through the 
different scenes and vicissitudes of fortune, in some 
line or other, with the country during the contest; 
these are the men, the sincerity of whose professions 
you can best depend on-If you admit among you men 
of yesterday, if you will allow me the expression, they 
will rather confound your councils; they will intrigue, 
with a view of dividing you-I am in my own mind 
pretty clear, that most of the merchants who have 
come to, and settled in America since the peace, are 
no more than the factors or tools of greater merchants 
in Europe; of course then in all their sentiments and 
opinions they will be guided by the Interest of their 
employers; that interest, in many instances, militates 
with the true interest of the general trade of the 
United States.16 

Butler made a clear distinction in this letter between the 
native-born merchants who had been through the vicissi
tudes of the war and those merchants who had recently 

15 Pierce Butler to Thomas Fitzsimons, February 26, 1786, Gratz Collection, 
Pennsylvania Historical Society. 

10 Pierce Butler to Thomas Fitzsimons (by internal evidence), May 30, 1786, 
Miscellaneous Manuscripts, South Carolina Historical Society. 
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come among the people. The first group alone could be 
trusted to work for the good of the new nation. 

Although South Carolina did not send a delegation to 
Annapolis many of her most important citizens made a 
trip to the north during the summer of 1786. This was the 
first great exodus of vacationers since the war. On June 17 
the brig Mercury, Captain Tinker, left for New York with 
Mrs. Ralph Izard, William Smith and lady, Francis Kin
loch and lady, George Smith and lady, Dr. Henry C. Flagg, 
and others.17 On June 23 the ship Charleston, Captain Alli
bone, sailed for Philadelphia with William Hasell Gibbes 
and lady, Colonel Lewis Morris and lady, Walter Izard, 
John Rutledge, Jr., Mr. Hary Grant, Mrs. Heyward, and 
others.18 On June 28 the sloop Dane, Captain Phillips, de
parted for Newport with Edward Rutledge and lady, 
Thomas Pinckney and lady, Mrs. Motte, Mrs. Middleton, 
and Mrs. Hort as passengers.10 There was much local crit
icism of these "health-hunting parties" of planters and 
merchants for carrying with them "upwards of 5000 
guineas" which, of course, depleted the specie resources of 
the state. A correspondent of July 6 wrote: "It would not 
be amiss to grant additional powers to Dr. Logan, by virtue 
of which he might lay an interdict on those who wish to 
leave the state on SUPPOSITION of being indisposed."20 

A correspondent on the 15th of July suggested that these 
citizens instead of flocking to Philadelphia, New York, and 
Newport with large sums of hard money might stay at home 
and visit Pacolet Springs which, in consequence, might be
come the Bath or Montpelier of the Southern states.21 The 
outflow of summer visitors continued, however, for as soon 
as the courts closed the judges and lawyers proceeded to 
the north. Judge William Drayton sailed on the 10th of 
August and Thomas Bee, the lawyer, on the 19th.22 

Men such as William Smith, Francis Kinloch, Lewis 
Morris, Edward Rutledge, Thomas Pinckney, William 
Drayton, and Thomas Bee obviously talked about the state 
of the nation with their northern counterparts. Men of the 
first rank in the eighteenth century would not have gotten 

17 Charleston Morning Post and Daily Advertiser, June 17, 1786. 
19 Ibid., June 23, 1786. 
11 Ibid., June 28, 1786. 
•• Ibid., July 6, 1786. 
" Ibid., July 15, 1786. 
11 Ibid., August 10, 19, 1786. 
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together in the summer of 1786 without discussing the 
Articles of Confederation and the Annapolis Convention. 
Mrs. Alice DeLancey Izard and Colonel Lewis Morris be
longed to great New York families. Edward Rutledge intro
duced his family to that of John Jay. 23 John Mathews, while 
in Rhode Island, made a study of New England shipping.24 

Francis Kinloch, the son-in-law of John Rutledge, attended 
a session of the Rhode Island legislature.25 Surely the men 
who went north in 1786 came home with a greater deter
mination to support the movement for a stronger central 
government. They had certainly been urged to do so by 
their northern friends. Edward Rutledge wrote in N ovem
ber to John Jay: "On my return home, I found several of 
my compatriots, so highly disgusted with the artifices of 
some unworthy characters, that they had determined to 
withdraw from the theatre of public action, to scenes of 
retirement and ease. But I have the pleasure to think that 
I have prevailed on them to change their resolutions and 
to continue in responsible stations.mo John Jay wrote Jacob 
Read in December urging him to call forth the best men. 
"If the best men should be prevailed upon to come forward, 
and take the lead in our legislatures as well as in Congress, 
and would unite their endeavours to rescue their country 
from its present condition, our affairs, both at home and 
abroad, would soon wear a more pleasing aspect."21 

The news of the Annapolis Convention was brought back 
to Charleston by the returning summer visitors. The ship 
Charleston, Captain Allibone, arrived Saturday afternoon, 
October 21, from Philadelphia. Coming as passengers were 

23 Rutledge asked Jay to secure for him some good carriage horses. "I intend 
them for a very high English built coach, and they will therefore require 
strength, as well as size. I am attached to bays as they retain their colour in a 
warm climate longer than others, and in case of a loss, they are more easily 
matched." Edward Rutledge to John Jay, January 16, 1787, Correspondence 
and Public Papers of John Jay, ed. Henry P. Johnston, New York, 1892, Ill, 
229-231. Jay not being able to find the desired horses sent his own carriage 
horses instead. John Jay to Edward Rutledge, February 25, 1787, Miscel
laneous Manuscripts, South Carolina Historical Society. 

"See speech of John Mathews in the Carolina legislature, January 1788. 
The Debates in the Several State Conventions on the Adoption of the Federal 
Constitution, ed. Jonathan Elliot, Philadelphia, 1941, IV, 298. 

2 • Francis Kinloch to Thomas Boone, July 8, 1786, "Letters of Francis Kin
loch to Thomas Boone, 1782-1788," ed. Felix Gilbert, Journal af Southern 
History, VIII (1942), 101-102. 

20 Edward Rutledge to John Jay, November 12, 1786, Correspondence and 
Public Papers af John Jay, ed. Henry P. Johnston, New York, 1892, Ill, 216-
219. 

17 John Jay to Jacob Read, December 12, 1786, ibid., pp. 221-222. 
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William Smith and lady, Thomas Bee and lady, Cleland 
Kinloch and lady, Major John Edwards and family, John 
Rutledge, Mr. Miller, and others. On Sunday in the ship 
Philadelphi,a came Francis Kinloch and lady, Mr. Midwood, 
Mrs. Lushington, and others. The Monday morning news
paper published the news from Annapolis with the recom
mendation that a general convention meet in Philadelphia 
on the second Monday of May next. 28 

The election for the new legislature was hotly contested. 
Aedanus Burke charged that he was defeated by the mach
inations of the intendant, the wardens, and the British 
residents in Charleston. The intendant had made out lists 
of desirable candidates which the wardens had distributed 
throughout the city. The managers of the election had been 
told which persons ought to vote and ought not to vote. 
Some, even though unqualified, had voted. Burke, who had 
dared to attack the Society of Cincinnati, once again spoke 
out. The cabal, he said, "formed and composed of foreign 
merchants, combined with a party of our own citizens, to 
bring it about."29 

This legislature selected Henry Laurens, John Rutledge, 
Charles Cotesworth Pinckney, Charles Pinckney, and Pierce 
Butler to represent South Carolina in the Constitutional 
Convention.30 Laurens was ill with the gout and could not 
attend.31 Of the others, three were lawyers and one (But
ler) was a planter. There was no upcountryman on the 
delegation, nor was there any merchant, although Butler 
had engaged in some commercial ventures during the 
1780's. This delegation should be compared with those sent 
to the national House of Representatives after 1789. In 
those delegations the upcountry was always strongly repre
sented because the representatives were selected by dis
tricts. Rutledge, who understood the local situation, advo
cated at Philadelphia that the representatives to the new 
lower house should be elected by the state legislatures. He 
pointed out that "if this convention had been chosen by the 
people in districts it is not to be supposed that such proper 

•• Charleston Morning Post and Daily Advertiser, October 23, 1786. 
- •• See "Memorial of Aedanus Burke, citizen of Charleston," February 4, 

1787, ibid., February 7, 1787. 
• 0 They were elected on March 8, 1787. The Records of the Federal Con

vention of 1787, ed. Max Farrand, New Haven, 1927, III, 581-584. 
81 David Ramsay to Henry Laurens, March 16 ( date received), 26, 1787, 

Society Collection, Pennsylvania Historical Society. 
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characters would have been preferred."32 Charleston and 
the surrounding parishes were represented at Philadelphia, 
not the entire state. 

South Carolina might have sent a more representative 
group, but she could have hardly sent an abler one. The 
native-born lawyers trained in England knew their political 
philosophy. Much of it had already been tested in the revo
lutionary decades. The lawyers were neither planters nor 
merchants, but were drawn from one group and served the 
other, thereby understanding both. That which held the 
planters, merchants, and professional men together was 
the sacred right of property but in adhering to this natural 
right above all others there was some danger of losing sight 
of the interests of upcountry farmers, and city mechanics, 
the two important groups in Carolina without any voice 
on the delegation. Although there was the possibility that 
the interests of these two groups might be overlooked, there 
was no danger that these men would lean in the opposite 
direction upon the British merchants. These men were 
patriots! 

At Philadelphia the South Carolinians were in favor of 
an aristocratic republic, but not a monarchy. They were 
unanimous in their desire for a single executive, yet not 
quite sure what characteristics this executive should have.33 

The legislature should be bicameral and both houses 
should reflect the property interests of the states. In the 
lower house this could be done by basing representation on 
the quotas of contribution made by each state to the na
tional treasury. These representatives should be elected by 
the state legislatures rather than by the people. The repre
sentatives in the upper house should also be appointed by 
the state legislatures but for a longer term than for the 
members of the lower house. Although the South Caro
linians wanted an aristocratic republic, they did not think 
of the upper house as exactly comparable to the English 
House of Lords. They would not consider an hereditary 
upper house, yet senators were to receive no salary so that 
only men of wealth could accept. 34 

All agreed that there should be a supreme judicial tri
bunal with judges appointed for life, drawing high salaries 

•• The Records of the Federal Convention of 1787, ed. Max Farrand, New 
Haven, 1927, I, 359. 

•• Ibid., I, 64-65, 68-69, 88-89, 91; II, 30, 57, 511. 
•• Ibid., I, 147, 155, 192-193, 219, 233, 359, 397-404, 410-412, 426, 510-511, 

534; II, 5. 
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so as to attract the finest talent. Yet they were against 
appointment by the national executive for fear, as Rutledge 
said, that "the people will think we are leaning too much 
towards Monarchy." 311 

After the structure of the government was agreed upon, 
there was a discussion of the powers to be granted to the 
new government. With reference to fiscal matters they sup
ported the prohibitions upon the states which denied the 
states the right to emit bills of credit, to make anything 
but gold and silver legal tender, and to impair the obliga
tions in a contract. In fact, they were against paper money 
being issued as legal tender by the central government. 38 

They were firm in their belief that the public debts should 
be paid and Rutledge wanted to make sure that funds ap
propriated to pay the public creditors would not be diverted 
to other purposes.37 Although all favored paying off the 
public debts, they wanted a discrimination to be made be
tween the original creditors and the speculators. Charles 
Pinckney and John Rutledge also wanted state debts to be 
assumed by the new government. Charles Pinckney consid
ered them federal expenditures. 38 Rutledge thought the 
assumption would be just as the debts had been contracted 
in the common defense. 39 

No one doubted that the federal government should regu
late commerce. Rutledge said: "We need to secure the West 
India trade to this country. That was the great object, and 
a navigation act was necessary for obtaining it."40 How
ever, there were dangers for the South in vesting supreme 
control over commerce in the new government since the 
South was a staple-producing region and the New England 
states were a shipping region. Navigation acts might easily 
be passed which would benefit one region at the expense of 
another. As an added protection the South wanted a two
thirds vote for the passing of any navigation act. Charles 
Pinckney was the staunchest supporter of this provision. 
He pointed out that there were five major economic in
terests in the United States and each needed protection: 
the fisheries and West Indian trade of New England, the 

•• Ibid., I, 116, 119, 124; II, 45, 429. 
•• Ibid., I, 53, 137, 309-310. 
87 Ibid., II, 326. 
•• Ibid., II, 327. 
•• Ibid. 
•• Ibid., II, 452. 
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interests of the free port of New York, the wheat and flour 
trade of Pennsylvania and New Jersey, the tobacco of 
Maryland and Virginia, and the rice and indigo of the 
Carolinas and Georgia. As a protection for these diverse 
interests Pinckney suggested even a three-fourths vote for 
navigation acts.41 This apparently was a point of major 
disagreement with his three colleagues for after the North 
had made concessions on slavery Butler, Rutledge, and 
General Pinckney were willing to accept the principle of a 
simple majority vote. Rutledge thought a navigation act 
would bear hard for only a little while on the southern 
states and that the South ought to take a permanent view 
of the situation. 42 General Pinckney summed up his position 
by saying that 

it was the true interest of the S. States to have no 
regulation of commerce; but considering the loss 
brought on the commerce of the Eastern States by the 
revolution, their liberal conduct towards the views 
[ that is, on slavery] of South Carolina, and the inter
est the weak Southern States had in being united with 
the strong Eastern States, he thought it proper that no 
fetters should be imposed on the power of making com
mercial regulations; and that his constituents though 
prejudiced against the Eastern States, would be recon
ciled to this liberality-He had himself, he said, preju
dices against the Eastern States before he came here, 
but would acknowledge that he had found them as lib
eral and candid as any men whatever. 43 

Charles Pinckney's proposal of a three-fourths vote is close 
to Calhoun's ideas on nullification and the line from Pinck
ney to Calhoun is straight. This was the particular point 
at which Charles Pinckney was beaten by his colleagues, 
and the defeat, since he could later think he had been right, 
would rankle in his heart. 

Connected closely to the power over commerce was the 
power to make and enforce treaties. No American commer
cial policy was possible unless the new government could 
be sure that the agreements made with foreign countries 
would be obeyed by each state. The South Carolinians sup
ported the provision by which treaties would be ratified by 

" Ibid., II, 449. 
" Ibid., II, 452. 
" Ibid., II, 449-450. 
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a two-thirds vote of the Senate.44 It was Rutledge who then 
worked hard to see that the treaties as well as the Consti
tution and the laws passed under it would be the supreme 
law of the land and that the judges in the states would be 
bound by their oaths to enforce them. 45 Federal courts 
backed by a federal army would make the federal will 
effective. 

The South had succeeded in getting representation in 
the lower house based partly upon property in slaves. The 
South wanted something more; the right to import slaves 
and to apprehend those who ran away. It was General 
Pinckney who fought the battle for the right to import. 
"S. Carolina & Georgia cannot do without slaves. As to 
Virginia she will gain by stopping the importations. Her 
slaves will rise in value, & she has more than she wants .... 
He contended that the importation of slaves would be for 
the interest of the whole Union. The more slaves, the more 
produce to employ the carrying trades: the more consump
tion also, and the more of this, the more of revenue for the 
common treasury."40 He would accept an import duty but 
no abandonment of importation. When the convention was 
only willing to extend importation to the year 1800, Pinck
ney asked and got an extension to the year 1808. 47 Both 
Butler and Charles Pinckney worked to insert a fugitive 
slave clause.48 

This has been an account of what the South Carolina 
delegation wanted, not primarily of what it got. All four 
favored an aristocratic republic, not a monarchy, which 
would be based quite securely upon property interests. In 
this they were no different from the vast majority of their 
colleagues. The new government was to be strong enough 
to pay off the public debts and to set forth a sound financial 
policy for the nation. It was also to establish an American 
commercial policy that would counter English policy and 
permit all sections of the new nation to flourish. Although 
the four South Carolinians were willing to sign the com
pleted document and support it in all of its sections at home, 
there were indications that the four men could be alienated 
from the new government, once it was established, if cer-

" Ibid., II, 549. 
•• Ibid., II, 389, 431. 
•• Ibid., II, 371-372. 
" Ibid., II, 415. 
" Ibid., II, 443, 453. 
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tain tendencies should appear. If the new institutions 
should be perverted to monarchical or pro-British ends, 
these four gentlemen would protest. If the executive branch 
should adopt the trappings of royalty or assume the pre
rogatives of the crown, they might sound an alarm. If 
public office should be used to perpetuate a group that 
should grow stronger year by year, they would begin to 
perceive the old British system. If the debts should be paid 
off without a discrimination among the holders, a jealousy 
of the speculators would be added to their suspicions. Final
ly if the South should discover that slavery was being at
tacked or the interests of the staple producing region were 
being sacrificed to the financial and commercial interests 
of the north, distaste for the document might grow to even 
greater lengths. 

The British community in Charleston was not repre
sented in the state government nor in the delegation to the 
Constitutional Convention but it did have influence in the 
city and this influence was used in favor of ratification. 
As the new government was designed to counter British 
commercial policy, it might seem strange that the British 
favored ratification. The commercial policy of the new 
government might, of course, be a danger in the long run, 
but at the moment the merchants' chief desire was to be 
rid of paper money, stay laws, and installment acts and here 
the new government seemed designed to serve their in
terests. 

The passing of the pine barren act in 1785 had moved 
the Carolina merchants of London to request the Marquis 
of Carmarthen, the secretary of state for the foreign de
partment, to send a consul to South Carolina.49 George 
Miller, who arrived as consul in 1787, was sent out to pre
vent the state legislature from passing any more stay-law 
Iegislation.60 Upon his arrival he found that the new fed
eral Constitution, a copy of which he immediately sent to 
Carmarthen, might make his work easier. "If it is approved 
of, and should be adopted, it promises I think, to rescue 
Congress from that inefficient situation in which they have 
long stood, as it grants sufficient powers to comply with, 
and enforce their treaties and other national engagements, 

•• "Memorial of the Committee of Merchants trading to North America," 
June 20, 1786, Copies of MS in British Public Record Office, Foreign Office, 
lodged in the National Archives, Washington, D. C. (afterwards FO), IV, 
417-420. 

•• Carmarthen to George Miller, April 1787, FO, V, 203-208. 
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without submitting to the control of state legislatures, 
who, on most occasions, have paid no farther regard to the 
recommendations of Congress, than as the same did not 
operate against their own particular and local interests."'a 
Yet Miller confessed he still had to work carefully, for "the 
exclusion of vessels under American colours from the trade 
to the free ports lately established in the West Indies and 
the Bahama Islands, has given umbrage to some of the lead
ing men of this state."112 Miller moved carefully behind the 
scenes and was happy to report on April 15, 1788, that the 
legislature had adjourned "without having passed any new 
Laws contrary to the commercial Interest of Great Brit
ain." They had tried to extend the operation of the install
ment law from three to seven years, to pass a valuation 
law forcing creditors to take property at a scheduled value, 
and to emit paper money to the amount of two hundred 
thousand pounds sterling. Miller wrote: "To the Members 
of both Houses individually, I was not negligent in pointing 
out, the manifest injustice of carrying such measures into 
effect, as well as the mortal wound they would inflict on 
the Credit and national Faith of the State,-both already 
too much shaken by former Laws.-What influence this 
reasoning had upon their minds, I do not pretend to judge, 
but I would flatter myself some were convinced by it."58 

Thus from the time of the meeting of the Constitutional 
Convention in Philadelphia until the assembling of the rati
fication convention in Charleston a British consul was at 
work in the city rallying the British interest. 

There were two debates in South Carolina on the Consti
tution. One was in January 1788 in the state legislature 
where the decision was made to call the ratification conven
tion; the other in May in that convention itself. A complete 
record of these debates does not exist but enough of the 
speeches remains to be quite sure of the drift of the argu
ments. Those who spoke in favor of ratification were the 
Charleston lawyers, led by the members of the delegation 
that had gone to Philadelphia. Rawlins Lowndes, the most 
important opponent of the Constitution, described "his 
antagonists" as "mostly gentlemen of the law, who were 

• 1 Miller arrived in Charleston on July 8, 1787. George Miller to Carmarthen, 
July 10, 1787, FO, V, 441-444. The letter enclosing the Constitution with com
ments was dated November 17, 1787, FO, V. 

52 George Miller to Carmarthen, December 24, 1787, FO, V, 791-793 . 
.. George Miller to Carmarthen, April 15, 1788, FO, VI, 243-246. 
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capable of giving ingenious explanation to such points as 
they wished to have adopted."54 Against this array of legal 
talent stood only Lowndes and a few hesitant speakers from 
the Upcountry. James Lincoln (he spoke after Patrick Cal
houn!) declared "that if ever any person rose in a public 
assembly with diffidence, he then did; if ever any person 
felt himself deeply interested in what he thought a good 
cause, and at the same time lamented the want of abilities 
to support it, it was he."55 Alexander Tweed, another of the 
upcountry men, said "a man of my circumscribed scale of 
talents is not adequate to the task of contending with ... 
members of this respectable convention, whose profound 
oratory and elocution would, on the journals of a British 
House of Commons, stand as lasting monuments of their 
great abilities."56 The spokesmen for the Lowcountry never 
prefaced their speeches with such selfcondemnatory re
marks. Talent and social position were a heavy weight in 
the scales for ratification. 

Those who spoke for ratification gave two important 
reasons for setting up a strong central government. The 
united strength of thirteen states was needed to deal with 
foreign nations and with local factions. The power to regu
late commerce, to make and enforce treaties, and to raise 
a navy would solve the first problem; the denial to the states 
of the power to emit paper currency and to impair the obli
gation of contracts, enforced by a system of federal courts, 
would solve the second. It is noteworthy that the American
born merchants could support both of the above solutions 
while the British merchants would place their emphasis 
upon the second. This split in mercantile thinking explains 
how the opponents of the Constitution could charge the 
proponents with being tools of British influence. It also 
explains how the proponents could look upon themselves 
as the truest patriots. There was much truth in both ar
guments. 

Charles Pinckney, who bore the major burden of explain
ing the work at Philadelphia, introduced his remarks with 
a reference to the commercial question: 

It may be recollected that, upon the conclusion of the 
definitive treaty, great inconveniences were experi-

•• Debates in the Several State Conventions on the Adoption of the Federal 
Constitution, ed. Jonathan Elliot, Philadelphia, 1941, IV, 271. 

•• Ibid., p . 312. 
"'Ibid., p. 333. 
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enced, as resulting from the inefficacy of the Confed
eration. The one first and most sensibly felt was the 
destruction of our commerce, occasioned by the restric
tions of other nations, whose policy it was not in the 
power of the general government to counteract. The 
loss of credit, the inability in our citizens to pay taxes, 
and languor of government, were, as they ever must 
be, the certain consequences of the decay of commerce. 
Frequent and unsuccessful attempts were made by 
Congress to obtain the necessary powers. The states, 
too, individually attempted, by navigation acts and 
other commercial provisions, to remedy the evils. 
These, instead of correcting, served but to increase it; 
their regulations interfered not only with each other, 
but, in almost every instance with treaties existing 
under the authority of the Union. Hence arose the 
necessity of some general and permanent system, 
which should at once embrace all interests, and, by 
placing the states upon firm and united ground, enable 
them effectually to assert their commercial rights.57 

Charles Cotesworth Pinckney backed up this argument with 
a flourish of rhetorical statements: "Ask the crews of our 
vessels captured by the Algerines if respect for our govern
ment hath softened the rigors of their captivity. Inquire of 
our delegates to congress if all the despatches from your 
public ministers are not filled with lamentations of the im
becility of Congress; and whether foreign nations do not 
declare they can have no confidence in our government, be
cause it has not power to enforce obedience to treaties."58 

This argument was an admission that England's mercan
tile system had been valuable and did work. America must 
now set up her own system but, and this was always under
stood, it had to fit into England's paramount system as best 
as it could, all cutting and fitting being as far as possible 
to the advantage of the Americans. This was the sensible, 
realistic program of American commercial interests. In 
order to establish such a system and to win respect for it, 
the American states had to be strong, and therefore a 
united nation. This was the impulse that, flowing from 
different sources, from the Charleston Chamber of Com
merce and the South Carolina Agricultural Society, from 

•• Ibid., pp. 253-254. 
•• Ibid., p. 282. 
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the patriot merchants and planters, emptied into the Con
stitutional Convention. 

The other side of the argument, and the second big force 
behind the Constitution, was the need to restore faith and 
confidence in the international community of trade. Charles 
Pinckney was against the emission of paper money for 
"while it remains, all of the foreign merchants, trading in 
America, must suffer and lose by it; therefore, that it must 
ever be a discouragement to commerce."5° For Pinckney 
"the soul of the Constitution"60 was the 10th section of 
Article I. 

... how much will this section tend to restore your 
credit with foreigners-to rescue your national charac
ter from that contempt which must ever follow the 
most flagrant violations of public faith and private 
honesty! No more shall paper money, no more shall 
tender-laws, drive their commerce from our shores, 
and darken the American name in every country where 
it is known. No more shall our citizens conceal in their 
coffers those treasures which the weakness and dis
honesty of our government have long hidden from the 
public eye. The firmness of a just and even system 
shall bring them into circulation, and honor and virtue 
shall be again known and countenanced among us .... 
Public as well as private confidence shall again be 
established; industry shall return among us; and the 
blessings of our government shall verify that old, but 
useful maxim, that with states, as well as individuals, 
honesty is the best policy.61 

Charles Cotesworth Pinckney rang the changes on the same 
theme when he replied to Rawlins Lowndes's question, 
"What harm had paper money done?" "It had corrupted 
the morals of the people; it had diverted them from the 
paths of honest industry to the ways of ruinous speculation; 
it had destroyed both public and private credit, and had 
brought total ruin on numberless widows and orphans."62 

Rawlins Lowndes was the ablest opponent of ratification. 
He did not object to a government reflecting the interests 
of the rich. Nor did he criticize the system of checks and 

•• Ibid., p. 334. 
00 Ibid., p. 333. 
01 Ibid., p. 336. 
•• Ibid., p. 306. 
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balances, those mechanisms for checking the passions of 
the people and ensuring that the words of the wise men 
would still be heard in the land. He did not believe as Pat
rick Dollard did, that "the general voice of the people is the 
voice of God."63 Lowndes had joined the revolutionary 
movement in order to secure for his own group the power 
to rule. In this sense he was a conservative, nor did he 
differ much in these respects from the Rutledges and the 
Pinckneys. His chief objection was that southern interests 
were not sufficiently protected against invasion by northern 
interests. The New England states were to become the car
riers and the southern states would be the consumers. 
Lowndes saw the logic of the period from Jefferson's em
bargo to the Civil War. Could the South protect itself under 
the new Constitution? Lowndes thought not. 64 Although 
the South Carolina delegation had fought hard in the con
vention to protect southern interests where directly op
posed to northern interests, they did not reveal at home 
that there had been any such differences. They had taken 
Franklin's advice to accept at the end the work of the con
vention as a whole and to go home to defend it without 
revealing the dissensions in the convention. 65 This was a 
legitimate strategic move but it covered a weakness that 
was left to grow and haunt the South for years to come. 

Lowndes had revealed his hostility towards the Consti
tution in the legislature and his constituents refused to 
elect him to the ratification convention. The leaders of the 
opposition in that body were therefore from the upcountry 
whose chief objection was to a lack of a bill of rights. After 
a few amendments were recommended the Constitution was 
adopted by a vote of 149 to 73. 66 

The whole story of ratification in South Carolina, told 
from the point of view of the opposition, is contained in a 
most remarkable letter written on June 23 by the undaunt-

.. Ibid., p. 338. 
•• Ibid., pp. 271-274. For the role of Lowndes in the legislature see Henry 

William DeSaussure to Jedediah Morse, February 11, 1788, Miscellaneous 
Manuscripts, New York Historical Society. 

•• Charles Pinckney endorsed Franklin's admonition in an open letter, dated 
May 2, 1788, published in the State Gazette of South Carolina. Records of the 
Federal Convention of 1787, ed. Max Farrand, New Haven, 1927, III, 300-301. 

•• Debates in the Several State Conventions on the Adoption of the Federal 
Constitution, ed. Jonathan Elliot, Philadelphia, 1941, IV, 338-340. For a differ
ent interpretation see Forrest McDonald, We the People, Chicago, 1958, 
pp. 202-235. 
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able Irishman, Aedanus Burke, to John Lamb. It is worthy 
of being quoted at length: 

Sir, 
Your favour of the 19th of May I received the 1st of 

June inst. That it came not to hand sooner, I cannot 
account for; however, it came too late; for our conven
tion had acceded to the new Constitution on the 24th 
of May by a Majority of 149 the minority consisting 
of 73. 

It is now unnecessary perhaps to state to you the 
different causes, whereby the new plan has been car
ried in South Carolina, notwithstanding 4/5 of the 
people do, from their souls detest it. I am convinced, 
from my knowledge of the country, that I am rather 
under than over, that proportion. In the first place, 
we in the opposition, had not, previous to our meeting, 
either wrote, or spoke, hardly a word against it, nor 
took any one step in the matter. We had no principle of 
concert or union, while its friends and abettors left no 
expedient untried to push it forward. All the rich, lead
ing men, along the seacoast and rice settlements; with 
few exceptions, lawyers, physicians and divines, the 
merchants, mechanicks, the populace, and mob of 
Charleston. I think it worthy of observation that not 
a single instance in So. Carolina of a man formerly a 
Tory, or British adherent, who is not loud and zealous 
for the new Constitution. From the British Consul 
( who is the most violent man I know for it) down to 
the British scavenger, all are boisterous to drive it 
down. Add to this, the whole weight and influence of 
the press was in that scale. Not a printing press, in 
Carolina, out of the city. The printers are, in general, 
British journeymen, or poor citizens, who are afraid 
to off end the great men, or merchants, who could work 
their ruin. Thus, with us, the press is in the hands of a 
junto, and the printers, with most servile insolence dis
couraged opposition, and pushed forward publications 
in its favour; for no one wrote against it. 

But the principle cause was holding the Convention 
in the City, where there are not fifty inhabitants who 
are not friendly to it. The merchants and leading men 
kept open houses for the back and low country mem
bers during the whole time the Convention sat. The 
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sixth day after we sat, despatches arrived, bringing 
an account that Maryland had acceded to the scheme. 
This was a severe blow to us; for next day, one of our 
best speakers in the opposition, Doctor Fousseaux, 
gave notice he would quit that ground, as Maryland 
had acceded to it. Upon which we were every day after
wards losing ground and numbers going over to the 
enemy, on an idea that further opposition was useless. 
But notwithstanding these misfortunes, the few of us 
who spoke, General Sumter, Mr. John Bowman, a 
gentleman of fortune and fine talents, of the low-coun
try; myself and a few of the back country men, found 
it necessary, in supporting the opposition, to exert the 
greater spirit and resolution, as our difficulties in
creased. Our minority is a respectable one, and I can 
with great truth assure you, that it represents by far 
a greater number of citizens than the majority-The 
minority are chiefly from the back country where the 
strength and numbers of our republick lie-and al
though the vote of the Convention has carried it, that 
has not changed the opinion of the great body of people 
respecting its evil tendency. In the interior country, 
all is disgust, sorrow, and vindictive reproaches 
against the system, and those who voted for it. It is 
true, the ratification of it was solemnized in our city, 
with splendid procession and show. We hear from the 
back country, however, that in some places the people 
had a coffin painted black, which, borne in funeral pro
cession, was solemnly buried, as emblem of the disso
lution and interment of publick liberty. You may rely 
upon it if a fair opportunity offers itself to our back 
country men they will join heart and hand to bring 
ruin on the new plan unless it be materially altered. 
They declare so publickly: they feel that they are the 
very men who, as mere militia, half-armed and half
clothed have fought and defeated the British regulars 
in sundry encounters. They think that after having 
disputed and gained the laurel under the banners of 
liberty, now, that they are likely to be robbed both of 
the honour and the fruits of it, by a Revolution pur
posely contrived for it. I know some able men among 
us, or such as are thought so, affect to despise the gen
eral opinion of the multitude: For my own part I think 
that the government rests on a very sandy foundation, 
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the subjects whereof are convinced that it is a bad 
one. Time alone will convince us. 

This is the first time that I ever put pen to paper on 
the subject (to another) and it is not for want of in
clination to do it. Nobody views this matter from the 
point of light and view in which I see it; or if any one 
does, he must be crazy, if he told his mind. The true, 
open, rising ground, no one has dared to take or will 

' dare to do it, till the business is all over. If you live two 
or three years, you will find the world will ascribe to 
the rig~t author, this whole affair, and put the saddle 
on the right horse, as we say. I find myself approaching 
too near to forbidden ground, and must desist. I am 
sorry it hath been my lot to be able to serve the Repub. 
on the present business, Virginia and New York adopt
ing it (and of which I have no doubt) they will pro
ceed to put it into motion, and then you, and I and all 
of us, will be obliged to take it, as we take our wives, 
'for better, for worse.'67 

In contrast to Burke's fears, let us place Francis Kin
loch's rising hopes. Kinloch, who had voted for ratification, 
wrote to the former royal governor Thomas Boone on May 
26, 1788. 

South Carolina makes the eighth state which has ac
ceded, & the accession of nine states will put the new 
constitution in motion. We are to have an elective 
President, who is eligible at the end of every four years 
for life; he will have a qualified negative on the laws 
of the new Congress, & will enjoy somewhat more 
power than the Statholder of the united Provinces, 
though the Statholder's influence in consequence of 
many different circumstances is much greater. A Sen
ate, chosen by the different Legislatures of the States, 
who share the Executive power with the President, & 
the Legislative with the house of representatives
(this body unites the powers of your privy council & 
house of Lords, but has no judicial capacity except in 
cases of impeachment)-& a House of Representatives 
chosen by the People of the different states, which has 

• 1 Aedanus Burke to John Lamb, June 23, 1788, John Lamb Papers, New 
York Historical Society. The "right author" undoubtedly refers to Washing
ton. Washington as the evil genius of the times is a recurring theme in Burke's 
letters. See remarks on the "Popular Citizen" in Aedanus Burke to Citizen 
Genet, February 16, 1794, Genet Papers, Library of Congress. 
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no right of interference with the Executive, but enjoys 
the peculiar privileges of your house of Commons. 
The regulation of Commercial aff airs,-the right of 
imports, of excise, of ordering out & commanding the 
Militia with many etc. are given up by the individual 
States to the Federal Government, & we are getting 
back fast to the system we destroyed some years ago. as 

•• Francis Kinloch to Thomas Boone, May 26, 1788, "Letters of Francis 
Kinloch to Thomas Boone, 1782-1788," ed. Felix Gilbert, Journal of Southern 
History, VIII (1942), 103-105. 



TILLMAN AND THE SOUTH CAROLINA 
DISPENSARY 

JACK E. TUTTLE 

July 1, 1893, was the day appointed by the Dispensary 
Act for the State of South Carolina to enter the whiskey 
business to the exclusion of all other licensed dispensing 
agencies. Major credit for this revolutionary method of 
controlling the consumption of whiskey goes to the Honor
able Benjamin Ryan Tillman, governor of South Carolina, 
1890-1894, who is acknowledged as "the father of the public 
monopoly in the sale of alcoholic liquors.m According to 
Francis Butler Simkins it was the South Carolina gover
nor's "most original contribution to both the theory and 
practice of government."2 

The Dispensary Act, passed by the state legislature on 
December 24, 1892, was the culmination of a long fight for 
control of the consumption of whiskey in the state with 
those who favored regulation winning out over those who 
favored prohibition. Perhaps the title of the law itself is 
some indication of the differences of opinion: "An act to 
prohibit the manufacture and sale of intoxicating liquors 
as a beverage within this state, except as herein per
mitted."3 The "except as herein permitted" took the prohi
bition out of the act and substituted the system which made 
the people of South Carolina "stockholders in the most 
colossal barroom ever established on American soil."4 

In the 1892 Democratic primary, the people of South 
Carolina were given the opportunity to voice their opinion 
on the prohibition question, but this referendum was in no 
way binding on the legislature as none of the legislators 
were nominated on a prohibition platform. Approximately 
78 % of the voters expressed themselves as being for or 
against prohibition. Of this group that took the trouble to 
express themselves, 56% were in favor of prohibition.11 On 
the basis of these figures, the prohibitionists were confident 

1 Francis Butler Simkins, Pitchfork Ben Tillman, South Carolinian, Baton 
Rouge, 1944, p. 234. 

• Ibid. 
• Acts and Joint Resoluti01'.s of the General Assembly of the State of South 

Carolina, Columbia, 1892, pp. 62-76. 
' Remsen Crawford, "The State Dispensary System," The Saturday Evening 

Post, CCI, number 16 (October 28, 1928), 6. 
• The actual figures were: total vote 88,474; for prohibition 38,988; against 

prohibition 29,527. 
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that favorable legislation would be forthcoming. 6 In his 
annual message, Governor Tillman said that the results of 
the referendum indicated that the General Assembly should 
enact some form of restrictive legislation in regard to the 
liquor traffic. However, he felt called on to point out some 
of the problems that might arise if total prohibition came 
to South Carolina; for example, a loss of tax revenue. He 
also called attention to the fact that under the existing 
licensing system, rules were disregarded, and that practi
cally every barroom in the state served whiskey to minors.7 

The governor was not opposed to prohibition, but believed 
it would be impossible to enforce. He further noted that 

every thinking and observant person sees and ac
knowledges the evil, and in some undefined way wishes 
to see its abatement. It is well understood and ac
knowledged that liquor drinking is the cause, directly 
or indirectly, of most of the crimes committed in our 
country. It also produces much of the poverty and 
misery among certain classes, but the human family 
cannot be legislated into morality anymore than it can 
be made honest and truthful by legislative enactment. 
I can readily conceive and believe that with a good 
strict law, rigidly enforced, great good would follow. 
I can just as readily see that it would require a stern 
head with many eyes, and far-reaching hands to carry 
it into effect. 8 

Among the governor's opponents was N. G. Gonzales, 
editor of The State. Although Gonzales was opposed to pro
hibition, he was much more opposed to Ben Tillman. Conse
quently, he hoped that the 1892 General Assembly would 
pass a prohibition bill simply because he felt it would lead 
to the defeat of Tillmanism in 1894.9 The fear of defeat was 
experienced by some who were closely connected with the 
Tillman administration. One expressed the opinion that 
prohibition was one of the most dangerous issues before 
the General Assembly. He maintained it was dangerous 
because "any attempt to pass any prohibition bill would in 
any event completely destroy the reform movement."1° 

• The State, September 8, 1892. 
• Journal of the Senate of the General Assembly of the State of South Caro-

lina (afterwards Senate Journal), Columbia, 1892, pp. 24-25. 
• Ibid., p. 25. 
• The State, December 1, 1892. 
10 Ibid., December 9, 1892. 
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The battle began when David C. Roper introduced a bill 
in the lower House to "prohibit the manufacture and sale 
of intoxicating liquors as a beverage within this State."11 

The Roper Bill, often referred to as the Childs Bill, 12 went 
through several changes before adoption by the House on 
December 13, 1892. One amendment permitted sale of 
alcohol for "medicinal, scientific and sacramental pur
poses. ma 

In the Senate, John Gary Evans introduced a substitute 
for the Roper Bill, providing for the creation of a state 
Dispensary System for regulating the sale of alcoholic bev
erages.14 After numerous speakers had debated the issues, 
Evans moved to strike out all of the Roper Bill but the 
enacting clause and substitute the Dispensary Bill.15 The 
Senate minority used every delaying action available to 
prevent a vote on the measure, but following an all night 
struggle, they gave up, and the Roper-Evans Bill passed its 
second reading. The following day, the bill, with additional 
changes to its title passed the Senate by a vote of 20-11, 
and was returned to the House for approval of the Senate 
changes.16 

The House of Representatives took up the bill at 10 P.M. 
on December 23 ( December 24 had been set as the day for 
adjournment of the General Assembly). For two and a half 
hours opponents argued that the bill as it came from the 
Senate, was an entirely different bill, and, consequently, 
had to be printed and read three times. The speaker of the 
House refused to make such a ruling, maintaining it would 
be up to the courts to decide that question. After the speak
er's failure to rule favorably on their "point of order," the 
minority surrendered, and the Dispensary Bill was 
passed.11 

The editor of The Siate put the finishing touch to the 
account of the final day with the following caustic com
ment: 

11 Journal of the House of Representatives of the General Assembly of the 
State of South Carolina (afterwards House Journal), Columbia, 1892, p. 98. 

12 L. D. Childs was the leader of the prohibition movement in South Caro
lina. He had been defeated for reelection to the House of Representatives in 
1892 from Richland County. He wrote the bill introduced by Mr. Roper. 

13 House Journal, Columbia, 1892, p. 290. 
"Senate Journal, Columbia, 1892, p. 357. 
u Ibid., p. 420. 
1 • Ibid., p. 504. 
17 House Journal, Columbia, 1892, p. 574. 
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And in one only of the Committee rooms of a Legisla
ture which had essayed to restrict or prohibit the use 
of liquors by the plain people of South Carolina, there 
remained as silent sentinels of "reform," no less than 
seven empty whiskey flasks and a half filled carafe of 
yellow water.18 

The Dispensary Act gave the governor power to appoint 
a commissioner who purchased all intoxicating liquors for 
lawful sale in South Carolina. The commissioner in turn 
sold the liquor to the county dispensers for sale to the con
sumer.19 A state Board of Control, composed of the gov
ernor, the comptroller-general and the attorney-general 
prescribed the necessary rules governing the commission
er. 20 The liquor bought by the state was packaged in con
tainers of not less than one-half pint nor more than five 
gallons, before being shipped to the county dispensers.21 
The state Board of Control appointed a board of control for 
each county to make such rules as were conducive to the 
best management of the business.22 The wholesale profit 
went to the state while the retail profit was divided between 
the county and the city in which the dispensary was lo
cated.23 The act also appropriated $50,000 with which to 
acquire a supply of liquor, and to establish the system.24 
The governor was given the power to appoint as many con
stables as were necessary to see that the Dispensary Act 
was enforced. Salary for the constables was set at two 
dollars per day. 25 

In April 1893, Tillman, accompanied by D. H. Traxler, 
his appointee as Dispensary commissioner, went to visit 
the various distilleries in Louisville and Cincinnati, to study 
the whiskey business, and to make purchases for the South 
Carolina System. A Mr. Hubbell of the Mill Creek Distillery 
Company told the governor that $50,000 was insufficient 
capital to start a business on such a scale as South Carolina 
planned. When Tillman asked him, "Will you trust me"? 
Hubbell replied, "Yes, I have enough faith in you and the 

1 • The State, December 25, 1892. 
19 The Dispensary Law, Sumter, 1893, section 2, p. 3. 
•• Ibid., p. 4. 
21 Ibid., section 3, p. 5 . 
., Ibid., section 4, p. 5. 
•• Ibid., section 10, p. 9. 
" Ibid., section 18, p. 12 . 
.. Ibid., section 26, pp. 15-16. 
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people of South Carolina, and their confidence in you, that 
if you say that I will be paid, I will go ahead and furnish 
the liquor on credit."26 The trip must have been very edu
cational because on his return to Columbia, the governor 
said, "I now know more about liquor than any man in South 
Carolina."21 

From the very beginning, the Dispensary met with much 
opposition-the churches, those who favored licenses, the 
Anti-Tillmanites, and the whiskey dealers. The latter were 
more opposed to the new system than they ever had been 
to prohibition.28 To that segment of South Carolina popu
lation known as the "Anti-Tillmanites," the Dispensary was 
vicious and evil simply because it belonged to Tillman. They 
fought it with every conceivable weapon. Editor W.W. Ball 
analyzed the opposition in this manner: 

The State dispensary was a scandalous failure. Born 
in the heat of almost incomprehensible factional bit
terness it was foredoomed to failure. Most of us Anti
Tillmanites ... so hated the State Dispensary that 
we gloated when a scandal came to light. The merits or 
demerits of the system were never considered. They 
were buried deep in the hates of the times. The institu
tion never had a chance. The bitter partisanship may 
have been absurd but it was a fact.29 

The churches were bitter in opposing the Dispensary. 
For example, the county dispenser in Richland County was 
dismissed from the membership of the Marion Street Meth
odist Church, 30 and State Commissioner Traxler resigned 
from the church rather than face a trial in the Timmons
ville Baptist Church. 31 On the evening of June 30, 1893, 
the trustees of the Sidney Park Church purchased five gal
lons of wine for sacramental purposes from a saloon. While 
they were dealing with the saloon keeper the church caught 
on fire. Gonzales observed that "Devout Tillmanites will 
see in this coincidence providential punishment for an at-

•• Reports and Resolutions of the General Assembly of the State of South 
Carolina ( afterwards Reports and Resolutions), Columbia, 1906, III, 434. 

07 The State, April 15, 1893. 
•• House Journal, Columbia, 1893, p. 35. 
•• W. W. Ball, "South Carolina's Dispensary System," Forum, XC Supple

ment (1933), 10. 
• 0 The State, August 21, 1893. 
81 Ibid., October 24, 1893. 
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tempt to provide against purchases from the governor's 
Dispensary."32 

Months before the system was to begin operation, suits 
were begun to test the validity of the law, and the Dispen
sary became involved in a legal history that kept the attor
ney-general and his staff operating at full speed. By Novem
ber 1893, the Dispensary had been involved in cases before 
all of the courts-state and national, as well as a contro
versy with the United States Patent Office. 

D""'.° A. Townsend, attorney-general of South Carolina, had 
made application for the registration of the word "Pal
metto" as the state's trademark in the sale of alcoholic 
beverages. The examiner of patents of the Patent Office 
refused the application on the ground that the Patent 
Office only registered trade marks owned by persons, firms, 
or corporations. An appeal was made to the commissioner 
of patents. When he sustained the examiner, South Caro
lina carried a case to the Supreme Court,33 which ruled in 
favor of the state. "Palmetto" became the trade mark for 
Dispensary whiskey. One writer referred to the whiskey as 
"bottled sovereignty." 

The fight over the constitutionality of the act began in 
January 1893, when S. P. Hamilton representing the sa
loon-keepers of Chester, petitioned the state Supreme Court 
to issue a writ of mandamus against the Chester Town 
Council, thus requiring them to issue licenses for the entire 
year.34 The petition attacked the validity of the law on 
twelve different counts, and after exhaustive arguments 
were heard on all counts, the state Supreme Court ruled 
that the Dispensary Law was constitutional.35 

The law received its first judicial construction in the 
federal courts in March 1893, when Judge Charles Henry 
Simonton upheld the constitutionality of the Dispensary. 36 

The plaintiffs, Geromic and Anania Cantini, applied to the 
Circuit Court of the U.S. for the District of South Carolina 
for a writ of injunction and a writ of subpoena, against 
Governor Tillman and W. T. C. Bates, the treasurer of 
South Carolina, to show cause why the Cantinis should sus
pend operation without due compensation from the state. 

•• Ibid., July 1, 1893. 
•• Reports and Resolutions, Columbia, 1893, I, 165. 
•• The State, January 26, 1893. 
•• Reports and Resoltttions, Columbia, 1893, I, 167. 
•• "Cantini v. Tillman," 54 Federal Reports 969. 
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They attempted to prove that the Act of 1892 violated both 
the Constitution of South Carolina and the Constitution of 
the United States. Judge Simonton, in rendering a deci
sion, drew the following conclusions: 

We have seen that the right to sell intoxicating liquors 
is not a right inherent in a citizen, and is not one of 
the privileges of American citizenship, that it is not 
within the protection of the 14th Amendment; that it 
is a right reserved by the States and not delegated to 
the general government. In its lawful exercise, the 
States are absolutely sovereign. 37 

One provision of the act prohibited the transportation 
into the state of any liquor by any railroad, sailing vessel, 
steamboat, express company or other corporation. Convic
tion would result in a fine of $500 for each offense. 38 De
spite this prohibition, the Portner Brewing Company of 
Alexandria, Virginia, continued to ship beer into the state 
at various points. On several occasions, public notice was 
made of the shipment in hopes that an arrest would be 
made, which would give the brewing company an excuse 
for carrying a case to the United States Court.39 The day 
after the law went into operation, the Richmond and Dan
ville Railroad directed its employees to receive for ship
ment into South Carolina any quantity of liquor or beer, 
and directed its employees in the state to receive and de
liver it. 40 It was obvious that the railroad desired to test the 
law in the federal court. Soon after the first shipments 
were received D. M. Langford, agent for the Richmond 
and Danville at Prosperity, was arrested for violation of 
the Dispensary Law. He immediately filed a petition in the 
United States Circuit Court for a writ of habeas corpus. 
Judge Simonton, after hearing the case argued, discharged 
Langford, on grounds that the law was contrary to the 
interstate commerce laws and the 14th Amendment.41 The 
attorney-general immediately appealed to the United States 
Supreme Court. 42 After a long delay the attorney-general 
in 1899 made the following reference to the Langford case: 

87 Ellen Alexander Hendricks, "The South Carolina Dispensary System," 
North Carolina Historical Review, XXII ( 1945), 187. 
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The appeals in these cases were taken by my prede
cessor in office, Hon. D. A. Townsend. They have been 
reached and argued, but are still on the docket. When 
reached they will probably be dismissed as there is now 
no practical question involved. 43 

As a result of Judge Simonton's decision in the Langford 
Case, Bernheim Brothers, whiskey dealers of Louisville, 
Kentucky, circulated the following handbill in S.C.: 

While it is contrary to our rules to sell to any except 
dealers, we have in the case of South Carolina decided 
to sell directly to the consumers, and by offering finer 
whiskey than the State handles, and for less money, 
to demonstrate to Mr. Tillman and partners-first, 
that they cannot force the people of the Old Palmetto 
State to buy only of them, and second, that they can
not compete either in quality or price with legitimate 
distillers and dealers. 44 

The handbill contained a price list which included this 
item: "On receipt of $15.00, we will send five gallons of 
I. W. Harper, charge, prepaid."45 

One of the most unpopular features of the Dispensary 
Law was the creation of a Dispensary constabulary to 
enforce it. In many cases, the constables were high-handed, 
offensive, and ill-prepared for the job. The newspapers de
nounced them as "spies" and "sneaks," and in some cases, 
they did operate under cover to spy on the activities of 
their neighbors. The constabulary was directly under the 
control of the governor. Much of his correspondence during 
the latter part of 1893 and 1894 was concerned with it. 
Men who desired positions as constables wrote to the gov
ernor. If the force was up to strength, the applicant might 
receive something like the following replies from Tillman's 
private secretary, D. H. Tompkins: "Governor Tillman 
directs me to say, he will give you $25.00 for evidence to 
convict a white man of selling liquor without a license"46 

or "Governor Tillman directs me to say: he cannot appoint 
you on the regular constabulary force now as it is full, but 
you can look around, and if you get evidence to convict 

•• Reports and Resolutions, Columbia, 1899, I, 77-78. 
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someone of selling whiskey he will turn off some one who 
has done nothing and appoint you in his place."47 

The Dispensary constables were about as popular as the 
stamp-masters of the Colonial period had been, and some
times were treated just as vigorously.48 Because of the 
abuse of the constables, in August 1893, Governor Tillman 
decided to arm them, and made a public statement to the 
effect that he was "going to issue orders for constables to 
shoot the first man that strikes or interferes with one of 
them from now on."49 Naturally, such an order by the 
governor would result in editorial comment by Editor 
Gonzales. He wrote: 

If Governor Tillman will pardon the suggestion we beg 
to recommend that instead of having little boys who 
expectorate to windward of the State liquor spies shot 
on the spot, he have them sent to the penitentiary for 
life. Their crime is great, we know, but opportunity 
should be given for repentance. Who can say that if 
allowed the privilege of reflection and remorse these 
young criminals may not yet repent and make their 
peace with a Merciful Providence. 50 

A few months later Governor Tillman asked for the res
ignation of a constable in Spartanburg because the state 
had "no need of constables who would not shoot in self
def ense."01 

Constables were involved in many scrapes in which they, 
themselves, were arrested for illegal action. In Greenville, 
several of them entered a Negro's home to arrest him for 
violation of the law. The Negro ran and was shot in the 
back by Constable Bladon, who also was critically wounded 
in the back, either by one of the other constables, as most 
accounts indicate,02 or by the Negro's wife or son, as the 
Governor indicated in his annual message.53 Bladon sur
vived; he was tried and convicted of murder. Even before 
the judge had sentenced him, Tillman telegraphed a pardon. 
In view of the fact that there were 2 conservatives and 10 

" Ibid., p. 430. 
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Tillmanites on the jury, the chances are that the governor's 
account was somewhat inaccurate. Another constable, 
named Elliot, was arrested and found guilty of assault 
and battery when he slapped a woman in the face because 
she questioned his right to search her place of business 
without a warrant. No sooner had he been sentenced than 
the governor telegraphed notice to the trial judge not to 
commit him as a pardon was on the way.54 Tillman justi
fied the pardon in that the conviction "seemed to have been 
an effort to paralyze the Constables in the enforcement of 
the Dispensary Law by laying them liable to such conviction 
by perjured witnesses and partisan juries."55 

By November 1893, the attorney-general reported that 
due to violations of the Dispensary Act the litigation for 
the year had been greater perhaps than any year in the 
history of the State. 56 

Darlington was one of the most troublesome spots in the 
state. Soon after the system began to operate, J. B. Floyd, 
the local dispenser, was enjoined from opening his dis
pensary on the grounds that a requisite number of free
holders had not signed the necessary petition to appoint 
him, and also that the Dispensary Law itself was null and 
void. Pending an appeal to the state Supreme Court, Justice 
V. J. Pope issued an order staying all action until the high
est court could render a decision. The dispensary was then 
allowed to open until such time as a court decision was 
obtained. 57 

While the dispensary was operating under Pope's order, 
there occurred in Darlington in March 1894, the most 
vicious rioting in Dispensary history. There are many ac
counts of the cause of the riot and most versions undoubted
ly were highly prejudiced. The riot occurred while 23 con
stables were in Darlington for the purpose of searching 
for illegal whiskey. The governor maintained they were 
armed with warrants while the opponents of the Dispensary 
spread the rumors that they were searching private dwell
ings without warrants. The "false rumor" resulted in the 
gathering of armed groups to prevent such an attack on 
their "liberty."58 Mayor Dargan related that the police 
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rendered every assistance to the constables and no armed 
men gathered. According to him, one private dwelling had 
been invaded without a warrant, but without any resistance 
or violence. 59 After the constables had completed their work, 
they assembled at two railroad stations to depart (four 
were at one station, 19 at the other). While the 19 were 
waiting, a personal fight broke out between two young men, 
which in no way involved the Dispensary. One of the con
stables, McClendon, by name, interfered in the fight. When 
a Darlington citizen also waiting at the station, questioned 
the constable's right to interfere, McClendon opened fire. 
Then the firing became general between the constables and 
others who were at the station. In the fracas two Darling
ton citizens and one constable were killed and McClendon 
seriously wounded. The Darlington chief of police, in at
tempting to restore order, was one of those wounded in the 
fight. A mob soon gathered and the constable took to the 
woods, taking refuge in a swamp. 60 

As soon as word reached Columbia, Governor Tillman 
ordered out several companies of militia, declaring the 
people of Darlington to be insurgents and insurrectionists.61 

The companies in Columbia refused to go to Darlington. 
Then Tillman wired Brigadier General T. A. Huguenin, 
commanding general of the 4th brigade with headquarters 
in Charleston, to proceed to the scene of the riot with his 
command. The following day the governor got his answer: 

No company in this command will sustain the con
stabulary in their method of enforcing the Dispensary 
Law. This Brigade will uphold and defend the honor 
of the State, but will not lend itself to foment Civil 
War among our brethren. 62 

However, some of the companies in the state responded, 
and also, many Tillmanite volunteers poured into Columbia, 
ready "to go to war" for the governor. Tillman took posses
sion of the telegraph lines to forestall inflammatory mes
sages and seized the railroads in the Darlington-Florence-
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Sumter triangle to prevent reinforcements from reaching 
the mob. On March 30, the uniformed militia companies 
that had assembled in Columbia were ordered to Darlington 
under the command of General Richbourg. The next day 
announcement was made that all of the constables were 
safe. With peace restored, the governor withdrew the 
militia the following week. 63 

Two weeks after the riot occurred, the Supreme Court of 
South Carolina declared the Dispensary Law of 1892 uncon
stitutional64 by sustaining the decision of Judge Hudson 
who had enjoined the dispenser at Darlington from operat
ing. The Supreme Court, made up of two Anti-Tillmanites 
and one Tillmanite declared that it was not a proper exer
cise of the police power of the State. They did hold constitu
tional that section which prohibited any other agency from 
selling whiskey. Consequently, prohibition came to South 
Carolina. Tillman ordered the dispensaries to close. 

The General Assembly had anticipated the decision of 
the court by passing another Dispensary Law in the fall of 
1893 which modified the 1892 law.65 Armed with this new 
law which had not been ruled on, the governor ordered the 
dispensaries to open again on August 1, 1894. He realized 
that by the time a test case could be brought up, the make
up of the Supreme Court would change. The term of one 
justice was due to expire, and a Tillmanite had already 
been elected. When a new case came to the court in October 
1894, the Dispensary Law of 1893 was declared constitu
tional as a valid exercise of the police power of the state. 66 
Although this case did not end the litigation over the Dis
pensary system, its constitutionality was not seriously 
questioned again on the state level. In 1897, the United 
States Supreme Court also ruled that the law was con
stitutional. 67 

To some people the Dispensary was "a noble experi
ment;" to others, it was an abomination; but to friend and 
foe alike it was Ben Tillman's "brainchild," born in the heat 
of party strife, nurtured by one man's determination, final
ly to succumb years later to the greatest of man's weak
nesses-greed and the desire for personal gain. 
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THE PLACE OF HISTORY IN A LIBERAL 
ARTS CURRICULUM 

CHARLES S. DAVIS 

When the liberal arts colleges repeatedly assert that their 
specific role is to prepare students for life or to enable 
them to understand the world in which they live, they are 
being rather presumptious, for the goals of a liberal edu
cation are the goals of a lifetime and few men ever achieve 
them. What we hope to do in the course of a college educa
tion is to set the student well and firmly in pursuit of these 
goals. However, before proceeding further, I should like 
to explain briefly three objectives of a liberal education. 

First, a liberal education seeks to provide the student 
with certain kinds of knowledge which every man is better 
for possessing: the knowledge of his own biological and 
psychological nature, his gifts and limitations, his hopes 
and aspirations; knowledge of others, a comprehension of 
the roots of human behavior as revealed in scientific studies 
and in historical sources; knowledge of the physical and 
biological world, knowledge of his own and other cultures, 
the nature of his own society and the place of that society 
in the larger world; an historical view of man's achieve
ment, social, intellectual, and artistic, and a knowledge of 
his religious and philosophical heritage. 

The second objective of a liberal education may be 
summed up under skills or competences. The most im
portant of those which quickly come to mind are the ability 
to think clearly and to have a command of one's own lan
guage in reading, writing, and speaking. The ability to 
communicate also includes mathematics in the equipment 
of an educated man. 

Third, some people take the view that the primary ob
jective of a liberal education is to instill certain attitudes, 
values, and habits of mind. Educators themselves differ 
as to the exact qualities which characterize an educated 
man, but most agree that the man of culture is marked by 
intellectual curiosity and the capacity to think critically 
and to weigh evidence dispassionately. We want him to be 
tolerant, temperate, balanced in judgment; we wish him 
also to possess certain general qualities such as maturity 
and magnanimity. Any list makes it clear that the purpose 
of a liberal education is to start a student on the road to 
maturity in the broader sense of the word. 
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Although we in the liberal arts colleges cannot possibly 
complete the job of preparing the student for life, we can 
initiate the kind of personal growth which may eventually 
result in some measure of maturity. And it becomes in
creasingly evident that the sort of wisdom, judgment, and 
perspective which a liberal education gives the individual 
should make him better able to face daily decisions of life 
in his profession, in his family, in his community, and in 
the world at large. 

Obviously, a liberal education will make a man a better 
professional. John Stuart Mill once said, "Men are men 
before they are lawyers or physicians or manufacturers; 
and if you make them capable and sensible men, they will 
make themselves capable and sensible lawyers or physi
cians." In other words, a liberal education is of some prac
tical and professional value. However, its vocational aims 
are not its sole purpose by any means and any promotional 
program which stresses utilitarianism as its primary value 
is guilty of misrepresentation. The first orientation of a 
liberal education is toward man as man, not toward man 
in a specific profession. 

One might now raise the question, "Why does the study 
of history fit into the concept of a liberal education?" 
Undergraduates must study history in order to comprehend 
how the evolution of human elements in social and political 
institutions has been brought about. To prevent provin
cialism is one of the important practical day to day uses 
of history. Through the proper study of history the student 
has the opportunity to enrich his intellect by including in 
his thinking alien institutions in past civilizations. By so 
doing his comprehension of a wide variety of social and 
political forms and events which underlie our own national 
development become a part of his intellectual equipment. 

Every age has its own problems and each looks to history 
for help in solving them. However, a cynic can take the 
position of the philosopher Hegel who says that "the one 
thing one learns from history is that nobody ever learns 
anything from history." And yet we may learn so much. 
It offers an inexhaustible store of vicarious experiences 
upon which we may draw to increase our understanding of 
contemporary problems. It may well improve time perspec
tive which is based upon knowledge and experience, and it 
may even form the basis of judging the conflict of self
interest and the general welfare in a democratic society. 
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Perhaps the survival of free institutions may depend 
upon those who have learned well the lessons of historical 
perspective. The tough realism of the market place and 
the powerful struggle in the forum are likely to teach the 
means and ends of immediate gain and personal survival. 
Somehow man must acquire a sense of perspective in order 
to know and appreciate the conditions of freed om and the 
benefits of law and order. 

The value of democracy and the free enterprise system 
are not always apparent to college students. Freedom of 
speech and press, trial by jury, majority rule, and equal 
rights of man are more maligned than praised in the news 
these days. A visit to a legislature, a day in court, or the 
revelation of a scandal in our national life frequently 
causes college students to become skeptical about demo
cratic institutions. Where except in the study of history 
can men learn why free institutions, despite their faults, 
are preferable to any other system? That the perfect so
ciety and absolute justice are nonexistent? That political 
problems are continuous? Moreover, the student may as 
well come to understand that democracy may be the best 
because it is geared to the needs as well as to the weak
nesses of men. 

Also, I maintain that the study of history offers the best 
medium to present a lesson in social values. This vital area 
of learning sometimes troubles the democratic spirit. How 
then can the ethos of free institutions be taught by one 
generation to the next? Through the study of history the 
student is compelled to face the facts which bear upon value 
judgments. Froude captures our imagination in his famous 
passage, a part of which I should like to quote: 

For indeed a change was coming upon the world, the 
meaning and direction of which even still is hidden 
from us, a change from era to era. The paths trodden 
by the footsteps of the ages were broken up; old things 
were passing away, and the faith and life of ten cen
turies were dissolving like a dream. Chivalry was 
dying, the abbey and the castle were soon together to 
crumble into ruins and all the forms, desires, beliefs, 
convictions of the old world were passing away, never 
to return. A new continent had risen beyond the west
ern sea. The floor of heaven inlaid with stars, had sunk 
back into an indefinite abyss of immeasurable space; 
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and the firm earth, itself, unfixed from its foundations 
was seen to be but a small atom in the awful vastness 
of the universe. In the fabric of habit which they had 
so laboriously built for themselves, mankind were to 
remain no longer. 

History can throw much light on problems of statesman
ship, though it is needless to say that no two ages or cen
turies, no two states of society, no two combinations of 
events are ever precisely alike. However, one of the advan
tages of the study of history is to prevent us from being 
taken in by historical parallels. Though Caesar had his 
Brutus and Charles I his Cromwell, it would probably be 
difficult to prove that Patrick Henry had anything to do 
with George III. The stream of history is the stream of 
causation. 

One might make the case that history is appropriate 
training for all civil servants and is absolutely indispen
sable for members of the foreign service. As an example 
of the disaster of lack of training in history, one may point 
to Sir Nevile Henderson, who was the British ambassador 
to Berlin from 1937 to 1939. Nothing was more deplorable 
than the ignorance of this man as to the character of de
velopments within Nazi Germany. Only a little orderly 
reading of modern German history would have given him 
a clue to them all. But he seemed to have thought that a 
reading of Mein Kampf was sufficient to understand what 
was going on in Germany. No wonder he was both fogged 
and foxed by the direction of events and seemed never to 
have grasped them until it was too late. Nor was he the 
only one to whom a little knowledge of German history 
would have brought a world of enlightenment. How can 
anyone have properly understood the career of Hitler, the 
resurgence of German militarism and its underlying ap
peal for the German people, if one knew nothing of Bis
marck and Frederick the Great or the whole cult of Junker 
militarism and the tradition of German aggression? 

Ignorance in high places and, in particular, the absence 
of historical understanding of political developments was 
found not only in Great Britain but in the United States 
as well. I can recall that in the spring of 1943 Arab na
tionalists repeatedly told us of the growing independence 
movement and predicted with almost uncanny accuracy 
the month and the year of outbreaks in Morocco, Algeria, 
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and Tunisia. The United States State Department turned 
a deaf ear to our dispatches and we were told in so many 
words to tend to our own business and not to theirs. 

After two disastrous decades in which the dominant fig
ures in British politics were Midlands industrialists, what 
a relief it was to have Winston Churchill, an historian, as 
prime minister! For as an historian, Churchill knew the 
underlying long-term exigencies of British policies, the 
interests and problems of the Empire, and had a deep un
derstanding of the British people which went back to his 
great ancestor, the Duke of Marlborough. 

Churchill's role in defeating Hitler was greatly influ
enced by his sense of history, for it was Churchill who kept 
warning the world about the dangers of the rise of Hitler 
and Nazism. It was through his writings and speeches in 
Parliament that both his own country and the United States 
began to come to their senses regarding the building of a 
defensive military machine. 

If we assume that man's life span is a mere three score 
and ten years and often not that, the truth is that without 
a sense of history our short span of experience would make 
life as we know it almost unthinkable. Bound as our lives 
are to the tyranny of time, through a sense of history we 
are able to break our bonds and escape. 

One can argue, then, that history is a subject of superb 
cultural value, yet this point of view is frequently misun
derstood by the general public. 

A great deal of history can be learned by reading biog
raphies, for as Carlyle said: "History is the essence of in
numerable biographies . . . great men taken up in any 
way are profitable company ... and a first-rate biog
raphy will give one the atmosphere, the thoughts and the 
very pulse of the period." In many ways the place of his
tory in the curriculum of the undergraduate of a liberal 
arts college is similar to that of the classics a century ago. 
In the almost complete breakdown of the classical tradition 
in American colleges and universities, I think of history as 
a unifying influence which has taken its place. Where, in
deed, but in history can our common experience and the 
various humane subjects meet? I think there is no other 
possible combination. 

History then is an essential part of the mind of the cul
tivated man. One may be said to be "cultivated" without a 
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knowledge of chemistry or engineering, for these are spec
ialisms, but some knowledge of history-or even more im
portant, a sense of history-is a part of the selfawareness 
of our environment. In no other way is the degree of civili
zation of a man more subtly revealed. An uneducated man 
has no sense of history. He does not know whether the 
house he sees is Victorian or Georgian, Elizabethan or 
Medieval, or what that means if even told. He cannot tell 
whether it is beautiful or not for he has no means of judg
ing, no sense of standards. 

Actually, one's interest in things of the mind, once it 
has become rooted, deepens and becomes riper as one grows 
older. And so with history, our appreciation and under
standing of it, our feeling for its subtleties and excitement, 
grow from year to year. The uncultivated mind has no 
sense of time, and you cannot tell what people really are 
until you see them in long-term perspective. It is like ex
pecting to know a man from the very moment you look at 
him, and nations are much more complex than individuals. 

We never cease to be amazed at the stupidity of the Ger
mans who were convinced that because America was de
voted to peace her men were no fighters. Anyone reading 
about the American Civil War knows that it was one of the 
toughest and hardest fought wars in all history, and that 
Americans not only will, but can fight when called upon 
to do so. This gross miscalculation went a long way toward 
bringing America into the war against Germany in 1917. 

Frequently the criticism has been made that a dispro
portionate amount of time is allocated to the study of Amer
ican history in our undergraduate curriculum. Those who 
take this point of view insist that there should be more 
emphasis on universal world history, and perhaps the 
philosophy of history. We tend frequently to be overspec
ialized on the undergraduate level, proceeding on the as
sumption that all students enrolled in our classes will one 
day end up with a Ph.D. degree in history. Our teaching 
then loses its perspective and we proceed on the basis of 
knowing more and more about less and less. It is the same 
general philosophy whereby the scientists insist that one 
must be familiar with all details of every science in order 
to know anything about the principles of science in general. 

If history, is as Thucydides maintained, "philosophy 
learned from examples," then the works of such historians 
as Spengler and Toynbee and others who employ the broad 
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approach should not be neglected. As it is now, these men 
are usually pushed aside to make place for specially inten
sive and detailed period courses in American history, as if 
this would contribute to better understanding among our 
citizens and especially by our politicians. An adequate study 
of history in perspective should aid in the production of 
good citizens and citizen leaders instead of machine poli
ticians who only too often illustrate the dictum of Macaulay 
that "the higher you elevate a small man the smaller he 
looks." 

It is desirable that history should constitute a bridge 
which arches a stream of time and links the past and pres
ent together. Frequently our ambition to be off into the 
future advocates a course which ignores the road which 
civilization has followed. I cite for you the opening state
ment by a social scientist in a pamphlet entitled Machines 
and Tomorrow's World. "History," he says, "does not re
peat itself in an age of change, hence we should look for
ward rather than backward. Imagine yourself driving 80 
miles an hour across rough country in a veil of mist. You 
would need to look forward with all the concentration pos
sible. Would you spend your time and energy looking back
ward? Yet this is what humanity is doing as it is carried 
along by a rapidly moving civilization. The universities, 
colleges, and schools are abundantly supplied with teachers 
of history, but not one has a professorship for the study 
of the future." 

Historians are aware that history does not repeat itself. 
The words "80 miles an hour across rough country in a veil 
of mist" probably have limited applicability whether they 
were written in 1938 or in 1961, when I repeat them, 
though the suggested speed is hardly symbolic of the at
mosphere in which college men and women arrive at truth. 
War time and its cold war aftermath have carried us along 
at a dizzy pace over rugged untested terrain with some 
foggy thinking in the driver's seat as well as a misty at
mosphere ahead. One wonders if the car should not have a 
rear vision mirror, but according to the writer the road 
we have traveled would not be reflected before us. He has 
asked rhetorically, "Would you spend your time and energy 
looking backward?" The historian, indeed, and others in 
the social and natural sciences would probably answer 
emphatically "yes," though scholars in all of these fields 
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would agree, I suspect, that we must give more attention 
to the road ahead than we have done in the past. But the 
driver should have the feel of the road and a sense of di
rection. There may be alternate paths into the future, just 
as there were choices in the past, and the direction which 
we take tomorrow may be predicated on the course we fol
lowed yesterday and today. Warren R. Austin wrote, in an 
article entitled, "The Road Ahead," "Let us begin by re
calling a few milestones along the way we have come to 
this critical fork in the road." And James G. Randall, the 
great biographer of Abraham Lincoln, counseled from the 
experience of his study and observation that historical in
sight can become the truest foresight. 

It is not unusual, even in the 1960's, to find college pro
fessors and college students looking backward as they 
search for answers to society's problems. Values that have 
become a part of the democratic heritage are threatened by 
a different set of values foreign to our tradition. However, 
we sometimes seem to forget that generations other than 
our own have weathered these similar emergencies. 

The past is significant, but it should never be permitted 
to exercise absolute control. After evaluating the course we 
have followed we should not hesitate to depart from it and 
veer now to the right and now to the left as present and 
future problems seem to demand. We should not reject that 
which is new simply because of its newness. We should 
examine it, test it and, if it is sound, endeavor to substitute 
it for that which is defective. This, it would seem to me, is 
one of the practical lessons which we can learn from history. 



CONSTITUTION 
I 

The name of this organization shall be The South Carolina Historical 
Association. 

II 
The objects of the Association shall be to promote historical studies in the 

State of South Carolina; to bring about a closer relationship among persons 
living in this State who are interested in history; and to encourage the preser
vation of historical records. 

III 
Any person approved by the executive committee may become a member 

by paying $4.00 and after the first year may continue a member by paying 
an annual fee of $4.00. 

IV 
The officers shall be a president, a vioe-president, and a secretary and 

treasurer who shall be elected by ballot at each regular annual meeting. A list 
of nominations shall be presented by the executive committee, but nominations 
from the floor may be made. The officers shall have the duties and perform 
the functions customarily attached to their respective offices with such others 
as may from time to time be prescribed. 

V 
There shall be an executive committee made up of the officers and of two 

other members elected by ballot for a term of three years; at the first election, 
however, one shall be elected for two years. Vacancies shall be filled by elec
tion in the same manner at the annual meeting following their occurrence. 
Until such time they shall be filled by appointment by the president. The duties 
of the executive committee shall be to fix the date and place of the annual 
meeting, to attend to the publication of the proceedings of the Association, 
to prepare a program for the annual meeting, to prepare a list of nominations 
for the officers of the Association as provided in Article IV, and such other 
duties as may be from time to time assigned to them by the Association. There 
shall be such other committees as the president may appoint, or be instructed 
to appoint, by resolution of the Association. 

VI 
There shall be an annual meeting of the Association at the time and place 

appointed by the executive committee. 

VII 
A. The Association shall publish annually its proceedings to be known as 

The Proceedings of the South Carolina Hi.storical Association. It shall contain 
the minutes of the annual meeting together with such papers and documents 
selected by the executive committee as may be published without incurring 
a deficit. Each fifth year, beginning in 1956, the Proceedings shall include a 
copy of the constitution and by-laws of the Association. 

B. All papers read at the annual meeting shall become the property of the 
Association except as otherwise may be provided by the executive committee. 

C. The executive committee shall annually elect an editor of the Proceed
ings. He shall have authority to appoint an associate editor and shall be a 
member of the executive committee, but without vote. 

VIII 
This constitution may be amended by a twerthirds vote of the members 

present at the annual business meeting. 
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