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l 
MINUTES 

SOUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION 
Annual Meeting - 1974 

The South Carolina Historical Association met in its Annual 
Meeting on 6 April 74 on the campus of Coastal Carolina College in 
Conway. Fifty-five members and guests attended during the day. 

President C. W. Bolen presided over the opening session, recog
nizing Mr. James Branham, chairman of the local arrangements 
committee, and Dr. Edward Singleton, director of the Carolina Coastal 
College. Then Dr. Bolen relinquished the chair to Vice President 
Wylma Wates who chaired the morning session. Two papers were 
read and discussed: 

Dr. E. Brown Hannum of the University of South Alabama read 
his paper entitled "Chinese Labor Issues in British Politics, 1904-
1907." Dr. Joseph Wightman of Coastal Carolina led the discussion 
of the paper. 

Mr. Michael C. Griffin, a graduate student at the University of 
South Carolina, read his paper entitled "Statistical and Historical 
Analysis and Interpretation of British By-Elections, 1906-1909" which 
was discussed by Dr. Clara I. Gandy of Hartsville. 

Dr. Robert M. Weir, member of the Executive Committee, chaired 
the afternoon session where two papers were read and discussed at 
length: 

Dr. William F. Steirer's paper on "Slavery and the Presence of 
Free Will" was discussed by Dr. Willie F. Harriford of the University 
of South Carolina. 

Mr. John H. Roper, a graduate student at the University of North 
Carolina, read his paper, "A Reconsideration: The University of South 
Carolina During Reconstruction," and it was discussed by Dr. G. 
Wayne King of Francis Marion College. 

At its business meeting during the luncheon, the Association took 
the following actions: 

1. adopted, as read, the Minutes of the 1973 Annual Meeting 
2. elected the following slate of officers for 1974-75: 

President: Wylma Wates 
Vice President: Robert M. Weir 
Secretary-Treasurer: Joseph T. Stukes 
Executive Committeemen: E. Thomas Crowson (1975) 

Richard M. Gannaway (1976) 
Joseph Wightman (1977) 

Editor of the PROCEEDINGS: Hewitt D. Adams 
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3. heard the treasurer's report showing a current balance of 
$335.95 and a savings balance of $1,308.66 

4. voted an increase in annual dues from $4.00 to $5.00 effective 
in 1975-76 

5. adopted a resolution in memory of Dr. Robert H. Wienefeld, 
deceased. (copy on following page) The resolution is to be 
suitably prepared and framed for presentation to Mrs. Wiene
feld. 

6. accepted invitations to meet at the University of South Caro
lina (1975) and Furman University (1976), noting that the 
latter meeting will coincide with Furman's observance of its 
sesquicentennial year. 

Coastal Carolina College hosted a social hour for the Association 
prior to the Annual Banquet, both held at The Landmark in Myrtle 
Beach. 

President Bolen presided at the banquet. He gave a short and 
impressive statement summarizing his service and support. He recog
nized his successor as President, Ms. Wylma Wates. He then recog
nized the speaker of the evening, Dr. Michael Maclagan, Fellow of 
Trinity College and formerly Lord Mayor of the city of Oxford. Dr. 
Maclagan, serving this year as Visiting Professor at the University of 
South Carolina, spoke wittily and informatively on "Local Govern
ment in England: Yesterday and Today." 

President Bolen declared adjournment at 8:40 P.M. 

JOSEPH T. STUKES 

Secretary-Treasurer 
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ROBERT HENRY WIENEFELD 
1903-1973 

A native of Baltimore, Robert H. Wienefeld received his bacca
laureate (1925) and doctoral (1929) degrees from the Johns Hopkins 
University. His doctoral dissertation, Franco-German Relations, 1878-
1885, was published in The Johns Hopkins Studies in Historical and 
Political Science, (1929). After two years at Converse College he 
joined the U.S.C. faculty as an associate professor in 1931, was 
promoted to professor in 1939, and was in 1966 appointed Yates 
Snowden Professor of History, the first occupant of this endowed 
chair. Professor Wienefeld never lost interest in his teaching or in his 
discipline. His polished, formal style soon won for him a reputation 
as a stimulating lecturer, and he was serving as chairman of the de
partment's graduate committee when he retired in 1972. An omnivor
ous reader, he combed scholarly journals for books and articles on 
the French Revolution, modern Europe, and European diplomatic 
history. 

The University soon took advantage of his administrative talent. 
When Robert L. Meriwether became director of the South Caroliniana 
Library in 1941 Wienefeld assumed the administrative duties of the 
history department and was made official head in 1949. In 1954 he 
was appointed dean of the college of arts and sciences, and in 1960 
became dean of the graduate school. In these capacities he played 
a vital role in shaping academic policy. 

Joining the Carolina faculty at a time when salaries were quite 
low - and they did not regain their 1930 level until World War II -
when sabbatical leaves and research grants were unknown, and 
summer school operated on a catch-as-catch-can basis, Bob Wienefeld 
served the institution with unswerving loyalty, teaching fifteen or 
eighteen hours, including courses in government before the University 
created a separate department of political science in 1937. On two 
occasions he served as acting librarian, and in this capacity he per
formed the arduous task of moving the book collection from the old 
library to McKissick in 1941. 

He was active in scholarly organizations such as Phi Beta Kappa, 
The American Academy of Political and Social Scientists, and the 
American, Southern, and South Carolina Historical Associations. In 
1949-1950 he served as president of this organization. For a number of 
years he served on visitation teams of the Southern Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools. In the field of community and state 
service, he was a trustee of Richland School District One from 1951 
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to 1971 and a member of the State Archives Commission from 1949 
to 1960. He was instrumental in obtaining a professional staff and a 
new building for the archives department. 

The impeccably attired twenty-seven year old bachelor professor 
made a profound impression upon the Carolina campus in 1931. There 
were those who complained that standards in his freshmen courses 
in Western civilization were too high, but conscientious students soon 
learned that behind the Prussian exterior was a warm friend and 
counsellor. If he was impatient with indifferent and untidy students, 
he was even less tolerant of incompetent and slovenly faculty mem
bers. He never requested a subordinate to carry burdens heavier than 
those he bore himself. His guiding principle was to raise the quality 
of students and faculty alike, and to enhance the reputation of the 
University. 

Mr. President, it is a privilege to introduce resolutions honoring a 
man who contributed so much to the study of history in South 
Carolina. 

DANIEL W. HOLLIS 
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THE CHINESE LABOR ISSUE IN BRITISH POLITICS, 
1904-1907 

by E. B. Hannum 
University of South Alabama 

On 11 March 1904 Sir Alfred Lyttelton, Colonial Secretary in the 
Unionist Government, wired Sir Alfred Milner, British High Commis
sioner in South Africa, the King's approval of the "Ordinance to 
Regulate the Introduction Into the Transvaal of Unskilled Non
European Labourers." Thus, he permitted the importation of inden
tured Chinese laborers into the Transvaal to work in the Rand gold 
mines. This approval rewarded more than a year's effort by Milner 
to obtain unskilled labor from this source, and committed the Unionist 
party to a policy which would contribute significantly to their in
glorious defeat in the General Election of 1906. 

The Unionists had capitalized on British support for the Govern
ment's imperial policy in South Africa in the Election of September 
1900 to garner a majority of 268 seats in the House of Commons. 
However, the mood of the · British electorate had turned to apathy 
or disillusionment during the prolonged latter stages of the war. 
Despite the general approval of the Treaty of Vereeniging, the 
Unionist Government needed a prompt, successful, and remunerative 
reconstruction program in the Transvaal to revive enthusiasm for the 
Unionist imperial policies. 

Milner, who was the chief British administrator in the Transvaal, 
determined that the key to any reconstruction program must be the 
rapid revitalization of the gold mines, and sought the support of the 
Unionist Government for this goal. 1 A report issued by the South 
African Customs Conference in March, 1903,2 which was confirmed 
by the Majority Report of the Transvaal Labor Commission, in No
vember, 1903,3 indicated that a shortage of unskilled labor was the 
main obstacle to this goal. Milner agreed, and decided in March, 1903, 
that China would provide the best source of supply for this labor. 4 

He then began a campaign to gain Colonial Office approval for the 
importation of unskilled labor from China. 

1Milner to Chamberlain, 10 June 1902 in Great Britain, Cabinet Papers, Vol. 
61 (Cab 37/61), p. 109. 

2Minutes of the South African Customs Conference, Bloemfontein, March, 
1903, Milner MSS 30(28), Official Correspondence, 1903, p. 23. 

3Great Britain, Parliament, Sessional Papers, 1904, xxxix, ed. 2408(130) Vol. 
1, pp. 9-11: (Cited hereafter as B.S.P.) 

4L. S. Amery, The Times History of the War in South Africa (VII: London: 
Sampson, Low, Marston, and Co., Ltd., 1909), VI, pp. 111-112. 
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To prevent these laborers from becoming a problem to the Trans
vaal they would be subject to strict indentures, at the expiry of 
which they would have to return to China. 

Joseph Chamberlain, Colonial Secretary at that time, warned 
Milner of the political dangers for the Unionist party inherent in his 
plan, and advised that the British people would not accept his 
proposal until it was clear that the people of the Transvaal approved. 5 

The Majority Report of the Transvaal Labor Commission was one 
step Milner took to provide evidence of this approval. The second 
major step was accomplished on 28 December 1903, when the 
Transvaal Legislative Council, the majority of whose members were 
appointed by Milner, passed a motion requesting the introduction of 
unskilled indentured labor. On 20 January 1904 the Council accepted 
a draft ordinance regulating the project.6 Lyttelton, who had become 
Colonial Secretary in September, 1903, accepted the action of the 
Transvaal Legislative Council as representative of the will of the 
people. 7 The formal approval of the Government followed. After he 
negotiated arrangements with the Chinese Government, the first in
dentured Chinese laborers arrived in the Transvaal in June, 1904, and 
their number ultimately reached 62,200.8 

Two characteristics of the "Ordinance to Regulate the Introduction 
Into the Transvaal of Unskilled Non-European Labourers" epitomize 
its terms. The Transvaal Government supervised, and hence was 
responsible for, the entire importation project. This implicated the 
Unionist Government in Britain. Any abuse in the Chinese labor 
scheme was the responsibility of the British authorities in the 
Transvaal, and the Unionist party whose Government authorized 
the Ordinance. The second salient characteristic was that the Chinese 
were deprived of any liberty from the time they enlisted for work 
in the Transvaal until their contracts expired. The Chinese entered 
the contract by choice, and could opt out as long as they could pay 
their return fare to China, but as long as they labored under the 
terms of the Chinese Labor Ordinance, they sacrificed their freedom. 9 

5Chamberlain to Milner, 27 April 1903, Milner MSS, 43(41). 
6G. H. C. Le May, British Supremacy in South Africa (Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1965), pp. 162-163, and B.S.P. 1904, !xi, ed. 1941, pp.· 56-57. 
7The Times, 28 January 1904, p. 3d. 
8G. B. Pyrah, Imperial Po-licy and South Africa, 1902-1910 (Oxford: Clarendon 

Press, 1955), p. 196, and The Annual Register: A Review of Public Events At 
Home and Abroad for the Year 1904 (London: Longmans, Green, and Company, 
1905), p. 401. 

9"0rdinance to Regulate the Introduction Into the Transvaal of Unskilled Non
European Labourers," B.S.P. 1904, !xi, ed. 2026, pp. 12-21. 
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In early 1904, the Unionists were divided over the tariff reform 
issue and weakened by loss of support resulting from the Taff Vale 
decision of 1901 and the Education Act of 1902. By sanctioning the 
Chinese Labor Ordinance they committed a major error in political 
tactics. Although these issues eroded the power of the Unionist party, 
they promoted unity and energy within the Liberal ranks. The re
strictions imposed by the Ordinance struck at the fundamental values 
of English Liberalism, in terms of both individual liberty and the 
degree of self-government to be allowed peoples within the Empire. 
Here was an imperial issue which allowed the Liberals to forget past 
differences to oppose new Unionist policies. The parliamentary 
strategy of the Liberals in 1904 was, in Asquith's words, to "seize 
every opportunity to bring forward embarrassing motions."10 All 
these factors were apparent in the attack mounted by the Liberals on 
the Unionist Government when Parliament assembled in Febru~ry, 
1904. 

The Chinese Labor Ordinance was the subject of three major 
debates in the House of Commons during the months of February 
and March, 1904, and 275 questions wel'e asked on the subject be
tween February 2 and June 13. The vigor of the opposition attack, 
and the effete Unionist defense, damaged the prestige of the govern
ment. The opposition arguments were summarized in the three 
motions moved on the subject during the 1904 session. 

On 16 February, Sir Herbert Samuel moved an amendment to the 
King's Address requesting that the Ordinance not be sanctioned until 
the approval of the Transvaal colonists had been formally ascer
tained.11 The amendment was defeated 281-230, but the Liberal 
Imperialists H. H. Asquith and Edward Grey, and the Conservatives 
J. E. B. Seely and Winston Churchill voted with the opposition. On 
22 February, T. J. Macnamara moved the adjournment of the House 
to protest the promulgation of the Ordinance and its regulations be
fore Parliament, which bore ultimate responsibility for Crown Colony 
affairs, could examine them thoroughly. This motion was defeated 
212 votes to 156.12 Opposition to the Ordinance culminated in the 
support given Campbell-Bannerman's motion of 21 March to censure 
the Government for sanctioning the Ordinance. In his speech the 
Liberal leader alluded to the masses of Englishmen who opposed 

10Earl of Oxford and Asquith, Fifty Years of British Parliament (II: Boston: 
Little, Brown, and Company, 1926), II, p. 22. 

11Great Britain, Parliament, Parliamentary Debates (Fourth Series: London: 
Wyman and Sons, Ltd., 1904), Vol. 129, pp. 1501-1523. 

12Jbid., Vol. 130, pp. 631-668. 
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Chinese labor, and likened ~he conditions imposed by the Ordinance 
to slavery.13 Superiority of numbers and party loyalty insured the 
defeat of this motion, 299-242. The Unionist defense of the Ordinance 
was uninspired. Lyttelton answered impassioned charges with vague 
assurances that Chinese labor was an economic necessity, in the best 
interests of the British and the Transvaalers, and that conditions for 
the Chinese were good.14 

The Unionists successfully countered sound Liberal arguments 
in the House of Commons with party management and tactics. How
ever, many people identified with the Liberals' campaign for the 
humane treatment of the Chinese, and shared the sense that the 
Unionists were frustrating the popular will while allying with the 
vested interests. These people turned out to hear speeches and attend 
demonstrations against the Ordinance. The largest of these demon
strations was held at Hyde Park on 26 March 1904. Approximately 
80,000 people, including the representatives of nearly 500 trade unions, 
attended this really.15 Significantly, this demonstration was organ
ized by the Parliamentary Committee of the Trade Union Congress, 
which also passed a resolution against Chinese labor.16 Similar re
solutions were passed at the annual meetings of the Trade Union 
Congress in September, 1904,17 and the Independent Labour Party 
in April, 1904.1 8 The working classes regarded the Ordinance as a 
threat to their political power and trade unions, and as an affront 
to the dignity of labor. The issue provided a common political ground 
for Liberals and the Labour Representation Committee, who had 
made an electoral pact in March, 1903.19 

From February to June, 1904, Chinese labor was at the center of 
public attention. The Ordinance was condemned from Nonconformist 

1aJbid., Vol. 132, pp. 252-272. 
14Jbid., pp. 272-279. 
1sManchester Guardian, 28 March 1904, p. 5e-f. 
16Minutes for 18 February 1904, Trade Union Congress, Minutes of the 

Parliamentary Committee, January 1904-September 1905 (Unpublished). From 
the archives of the Trade Union Congress Lil?rary. 

17Trade Union Congress, Report of the Proceedings at the Thirty-Seventh An
nual Trade Union Congress Held in the Town Hall, Leeds, on September 5th, 6th, 
7th, 8th, 9th, and 10th, 1904 (London: Cooperative Printing Society Limited, 1904) , 
p. 33. Edited by S. Woods, General Secretary. 

1 8Report of the Twelfth Annual Conference of the Independent Labour Party 
Held in the Corn Hall, Cardiff, on April 4th and 5th, 1904 (London: Independent 
Labour Party Office, 1904) . 

19Michael Craton and H. W. Mccready, The Great Liberal Revival, 1903-1906 
(London: Hansard Society for Parliamentary Government, 1967), p. 7. 
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pulpits, 20 and explained away by the Archbishop of Canterbury as 
a "regrettable necessity."21 The Archbishop's lukewarm support of 
this Ordinance was balanced by the vigorous opposition of the Bishop 
of Hereford. In the newspapers, in church, at labor meetings and 
at political rallies, the Chinese labor issue was well publicized. This 
publicity contributed to the swing against the Unionists in the 1904 
by-elections. 

There were twenty-three by-elections in 1904. Fifteen of the 
seats contested remained unchanged as a result of the by-election, 
but in only five of these were the candidates returned loyal to the 
Unionist party. The other eight seats all were Liberal victories.22 An 
examination of the by-elections shows that the tariff reform con
troversy was the dominant issue during these campaigns. However, 
in two contests, those held in East Dorset (17 March) 23 and the 
Isle of Wight (6 April) ,24 Chinese labor was a major issue. In both 
cases a Liberal was returned. In the Isle of Wight, the Conservative 
who resigned and the Liberal who was returned, was the same man, 
J. E. B. Seely. Seely had announced his resignation during the debate 
on Campbell-Bannerman's censure motion.2 5 Chinese labor was a 
prominent secondary issue in seven contests held during the first 
half of 1904. The Liberals won five. The two they lost were in 
Birmingham South (26 February) and Chertsey (6 July) which had 
voted Unionist since 1885. The by-election at Oswestry (26 July) 
marks a turning point in the use of Chinese labor in the by-elections 
of 1904. The Liberals began their campaign by attacking the Govern
ment for its Chinese labor policy. The voters were more responsive 
to free trade though, so the Liberals abandoned the Chinese labor 
issue and concentrated on the "big loaf and little loaf" debate.26 In 
this contest it was free trade which won for the Liberals. Chinese 
labor was not a significant issue for the remainder of 1904. However, 
from January to July, it was the Chinese labor issue more than any 
other which rivaled free trade in turning the polls against the 
Government. 

Comparatively little of Parliament's time was spent on Chinese 
labor during the 1905 session. The experience of 1904 had demon-

20Manchester Guardian, 29 February 1904, p. 8d. 
21Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 131, p. 190. 
22craton and Mccready, p. 38. 
2sAnnual Register ... 1904, p. 83. 
24J. E. B. Seely, Adventure (London: William Heinemann, Ltd., 1930) , pp. 

105-107. 
25Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 132, pp. 302-309. 
26The Times, 20 July 1904, p . lOf. 
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strated to the opposition that they could not prevent the implementa
tion of the Ordinance while the Government held its majority, 
although they had, by persistently interrogating the Government, 
secured the amelioration of the worst aspects of the Chinese labor 
system. An amendment to the King's Address was moved by T. J. 
Macnamara protesting that the Government's pledges concerning the 
Chinese had not been fulfilled, and that the people of the Transvaal 
had not yet been officially consulted. After a short debate, the 
amendment was defeated on straight party lines.21 Thereafter, the 
Government was questioned concerning crimes committed by the 
Chinese on the Rand, wages, working and living conditions, and the 
absence of women from the compounds. Lyttelton, who maintained 
that the Chinese labor issue was being misrepresented for political 
purposes, continued to insist that the project was successful, and 
that problems would be resolved.2 8 

An important factor in preserving the awareness and antipathy 
of the English voters towards the Ordinance were the reports which 
reached England of the riots and crimes committed by the Chinese 
coolies. The Annual Register for 1905 contained four pages of dis
turbances involving the Chinese. 29 These were regularly reported in 
newspapers and journals.30 The Unionists experienced further dis
comfiture in August, 1905, when Lyttelton discovered evidence that 
illegal floggings were being administered with Milner's sanction.31 

Balfour was outraged at "this amazing blunder, which seems to 
violate every canon of international morality, of law, and of policy." 
He described the flogging episode as "the worst rock ahead from a 
purely electioneering point of view."32 The Government took quick 
steps to terminate the illegal administration of corporal punishment 
to the Chinese,33 and the public never showed much interest in this 
aspect of the issue. 

Chinese labor continued to plague the Unionists during the by
elections of 1905. There were seven by-elections in 1905 at which 
seats changed parties. At each the change was from Conservative 
to Liberal, and at each Chinese labor was one of the most frequently 

21Parliamentary Debates, Vol. 141, pp. 481-522. 
28Jbid., pp. 522-536. 
29Annual Register ... 1905, pp. 413-416. 
30The Times, 5 September 1905, p. 10b, and Spectator, Vol. 95, 2 September 

1905, pp. 306-307. 
a1cabinet Papers (Cab 37 /80, No. 160) LXXX, 1905. 
32Balfour to Sandars, 21 September 1905, Balfour MSS 49708, pp. 92-93. 
33Cabinet Papers (Cab 37 /80, No. 160) LXXX, 1905. 
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raised issues.34 Although the tariff reform controversy dominated the 
by-election campaigns, voters were also interested in Chinese labor, 
education, licensing, the record of the Unionist Government, alien 
immigration, the rights of labor, and purely local issues. To see 
British political life in 1905 as merely a contest between supporters 
of free trade and tariff reform is an oversimplification. The Liberal 
winner at North Dorset (26 January) attributed his election to 
popular disgust with Chinese labor and the Education Act.35 Chinese 
labor also played a major role in what The Times called "the severest 
blow that the Government has had to suffer,"36 the Liberal victory 
at Brighton (5 April). In the London working-class constituency of 
Finsbury East, a leaflet battle developed over the Ordinance. Con
servative leaflets describing happy Chinese living in attractive com
pounds were no match for Liberal leaflets calling the voters' attention 
to "Semi-Slavery in a British Colony."37 

The Liberals used Chinese labor consistently and effectively 
against the Unionists throughout 1905. This forecast the impact of 
the issue during the General Election of 1906. Audiences responded 
enthusiastically to attacks on the Ordinance, but would not listen 
to the reasoned defenses offered by the Unionists. The issue had a 
symbolic meaning which was as significant as the accumulated evi
dence. Chinese labor was variously interpreted as being respresenta
tive of the Unionists' affinity for vested interests and lack of respect 
for labor, of a betrayal of the ideals and sacrifices of the Boer War, 
and as the inevitable culmination of the Unionists' brand of im
perialism. 

Leaders of both the Unionist and Liberal party spoke out on 
Chinese labor in the fall of 1905. As early as 13 October 1905, Sir 
Edward Grey announced his willingness to make Chinese labor an 
issue at the next election. He suggested that if the Liberals were in 
office they would terminate the importation of indentured labor. 38 

Lyttelton rebutted this speech by resurrecting the old defenses of 
the Ordinance: that the system was necessary, successful, and sup
ported by the majority of the people of the Transvaal. He denounced 
reports of the abuse of the Chinese, and the acts of violence attributed 

34The by-elections were: Stalybridge (7 January), North Dorset (26 January), 
Buteshire (4 March), Brighton (5 April), Whitby (1 June), Finsbury East (29 
June), and Barkston Ash (13 October). 

35The Times, 23 January 1905, p. 7b, and 28 January 1905, p. 12d. 
asJbid., 6 April 1905, p. I0e. 
a1Jbid., . l6 June 1905, p. lla. 
asJbid., 17 October 1905, p. 6a. 
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to them, as exaggerated. 39 Chinese labor was the topic of other 
speeches, exchanges of letters in newspapers, and, finally, a Blue 
Book published shortly before Balfour resigned. The leaders of both 
parties were aware that Chinese labor would be an issue in the 
upcoming General Election. The nature of the issue would be de
termined by how the Liberals used the power they achieved in 
December, 1905. 

On December 5, 1905, Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman accepted 
office. Within a week he had formed a strong Liberal Government. 
The Secretary of State for the Colonies in this Ministry was Lord 
Elgin; his undersecretary was Winston Churchill. These men would 
share the responsibility for conducting Liberal policy with regard 
to Chinese labor. They turned to this responsibility immediately. 
After consulting the colonial office staff, his cabinet colleagues, 
and Lord Selborne, Milner's replacement in South Africa,40 Lord Elgin 
sent a dispatch to Selborne informing him of the cabinet's decision 
to terminate the importation of indentured Chinese laborers, effective 
at once.41 On the same day, December 21, Campbell-Bannerman 
outlined the new Government's policy in a major speech at Albert 
Hall. The new Prime Minister "raised a storm of cheers" when he 
announced that the further importation of Chinese into South Africa 
would cease, and that the Liberals would terminate the entire project 
were it not for the legal contracts by which those already on the 
Rand were employed.42 The fact that the Liberals were legally bound 
to honor contracts already issued, allowing the further importation 
of 14,700 coolies, did not diminish the political impact of Elgin's 
dispatch and Campbell-Bannerman's Albert Hall announcement. The 
voters noticed that the Liberals had taken an official stand against 
the Ordinance, and this was to have an important effect on the out
come of the General Election of 1906. 

The success of the Liberals in the January election amply 
justified Campbell-Bannerman's decision to appeal to the voters be
fore meeting Parliament. Of the 7,264,608 eligible voters, 82.6% 
turned out to elect 400 Liberal, 30 Labor, and 157 Unionist candi
dates. In addition, 83 Irish Nationalists were elected. In terms of 
percentages of votes cast the Liberal victory is not quite as impressive. 

39Jbid., 3 November 1905, p. 7c. 
40Elgin to Campbell-Bannerman, 12 December 1905, Campbell-Bannerman MSS 

41214, pp. 15-16, and Elgin to Grey, 17 December 1905, P.R.O., Grey MSS 91. 
41Elgin to Selborne, 21 December 1905, Campbell-Bannerman MSS 41214, p. 27. 
42J. A. Spender, The Life of the Right Honorable Sir Henry Campbell

Bannerman (II: Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1924), II, pp. 206-210. 
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They won 49% of the votes, compared to the Unionists' 43.6% and 
Labor's 5.9%43 In view of the role the Chinese labor issue was to 
play during the campaign, it is significant that " .... the working 
classes comprised 75-80 per cent of the electorate . . . a majority in 
one-half to two-thirds of all seats."44 

The steadfast opposition of the Liberals to the Transvaal Labor 
Ordinance paid handsomely in electoral returns during the 1906 
campaign. As a political issue Chinese labor was second only to 
the free trade-tariff reform controversy in importance during the 
January contests.45 The Ordinance was attacked as a threat to the 
rights and value of labor, an affront to the British humanitarian 
tradition, and a repudiation of the goals and ideals for which the 
South African War had been fought. Opposition to Chinese labor 
appealed to three important elements in mid-Edwardian politics: the 
developing political awareness of the working classes, the revived 
energy and ideals of the Liberal party, and the anti-imperial mood 
which followed the South African War. As an additional advantage, 
attacks on the Ordinance were simple to state, and "easy for even 
cretins to understand."46 The Unionists . belittled the charges. Balfour 
dismissed them as an electioneering "dodge,"47 and Sir Edward Carson 
described them as Campbell-Bannerman's "Albert Hall hoax."48 How
ever, defenders of the Ordinance met with little success. 

Through the use of pamphlets, posters, cartoons, and men dressed 
like coolies, the Liberals made Chinese labor a major issue, par
ticularly in urban working class constituencies. Herbert Gladstone 
reported that the Liberal Publications Department printed 2,316,000 
leaflets on Chinese labor during the January campaign.49 Posters 
portrayed coolies being treated as slaves, or taking food from the 
mouths of hungry British workers.5 0 A Chinese Labor National 
Protest Committee was formed to disseminate anti-Chinese labor 
propaganda, while the Imperial South Africa Association propa
gandized in defense of the Ordinance. Reports of Unionist meetings 

4 3David Butler and Jennie Freeman, British Political Facts 1900-1968 (New 
York: St. Martin's Press, 1969) , p. 141. 

44A. K. Russell, Liberal Landslide: The General Election of 1906 (Newton 
Abbot: David and Charles, 1973), p. 21. 

4 5Ibid., p. 196. 
46James Pope-Hennessy, Lord Crewe: The Likeness of a Liberal (London: 

Ernest Benn Limited, 1952), pp. 30-31. 
47The Times, 10 January 1906, p. 10d. 
4Blbid., 12 January 1906, p. 10c. 
49Herbert Gladstone MSS 46107, p. 144. 
soDaily Express, 16 January 1906, p. 4d. 
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disrupted by chants and questions concerning Chinese labor appeared 
in the newspapers frequently. Organized labor and Nonconformity 
supported the attack. Both the Trade Union Congress and the Na
tional Free Church Council condemned the Ordinance in their election 
manifestoes. 51 

An examination of the General Election of 1906, as it was fought 
in specific constituencies, reflects the variegated nature of the issues 
raised. However, the underlying theme which both Liberals and 
Labor conveyed to the voters was the choice between government 
for all classes or government for the privileged classes. Chinese labor 
was a significant factor in making this point. 

Chinese labor was the dominant issue in two very important 
contests, East Manchester, where Balfour was defeated, and War
wick and Leamington, where Lyttelton met the same fate. Balfour 
saw the connection between Chinese labor and the political organi
zation of the working class. 52 In general, the Transvaal Labor 
Ordinance was an important, though not dominant, issue in urban 
constituencies. The degree of importance was related to the propor
tion of working men; the higher the proportion, the greater the 
excitement engendered by Chinese labor. The Unionists were charac
teristically patient and rational in defending the system, but their 
arguments did not appeal to those whose emotions had been aroused 
by cries of slavery, privilege, and threats to the rights of labor. 
Although Chinese labor was not the primary cause for the Liberals' 
success, it galvanized public opinion against the Unionists and 
brought many voters to the polls who might otherwise have stayed 
home. 

Reflecting on the outcome of the election, Unionists saw Chinese 
labor as a greater cause of their defeat than did the Liberals. 5 3 This 
analysis reflected the Unionist desire to view the Liberal victory as 
one won on false issues and not a defeat for tariff reform or Unionist 
policies. The Liberals regarded the election as a triumph for Free 
Trade and Liberal policies. 54 Both sides appreciated the role labor 
played in the election. The Manchester Guardian effectively captured 
the mood of the electorate when it said of the Unionists: "The party 

51Report of the Trade Union Congress Proceedings, 1906, p. 50, and Manchester 
Guardian, 5 January 1906, p. lOf. 

5 2Balfour to Robert Cecil, 8 January 1906, Balfour MSS 49737, p. 38, and 
Manchester Guardian, 9-15 January 1906. 

53Sandars to Balfour, 21 January 1906, Balfour MSS 49764, pp. 145-147, and 
The Times, 17 January 1906, p. 9c are two examples. 

54Manuscript of Herbert Gladstone's autobiography, Herbert Gladstone MSS 
46118, pp. 95-110. 
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that supports Chinese labour, advocates Protection, and is unsym
pathetic towards legislation for the working classes can hardly expect 
to evoke much enthusiasm."55 

The passions aroused by the Chinese labor controversy during the 
January campaign subsided temporarily when the election ended, but 
the issue regenerated extreme feelings when Parliament assembled on 
19 February. The Liberal Government proclaimed its intention to 
institute responsible government in the Transvaal, without the in
termediate stage of representative government, in the King's Address 
which opened the 1906 session of Parliament. The speech indicated 
that "no further licenses should be issued for the importation of 
Chinese coolies ... " until self-government was achieved.56 The 
difficulty encountered in applying Liberal principles to the adminis
tration of the Chinese labor system was a factor in the decision "to 
hasten on Responsible Government."5 7 

This policy satisfied neither Unionist supporters nor radical op
ponents of the Ordinance. The Unionists, led by Joseph Chamberlain, 
vilified the "slanderous" campaign attacks against the Ordinance. The 
inconsistencies which the Unionists saw between these "electoral 
misrepresentations" and the Government's failure to make significant 
alterations in the system, were placed before the House of Commons 
on 22 February as an amendment to the address. The fury of Unionists 
was exacerbated by Churchill, who coolly referred to the description 
of Chinese labor as slavery as a "terminological inexactitude." Gov
ernment speakers asserted that a scheme to facilitate the repatriation 
of those coolies who wished to go home, and improvements in the 
regulations disciplining the Chinese, eliminated the "conditions of 
servitude." The cabinet would not terminate the Ordinance in defer
ence to the right of the Transvaal to settle this "domestic" question 
through a responsible government.58 

Radical opponents of the Ordinance wanted to end the use of 
indentured coolies in the Transvaal mines immediately. To call atten
tion to abuses in the system, which they believed justified its termi
nation, these members of Parliament launched a personal attack on 
Lord Milner. On 21 March, William Byles moved that the House of 
Commons censure Milner for "authorizing the flogging of Chinese 
labourers in breach of the law .... " To appease the radicals but not 

ssManchester Guardian, 10 January 1906, p. 10a. 
56Copy of the King's Address, Campbell-Bannerman MSS 41207, p. 59. 
57Sir Robert Reid to Herbert Gladstone, 23 January 1906, Herbert Gladstone 

MSS 46018, pp. 128-129. 
5SThe Times, 20 February 1906, p. 6e-f, and 23 February 1906, p. 7a-e. 
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alienate moderate Liberals, the Government substituted an amend
ment which censured the flogging but did not name Milner. 59 This 
amendment was no more acceptable to the Unionists than Byles' 
resolution,60 and a violent debate ensued. Chamberlain and Balfour 
defended Milner in powerful speeches. The Unionists showed an 
animation which had been missing from their parliamentary perform
ances for years. The Liberals were equal to the challenge and, with 
their new majority, passed the Government resolution 355 to 135. 

Public response to the attack on Milner was overwhelmingly 
pro-Milner, but nonpolitical. A public address in appreciation of 
Milner's imperial services was circulated. When it was presented to 
Milner in August the address bore 350,000 signatures.61 The proconsul 
was feted at a series of dinners and banquets, culminating in an 
Empire Day Banquet given on 24 May at the Hotel Cecil. As Milner 
himself wrote, the Radical attack brought him ". . . a perfect 
avalanche of letters and telegrams of enthusiastic sympathy .... " 
Hundreds of these statements are preserved in the Milner Papers.62 

The most significant manifestation of support for Milner was 
the amendment proposed by Lord Halifax in the House of Lords on 
29 March. This amendment, which praised Milner and the policies 
he represented, passed by a vote of 170 to 35.63 This debate did 
not engender the polemics which had characterized the House of 
Commons' debate. Liberal opponents of Milner and Chinese Labor 
in the House of Lords agreed not to press an attack "for reasons 
of public policy."64 Thereafter the subject of Chinese labor was only 
occasionally raised in Parliament. 

The debates of February and March 1906, on Chinese labor, re
vealed the profound difference between the imperial policies of the 
Liberal and Unionist parties. The decision of the Government to 
grant responsible government to the Transvaal epitomized this dif
ference. The contrast between the House of Commons' action on the 
Government amendment, and the House of Lords' action on the 
Halifax amendment, raised a fundamental question concerning the 
relationship between the two Houses. Both Campbell-Bannerman and 

s9Jbid., 22 March 1906, pp. 7b and 8b. 
60George Wyndham to Balfour, 20 March 1906, Balfour MSS 49805, pp. 116-

117. 
61Randolph S. Churchill, Winston S. Churchill (II: Boston: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1967), II, p. 182. 
6 2Milner to Lord Roberts, 23 March 1906, Balfour MSS 49697, pp. 140-141, 

and Milner MSS 45, 72, and 75. 
63The Times, 30 March 1906, p. 6b. 
64Crewe to Ripon, 24 March 1906, Ripon MSS 43552, p. 56. 
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Balfour were aware of this question. Campbell-Bannerman expressed 
his desire to avoid unnecessary conflict between the Houses, which 
might have "the worst effect."65 Balfour, on the other hand, wrote 
that the House of Lords would have to play an important and delicate 
role, and might have to make "serious modifications in important 
Government measures."66 If the Unionists were to use their majority 
in the Lords to frustrate the will of the Commons they would, and did, 
precipitate a constitutional crisis. This conflict was the initial mani
festation of disputes between the two Houses which culminated in 
the Parliament Act of 1911. 

Pressure from both sides of the House of Commons on Chinese 
labor persuaded the Government to accelerate its plans for granting 
self-government to the Transvaal. The Liberals left the responsibility 
for ending the Ordinance to the Transvaal Government elected in 
1907. In June, 1907, the official termination of the Chinese labor 
system was announced. The first coolies to be repatriated left the 
Rand in July, 1907; the last group left on 28 February 1910.67 The 
Transvaal Government forced natives out of the protected reserves 
set aside for them during the Milner era to replace the coolies as un
skilled laborers in the mines. This provided an ironic conclusion to the 
Chinese labor controversy. To satisfy the humanitarian zeal of op
ponents of the Transvaal Labor Ordinance in Great Britain, the Liberal 
Government sacrificed improvements in the welfare and rights 
achieved for the natives by Lord Milner. 

65Campbell-Bannerman to King Edward VII, 26 March 1906. Quoted in Ronald 
Hyam, Elgin and Churchill at the Colonial Office, 1905-1908 (New York: St. 
Martin's Press, 1968), p. 85. 

66Balfour to Lansdowne, 13 April 1906, Balfour MSS 49729, pp. 228-230. 
67Benjamin Sacks, South Africa An lmperial Dilemma: Non-Europeans and 

the British Nation 1902-1914 (Albuquerque: The University of New Mexico Press, 
1967), pp. 97-98. 



A STATISTICAL AND HISTORICAL ANALYSIS AND 
INTERPRETATION OF BRITISH BY-ELECTIONS, 

1906-1909 
by Michael C. Griffin 

The famous psephologist David Butler stated in 1953 that British 
by-election results have often been cited as guides to public opinion, 
but their relationship to subsequent general elections have been little 
examined.1 Surprisingly enough, Butler's statement remains true to
day. 2 By-elections take place for a number of reasons, but the death 
or retirement of a M. P. are, by far, the most frequent reasons.3 They 
occurred much more often in the 1885-1914 period than they do 
today, because new cabinet ministers had to stand for election.4 In 
this period, by-election campaigns were always exciting and some
times downright dangerous. The law on election expenses was so 
weak that virtually any extra-parliamentary organization could join 
and usually did. Groups ranging from the Imperial Tariff Committee 
to militant, women suffragettes truly made this period "the golden 
age of the by-election."5 

Traditionally, the winning party would claim a mandate from 
the people on a certain issue, while the losing party would deprecate 
by-elections as a measure of public opinion. Yet "the extent to which 
the results fall into patterns is remarkable."6 There are difficulties, 
however, in measuring these results accurately, for voting turnout is 
10 to 20% lower than in a general election, local conditions have 
more impact, and a general protest vote against the government 
usually operates.7 However, a study of the by-elections that occurred 
twelve months before each general election, between 1885 and the 
General Election of 1906, shows that a pattern does emerge, as can 
be seen in Table I. 8 

1 David E. Butler, The Electoral System in Britain, 1918-1!!51 (Oxford, 
Clarendon Press, 1953), p. 180. 

2No study has been made on by-elections for the period 1900-1918. 
3A M. P. cannot resign his seat. So, he is generally appointed to the ancient 

office of Chiltern Hundreds. Since this is technically an "office of profit under the 
Crown," the holder must relinquish his seat in Parliament. 

4This practice ended after 1919. See, Peter Rowland, The Last Liberal Govern
ments (London: Crescent Press, 1968), p. 154. 

5Colin Cross, The Liberals in Power (1905-1914), (London: Pall Mall Press, 
1963), p. 75. 

SButler, pp. 180-1. 
7Jbid., p. 181. 
8The General Election of 1886 is not used here because of its unique character. 

The 1892 results are based on a swing from the 1885 election. 
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Two important conclusions can clearly be drawn from these 
statistics. First, the swing of the electorate in favor of a party is 
greater in a by-election than at the subsequent general election, but 
the difference is very small. Second, most of the difference between 
by-election and general election results comes from the fact that the 
swing of the electorate in favor of a given party is much greater in 
those constituencies that had recently experienced a by-election 
than in the nation as a whole. The fact that the by-election swing is 
consistently higher than the general election swing lends a certain 
degree of validity to the belief that these figures can be used not 
just for by-elections that occurred a year before a general election, 
but for all by-elections. By subtracting 2.8% from the by-election 
results that occurred in the period 1906-1909, the following results 
are obtained, as can be seen in Table 2.9 The figures show that the 
by-elections occurring in the last six months of 1909 accurately re
flected what the outcome of the general election would be. The 
percentage of the swing, however, can be very misleading in predicting 
what party will form the new government. For example, although 
Labour had the highest percentage of the vote in the 1951 election, 
the Conservatives won a majority of the seats in the House of 
Commons. So, by using the percentage of "Projected Unionist Gain," 
some estimate can be made of the party division in Commons. By 
adding this percentage to the Unionist totals in each constituency 
in 1906, the following breakdown would occur, as can be seen in 
Table 3.10 

These figures, in general, show that disenchantment with the 
Liberal government began to grow in 1907, and by 1908 the swing to 
the Unionist Party had reached landslide proportions. This state of 
affairs changed somewhat in the latter part of 1908 and continued 
until 1910, except for a short Unionist resurgence in early 1909. An 
examination of the issues and the personalities involved in these by
elections might best explain these results. The General Election of 
1906 was a victory of unprecedented proportions for the Liberal 
Party. Their Unionist opponents were reduced to only 158 seats in 
the House of Commons, while the Liberals with their Labour and Irish 

9There were ninety-one by-elections in this period, of which sixty-six were 
opposed returns. These figures are limited only to those that were contested at 
the last general election and the by-election itself. Six month periods are used 
here for more detailed study and because the number in each period was large 
enough to be used. 

10Percentage figures from the 1906 general election were taken from, Henry 
Pelling, Social Geography of British Elections, 1885-1910 (New York: St. Martin's 
Press, 1967). 
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Nationalist allies held 512 seats. The Liberals had won their huge 
victory for a number of reasons, but primarily because of Unionist 
mistakes, rather than a positive Liberal program.11 

The months following the general election saw many defeated 
Unionist leaders attempt to regain their seats in Parliament. Even 
Arthur Balfour, the present Unionist leader, and Bonar Law, the 
future leader, had lost their seats. Despite the fact Balfour faced an 
independent free trader in the "Cobdenite" City of London, he was 
easily retumed.12 Bonar Law faced a little stiffer opposition in the 
Dulwich Division of Camberwell, but his personal popularity resulted 
in an increased Unionist majority.13 The issues brought before the 
public in this period were, for the most part, only a rehashing of 
those that had played such a prominent part in the past election.14 

Education and the issue of the Chinese workers were the most im
portant, although the winning Unionist candidate for Leicester cen
tered his campaign on the claim that the Liberals were selling South 
Africa out to the Boers.15 Clearly then this was a period of grace 
for the new government, for the Unionists had no new issues with 
which to attack the Liberals. The small swing back to the Opposition 
that did occur can perhaps best be explained as a reaction against the 
overwhelming victory of the Government. 

The latter part of 1906 was taken up by the argument over the 
new Education Bill. Designed to alleviate Nonconformist opposition 
to the new Balfour Act, without destroying the system it created, 
the bill easily passed Commons only to be vetoed in the House of 

11The Liberals had won their huge victory for a number of reasons. The 
Unionist education and licensing acts, the general cry for some social reform, 
and the Liberal-Labour election pact all played a part. In addition, the use of 
Chinese indentured workers in the South African mines, and the general disen
chantment with the Unionists after ten years of Cecil rule were also significant 
reasons for the Liberal victory. Most crucial, however, the issue of free trade 
versus protection dominated the election. 

12Balfour's opponent in the City of London was T. G. "Tommy" Bowles. 
Bowles was a Unionist free trader who claimed that Joseph Chamberlain had 
destroyed the party and then wrested the leadership from Balfour. See, "Election 
Intelligence," The Times (London), 27 February 1906, p. 4; Annual Register, 1906 
(New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1907), p. 33. 

1a"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 16 May 1906, p. 11. 
HLeading Article, Daily Telegraph, 14 March 1906, p. 8; Leading Article, 

Westminster Gazette, 14 March 1906, p. 2; "Election Intelligence," The Times 
(London), 3 April 1906, p. 10. 

15The Liberal settlement in South Africa, according to the Tories, was basically 
an eventual return to Boer control. See, "Election Intelligence," The Times 
(London), 20 March 1906, p. 12. 
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Lords. Both the Radical David Lloyd George and the Whig Sir 
Edward Grey (which shows the degree to which this issue had united 
the party) wanted to take the Education Bill to the country. The rest 
of the Cabinet, however, opposed them, because by August the 
pendulum appeared to be definitely swinging back to the Unionists. 
Although no one believed it was enough to effect a change in the 
government, it was rightly felt to be ridiculous to risk losing such a 
large majority so quickly.16 The fear of the Cabinet resulted from the 
by-election in the Cockermouth Division of Cumberland, where a 
Liberal seat had been lost to the Unionists because of the intervention 
of a Labour candidate. The Labour Representative Committee (LRC) 
was becoming disenchanted with the Government's inability to put 
through needed social reforms, and this disenchantment first mani
fested itself at Cockermouth.11 The Liberal press was aghast and 
apprehensive. The Westminster Gazette stated that the LRC must 
pursue a policy of reasonable accommodation" with the Liberals, 
while the Guardian began agitating for the introduction of a second 
ballot in all elections.1 8 This introduction of a serious third candidate 
and the splitting of the so-called "progressive" vote was to occur with 
frequent regularity in the months ahead.19 

The debate over free trade or protection continued to have im
portance in 1907, but this issue was being replaced, at least for a 
short period, by the actions of the House of Lords. The Liberal Party 
found that the Lords' vetoes of several important Liberal social 
measures severely hurt the Unionists in by-elections in Northeast 
Derbyshire and in the Hexham Division of Northumberland. 20 The 
question of the reform of the House of Lords also served temporarily 
as a reunifying force between Labour M. P.'s and the Liberal Party. 
In Northeast Derbyshire, the local Liberal organization stepped aside 
by also nominating the Labour candidate, no doubt greatly contri
buting to the Labour victory.21 

1sRowland, pp. 86-7. 
17Elie Halevy, A History of the English People in the Nineteenth Century, 

Volume VI: The Rule of Democracy, 1905-1914, trans. by E. I. Watkin (New 
York: Barnes and Noble, Inc., 1961), p. 104; S. Maccoby, English Radicalism, The 
End? (London: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1961), p. 28. 

1s"The Cockermouth Election," Guardian (Manchester), 6 August 1906, p. 4; 
"The Meaning of Cockermouth," Westminster Gazette, 7 August 1906, p. 1. 

19The original agreement between the Liberal and Labour parties had been 
made by Herbert Gladstone and Ramsey MacDonald in 1903. _ 

20The swing to the Unionists in these two constituencies was only 1.7%. See, 
"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 17 January 1907, p. 7; "Election 
Intelligence," The Times (London), 22 February 1907, p. 9. 

21"Election Intelligence.," The Times (London), 16 February 1907, p. 7. 
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This resurrection of Liberal-Labour cooperation was soon put 
to rest. Labour had been incensed at the House of Lords for its delay 
in passing the Trade Disputes Act. With the final passage of this 
law the Labour grievance with Lords was removed and was once 
again replaced by animosity against the Liberals for failure to imple
ment a program of far-reaching social reform. This new antagonism 
was seen first in Scotland. James Bryce, the M. P. for Aberdeen South, 
was appointed ambassador to the United States, and a by-election was 
held to fill the vacancy. The great popularity of Bryce in the con
stituency, plus the fact that it was a normally safe Liberal seat, had 
enabled that party to capture 75% of the vote in 1906. The interven
tion of a Labour candidate in the by-election, however, reduced the 
Liberal vote to 41 % and almost gave the seat to the Unionists.~2 

Although this did not endanger their majority, the Liberals feared a 
repetition of the same situation in the next general election. A swing 
back to the Unionists was inevitable, but the real danger was if 
Labour seriously contested every constituency that contained a large 
bloc of working class voters; then, a Unionist victory at the next 
general election could well take place. Perhaps this is reading too 
much into the situation. The resources of Labour were limited and 
even more so after the Osborne Judgement of 1909, which prevented 
unions from levying compulsory contributions on their members for 
political subsidies. It should be noted that no Labour seats were at 
stake in the 1906-1909 period, so it is unknown whether or not the 
Liberals would have nominated candidates to oppose them. 

The women suffragettes posed on additional problem for the 
Government. The more radical women organized the Women's 
Social and Political Union with the policy of opposing the Liberal 
candidate in every by-election on the grounds that since the Govern
ment would not introduce a suffrage bill, its candidates should be 
opposed.23 There was one exception, however, and that was the elec
tion in the Wimbledon Division of Surrey. The Unionist 
candidate had polled 56% in the general election, so the local Liberal 
organization felt it would be useless to nominate a candidate. The 
Unionist did not go unopposed, however, as Bertrand Russell, the 
noted philosopher and mathematican, decided to stand as an in
dependent Liberal running on one issue, women's suffrage. Russell 
wanted the campaign to be a referendum on this issue. The outcome 
had to be bitterly disappointing to Russell and his supporters, for he 

22"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 17 February 1907, p. 7. 
2S"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 8 January 1907, p. 7. 
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received only 24% of the vote, which was 20% less for the Liberals 
than in 1906. 24 

The Unionists, by this time, were beginning to experience a re
surgence, and nowhere was this more apparent than in the Brigg 
Division of Lincolnshire. Brigg was the safest Libera~ seat in Lincoln, 
as the party had polled 59% in the last election.25 The constituency 
was largely Nonconformist and had the election been fought at the 
height of the education debate in 1906 the outcome would not have 
been in doubt. But as the religious controversy subsided, so did the 
Liberal majority. The Unionists were greatly helped by the fact that 
their candidate, Berkeley Sheffield, was very well known in the 
constituency, while his opponent was not.26 It was a very close contest 
with Sheffield winning by only 116 votes out of over 10,000 cast. 
This .was a tremendous Unionist victory, for it was the first time that 
party had wrested a seat from the Liberals in a straight two party 
contest. 

Sheffield was a strong personality in Brigg, but he probably won 
the election on the issue of protection. His Liberal opponent Henry 
Guest, had based his campaign on the importance of old age pensions 
and an attack on protection.27 The Unionists had finally found a 
winning issue in a protection program shorn of its more objectionable 
features, for Sheffield outflanked his opponent by promising that 
there would be no tariffs placed on food products and proposing a 
more radical old age pension scheme than his Liberal opponent.28 

Protection continued to be a viable issue for the Opposition in the 
latter part of 1907, but only where the contest was limited to a 
Unionist and a Liberal candidate. In Bury St. Edmunds, for example, 
the Unionist, W. E. Guiness, based his entire campaign on the protec
tion issue and in so doing increased his party's majority by 10%. 
This was no sudden swing to protection, however, as The Times 
admitted, for its success was due to a trade recession largely confined 
to the constituency.29 If the protection issue was to bring victory to the 
Unionist Party, worsening economic conditions under free trade must 

24"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 4 May 1907, p. 7; "Elect ion 
Intelligence," The Times (London), 7 May 1907, p. 10. 

2spelling, p. 222. 
26"The Government and the Country," Westminster Gazette, 28 February 

1907, p. 1. 
21"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 18 February 1907, p. 6. 
2sRich, traditional Liberals were frightened of Liberal social reform and many 

went over to the Unionist Party in this period. See, "Election Intelligence," The 
Times (London), 19 February 1907, p. 8. 

29"Election Intelligence," The Times (London) , 23 August 1907, p. 8. 
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exist, and such was not the case in 1907. Unemployment had dropped 
from 5.0% in 1905 to 3.7% in 1907.30 The trade picture was even 
brighter as the balance of payments deficit in trade dropped,31 while 
real wages for the worker rose, passing the "Cost of Living" index 
for the first time in two years. 32 

The advocacy of protection by the Unionists had become a more 
polished program by this period, but the successful use of this 
issue could only come in a Unionist-Liberal contest. The heavy in
tervention of Labour and independent socialist candidates, at this 
time, prevented the Unionists from taking full advantage of this issue,33 

as well as any disenchantment the electorate might have with the 
Liberal government. This was apparent in the Colne Valley Division 
of the West Riding of Yorkshire, where Victory Grayson, a self-styled 
revolutionary socialist, was returned to Parliament with the Unionist 
candidate finishing last. 34 

The best example of the splintering of the left and the inability 
of the Unionists to take advantage of this situation was in the 
Jarrow District of Durham County. The Unionist organization was 
so weak in Jarrow that they failed to field a candidate against the 
Liberal and Labour parties in 1906.35 The death of C. M. Palmer, the 
Liberal M. P., seemed to offer the Unionists a golden opportunity, 
for not only were there Liberal and Labor candidates, but an Irish 
Nationalist as well. The intervention of the Nationalists proved to be 
especially vexing to Labour, because they had purposely nominated 
an Irishman in the hopes of capturing the votes of the sizeable Irish 
working class.36 Yet, despite the presence of a Nationalist candidate, 
Pete Curran, the Labourite, was the favorite, for he had by far and 
away the best organization.37 The Liberals were very disturbed by the 
strong Labour bid and thus urged those who would not vote Liberal to 
support the Nationalist candidate as a better representative of the 

30B. R. Mitchell and Phyllis Deane, Abstract of British Historical Statistics 
(Cambridge: University Press, 1962) , p. 65. 

31[bid., p. 334. 
32 Ibid., p. 344. 
33Leading Article, Daily Telegraph, 20 July 1907, p. 8. 
34The Unionist results were a disaster in two way contests with the Labour 

Party: Kirkdale Division, Liverpool 0.2% gain 
Staffordshire, NW 1.4% loss 

See, Halevy, p. 104; "Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 20 July 1907, 
p. 14; "The Colne Valley Election," Guardian (Manchester ), 20 July 1907, p. 8. 

3S"Election Intelligence," The Times (London) , 20 September 1907, p. 5. 
36Halevy, p. 63. 
37"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 25 September 1907, p. 9. 
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working class.38 The Liberal plea had little effect, for Curran won 
with the Unionist candidate coming in second ahead of the Liberal. 
Unionists were pleased with the outcome, as the Daily Telegraph 
jeered that people would vote for anyone other than the Government 
candidate. 39 Liberals were enraged. The Westminster Gazette warned 
Labour that it had better reach a new agreement with the Liberals if 
they hoped to retain the seats they now held at the next general 
election.40 Labour seemed to take the "subtle" hint, for after this 
period the LRC gave no support to any candidate in a by-election, 
except where they had contested the seat in 1906. Until 1908, electoral 
statistics do not point up the Liberal decline entirely, however, a 
reversal of the economic upswing and the introduction of new issues 
to bolster the protection issue led to a great resurgence of Unionist 
strength. · 

The swing to the Unionists in the first part of 1908 was due to 
the fact that the disenchantment with the Liberals was now expressed 
by votes for the Unionists, rather than Labourites. A major factor 
in this Unionist swing was the tremendous growth in unemployment, 
which rose from 3.7% in 1907 to 7.8% in 1908.41 Mid-Devon was a 
good example of the issues involved and the fact that the swing in 
this constituency exactly matched the average for the period. Charles 
Buxton was nominated by the local Liberal organization, while the 
Unionists put up Captain Morrison-Bell, who had contested the seat 
in 1906. As the campaign opened, it appeared that the Liberals would 
have no problem in returning their candidate. Labour decided not to 
enter the contest, and even The Times admitted that the Unionists 
stood little chance to win.42 Yet Morrison-Bell did win. There were 
two apparent reasons for the Unionist success, and these factors 
generally tended to operate in all the by-elections in this period. 
First, the Unionists possessed the better campaign organization. There 
were a great number of "out-voters" in Mid-Devon, and the superior 
methods of the Unionists enabled them to bring many of these people 
to the polls on election day.43 This success was the result of long
range planning and the extensive use of automobiles on the day of 

38"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 25 June 1907, p. 11. 
39Leading Article, Daily Telegraph, 16 July 1907, p. 9. 
40"Jarrow and Politics in General," Westminster Gazette, 6 July 1907, p. 1. 
41Mitchell and Deane, p. 65. 
42"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 18 December 1907, p. 13; 

"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 14 January 1908, p. 6. 
43Pelling, p. 170. Out-voters are those who have moved from the district, but 

whose names have remained on the poll books. 
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the poll.44 The second, and more important, factor was the protection 
issue. Usually when a Unionist victory occurred, the Liberal press 
would claim that some other issue was responsible. Such was not the 
case in Mid-Devon. The Westminster Gazette stated that it was clearly 
a victory for protection, while the Guardian admitted that "Captain 
Morrison-Bell was a pretty thoroughgoing Protectionist, and did not 
attempt any Balfourian ambiguities."4s What was more important 
than the victory for protection was the way in which the Unionists 
used the issue. While in 1907 protection was successful when food 
taxes were omitted, Morrison-Bell emphasized tariffs as a cure for 
high unemployment. Meanwhile, Charles Buxton was still talking 
about old age pensions and saying little about unemployment.46 

Some mention of the Peckham by-election must be made in any 
paper dealing with politics in this period. The astounding Unionist 
success here was perhaps best explained by the comment of Thomas 
Gautrey, the losing Liberal candidate: "I have been drowned in 
beer."47 Gautrey was indeed "drowned" by the Unionist surge, as the 
figures clearly show in Table 4. Needless to say, this was not a 
normal swing. The Unionist victory took place for a number of 
reasons. First, the local Liberal organization was caught completely 
unprepared for a contest due to the death of Goddard Clarke. They 
were never able to put together an effective campaign, and their 
candidate could never coalesce his policy statements around a single 
issue.48 The Westminster Gazette felt that this defeat was just one 
more example of the recent ineptitude of the Liberals and called for 
the revamping of the entire local organization. 49 The outstanding issue 
at Peckham however, was the Liberal Licensing Bill of 1908. Designed 
to cut down on the number of pubs without outright government con
fiscation, the bill was supported by many non-partisan groups outside 
of the government. Nevertheless, the Unionists, supported by the 
brewers, vigorously opposed the bill.so This opposition was most evi
dent at Peckham. Protection and licensing were successful issues for 
the Unionists, but these by themselves are not enough to explain the 

HI have been unable to ascertain what these methods were. 
4S"Mid Devon Result," Westminster Gazette, 18 January 1908, p. 9; "Mid-Devon 

Election," Guardian (Manchester), 20 January 1908, p. 6. 
4G"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 31 December 1907, p. 4. 
47"Peckham Election," Westminster Gazette, 25 March 1908, p. 9. 
4B"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 18 March 1908, p. 12. 
49"Peckham Election," Westminster Gazette, 25 March 1908, p. 9. 
soR. C. K. Ensor, England, 1870-1914, Vol. 14: The Oxford History of England 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1936), pp. 408-9; For the best description of the 
Peckham by-election see, Cross, pp. 75-6. 
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great resurgence of that party. Peter DeMendelssohn stated that 
the voters were disappointed that the government had accomplished 
little other than the South African settlement. The real "culprit", 
the House of Lords, was not blamed. "'1 

These issues were very damaging to the Liberals and nowhere 
more than in Northwest-Manchester. The resignation and subsequent 
death of Sir Henry Campbell-Bannerman in early 1908 led to changes 
in the cabinet. One of the new ministers was Winston Churchill, who 
became President of the Board of Trade and thus had to stand for 
election. Churchill had won a narrow victory in 1906, but given the 
depressing state of Liberal electoral fortunes, he was given little 
chance to win. 52 Churchill's opponent was once again William 
Joynson-Hicks. Joynson-Hicks had liabilities of his own, however, 
as he was a protectionist in a strong free trade area and a temperance 
advocate in the Unionist Party. He was able to overcome these 
problems, as well as that of Churchill's enormous personal popularity, 
and win.53 This by-election is important, not because of the per
sonalities involved, but because of the issues. Protection, education, 
licensing, Ireland, and South Africa were all discussed in the 
campaign, and, try as Churchill might, the trade issue did not be
come dominant in this stronghold of Unionist free trade. 54 Cross stated 
that this election was the first proof of a Unionist revival.55 In a way, 
this statement is true, for as no one issue was given prominence, it 
must be concluded that the result in Manchester was a vote of no 
confidence for a government that had gotten little of its major 
legislation into law. 

The Times' correspondent described the by-elections in the latter 
part of 1908 as boring, perhaps because the same issues were being 
rehashed over and over again.56 It may be best to describe this 
period as one of equilibrium between the Liberal and Unionist parties. 
Reforms, such as the passage of an old age pensions bill, helped to 
curb the tremendous resurgence of the Unionists. In Pembrokeshire, 

s1Peter DeMendelssohn, The Age of Churchill, Heritage and Adventure, 1874-
1911 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1961), p. 387. 

52Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 16 April 1908, p. 6. 
saThe Daily Telegraph, for example, believed that Churchill's popularity had 

cost the Unionists 1,000 votes. See, Leading Article, Daily Telegraph, 25 April 
1908, p. 10. 

54"The Manchester Election," Guardian (Manchester), 25 April 1908, p. 8; 
"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 25 April 1908, p. 11. 

sscross, pp. 74-5. 
ss"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 3 August 1908, p. 10. 



30 THE SOUTH CAROLINA HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION 

for example, their gain was only 4% over their 1906 total.57 :rhis 
may not seem to be a great Liberal victory, but as the Westminster 
Gazette warned its readers: "if any Liberal imagines that the 1906 
election is going to be repeated in this generation, he is living in 
a fool's paradise from which he had better be awakened."58 

The claim of The Times that the latter period of 1908 was 
devoid of new issues was not entirely true, for it was at the Mid
Essex election that the agitation over naval preparedness began.59 

The best example of the effect of this issue, and certainly the most 
well-known, was at Croydon. It has been claimed that it was the 
working classes who became angered over the lack of dreadnought 
building by the Liberal government.60 If this is true, the Croydon 
results should point this out, for it was mainly a middle and upper 
working class district.61 The Unionist seat at Croydon was never in 
jeopardy. The Daily Telegraph felt that it would be a great Unionist 
victory if that party polled over 50% of the vote in this three corner 
contest.62 

It was obvious from the first speech of the campaign what the 
issue would be. Sir Robert Hernon-Hodge, the Unionist standard 
bearer, stated that his motto would be "Eight dreadnoughts this year." 
The Liberals countered this theme by saying the government program 
of four now and four later was adequate for Britain's defense.63 The 
Labour campaign never got off the ground, as that party's candidate 
could find no successful issue. There was a mass swing over to the 
Unionists, despite the pleadings of the Liberals that this naval 
hysteria was making Britain look belligerent in the eyes of Europe.64 

A look at the results, as shown in Table 5, points out where the 
Unionist strength came from. Clearly then, the Unionist gain came 
from Labour, for as The Times' correspondent reported, very few 
Liberals had been alienated by the naval issue. 

The agitation over military preparedness was short-lived, how
ever, because of the introduction of David Lloyd George's "People's 
Budget" in April 1909. After .the string of by-election defeats in the 
early part of 1909 the Liberal cabinet was uncertain as to whether 

57Ensor, p. 408. 
58"An Election and A Moral," Westminster Gazette, 22 June 1908, p. 1. 
59"The Mid-Essex Election," The Times (London), 3 December 1908, p. 9; 

"Election Intelligence," The Times (London) , 3 December 1908, p. 8. 
soAnnual Register, 1909, p. 62. 
61"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 19 March 1909, p. 12. 
62Leading Article, Daily Telegraph, 28 March 1909, p. 11. 
63"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 19 March 1909, p. 12. 
64"The Croydon Election," Guardian (Manchester), 30 March 1909, p. 8. 
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the Budget had caught the imagination of the voters.65 The Govern
ment leadership must not have looked at the results closely, because 
a definite swing to the Liberals did take place in a series of three 
by-elections in July. The Unionist swing in these contests shows a 
remarkable decrease from the months before, as shown in Table 6. 
The budget was the main issue of the campaigns both in the Mid and 
and High Peak Divisions of Derbyshire. The election in Mid-Derby was 
an example of growing cooperation between Labour and the Liberals 
(perhaps due to the Osborne Judgement). The two party organizations 
nominated J. G. Hancock, who was nominally a member of the LRC. 
It was hard to decide whether he was a left Liberal or a right 
Labourite, and this angered the party stalwarts on both sides, no 
doubt costing him some votes.66 Despite this fact, Hancock won 
easily. The Westminster Gazette noted that the great majority for 
the Budget (over 60%) showed what "progressives" could do when 
they worked together and when a strong, local candidate was in the 
field.67 This also proved to be the case with the Liberal candidate, 
Oscar Partington, who, in the High Peak Division, made the best 
showing of any Liberal candidate since the by-elections of 1906. The 
Times stated that Partington's popularity played a part in the 
Liberal victory, though it could not deny that the Budget was the 
sole issue in his successful campaign.68 

Despite the outcome of these July by-elections the Unionists were 
confident that growing unemployment, tariff reform, and opposition 
to the Budget would give their party victory in the next general 
election that seemed to be imminent. Their confidence was greatly in
creased in late October by the unexpected Unionist victory in the 
Bermondsey Division of Southwark, as can be seen in Table 7.69 The 
Times stated early in the contest that this would be a reflection of the 
coming election as a whole!0 This is not entirely true, because of 
three factors. First, and most obvious, was the intervention of an 
independent Labour candidate, whose votes came at the expense of 
the Liberal. Second, the protection issue was very important at 
Bermondsey. The tanning industry, which was quite large there, had 
been suffering a long decline, and the Unionist candidate centered 
his campaign around the promise that protection would save the 

GsRowland, p. 272. 
66"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 2 July 1909, p. 7. 
6,Pelling, p. 257. 
6B"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 29 July 1909, p. 9. 
69Rowland, p. 232; Maccoby, p. 54. 
70"Election Intelligence," The Times (London), 9 October 1909, p. 9. 
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industry.71 The Liberal, on the other hand, played into his opponent's 
hands by neglecting the Budget and speaking mostly on free trade.72 

The third factor which crippled the Liberal effort was the militant 
suffragettes. One of the first instances of the violence that was to 
mark their program in the next few years was at Bermondsey. A 
woman protester seriously injured an election official and poured a 
bottle of acid into the ballot box. This scene occurred early on 
election day and no doubt helped to increase the Unionist majority. 73 

Most political observers felt that Bermondsey would be the last 
contest before the general election. Thus the result of the election 
received more than passing notice. The Daily Telegraph, for example, 
believed that it was "the death blow of Mr. Asquith's ministry."74 

The Westminster Gazette, however, sounded a prophetic warning 
when it reminded its readers that a similar result in Bermondsey had 
lured Disraeli to disaster in 1880, and such, it believed, would be the 
case again. An election run on the issues of the Budget and the House 
of Lords would, according to the newspaper, result in a Liberal 
victory, though with a reduced majority from 1906.75 Just such an 
outcome did occur. 

Henry Pelling stated in his book, Social Geography of British 
Elections, 1885-1910, that he had ignored by-elections, as they were 
of "little comparative value."76 The statistics used in this paper show 
otherwise. They clearly point out that a significant pattern does exist 
in by-elections, so political historians should not be so ready to 
ignore them completely. For nowhere else can one study the continued 
movement and fluctuation of British public opinion so closely and 
in so much detail. 

n Annual Register, 1909, p. 232. 
72"Election Intelligence," The Times ( London) , 9 October 1909, p. 10. 
78"Election Intelligence," The Times ( London) , 29 October 1909, p. 8. 
74Leading Article, Daily Telegraph, 29 October 1909, p. 10. 
75"The 'Index' Constituency," W estminster Gazette, 29 October 1909, p. 1. 
76Pelling, p. 6. 
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Table I 
COMPARISON OF THE GENERAL ELECTIONS 

The by-elections occurring within twelve months preceding a 
general election, and the general election results in the constituencies 
where these by-elections occurred, 1891-1906. 

A = general election swing 

B = swing in the by-elections 

C = general election results in constituencies where by-elections 
occurred in the previous twelve months 

D = difference between the by-election swing and the general 
election swing in the same constituency 

E = difference between the by-election swing and the general 
election swing 

1892 Election - Unionist Loss 1895 Election - Liberal Loss 

A = 4.1% 
B = 7.7% 

C = 6.7% 
D = 1.0% 
E = 2.6% 

A = 1.9% 
B = 3.1% 
C = 1.4% 
D = 1.7% 
E = (-0.5%) 

1900 Election - Unionist Loss 

A = 1.9% 

1906 Election - Unionist Loss 

A= 7.4% 
B = 4.5% B = 10.7% 

C = 3.6% C = 10.1% 
D = 0.9% D = 0.6% 
E = 1.7% E = 2.7% 

Average Difference for 1891-1906 Period 

D = 1.0% 
E = 1.8% 

Total = 2.8% 

S. C. STATE LIBRARY 
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Table 2 
BY-ELECTIONS, 1906-1909, LIBERAL LOSS 

Number of Actual Projected 
Period Liberal Liberal By-Elections 

Loss Loss 

4 January-June 1906 . 3.7% 0.9% 
3 July-December 1906 . 3.5% 0.7% 
7 January-June 1907 .. 6.2% 3.4% 
4 July-December 1907 . 3.8% 1.0% 

13 January-June 1908 .. 10.0% 7.2% 
4 July-December 1908 . 8.3% 5.5% 
9 January-June 1909 .. 9.9% 7.1% 
4 July-December 1909 . 5.9% 3.1% 

General Election, Jan. 1910 .. ..... 3.2% 

Table 3 
ESTIMATE OF THE PARTY DIVISION IN THE 

HOUSE OF COMMONS USING THE BY-ELECTION RESULTS 

1906 Election 
Liberal-Labour 429 
Irish Nationalist 83 

Liberal (L) 512 
Unionist (U) 158 

Liberal Majority 354 

January-June 1906 0.9% Lib. Loss 
L ... 466 
U ... 204 L. Maj. 262 

July-December 1906 \l.7% Lib. Loss 
L ... 476 
U . . . 194 L. Maj. 282 

January-June 1907 3.4% Lib. Loss 
L ... 396 
U ... 274 L. Maj. 122 

July-December 1907 1.0% Lib. Loss 
L 465 
U . . . 205 L. Maj. 260 

January-June 1908 7.2% Lib. Loss 
L ... 291 
U ... 379 U. Maj. 88 

July-December 1908 5.5% Lib. Loss 
L ... 347 
U . . . 323 L. Maj. 24 

January-June 1909 7.1% Lib. Loss 
L ... 296 
U ... 374 U. Maj. 78 

July-December 1909 3.1% Lib. Loss 
L ... 407 
U . . . 263 L. Maj. 144 

January 1910 Election 
Liberal-Labour 315 
Irish Nationalist 82 

Liberal (L) 397 
Unionist (U) 273 

Liberal Majority 124 



ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF BRITISH BY-ELECTIONS 35 

1906 

Clarke (L) 
Banbury (U) 

Table 4 
PECKHAM BY-ELECTION 

62.3% 
37.7% 

23 March 1908 

Gooch (U) 61.0% 
Gautrey (L) 39.0% 

Turnout . . . . . 76.3% Turnout ... 92.3% 

1906 

U - 41.5% 
L - 38.4% 

LAB - 20.1% 

Table 5 
CROYDON BY-ELECTION 

March 1909 

U - 57.4% 
L - 38.4% 

LAB - 4.2% 

Table 6 
BY-ELECTIONS, JULY 1909 

January 1910 

U - 52.3% 
L - 47.7% 

Liberal 
Loss 

Yorkshire, North Riding - Cleveland Division 
Derbyshire, Mid Division . 

4.2% 
3.7% 

Derbyshire, High Peak Division . 

1906 

L - 61.3% 
U - 38.7% 

Table 7 
BERMONDSEY BY-ELECTION 

October 1909 

U - 47.5% 
L - 36.6% 

LAB - 15.9% 

-0.5% 

January 1910 

L - 54.9% 
U - 45.1% 



SLAVERY AND THE PRESENCE OF FREE WILL 
by William F. Steirer 

Several years ago, Bernard Bailyn pointed out in an article entitled 
"The Problems of a Working Historian," that the objective of an 
historian should be to explain past events, not to speculate on 
philosophical propositions or to worry over methodology.1 In saying 
this Bailyn did not deny that historians possessed either methods of 
proceeding or philosophical assumptions. He only advised that his
torians should proceed without concern for such matters which are 
better left for philosophers. Unfortunately such notions have gained 
widespread acceptance among historians. 

I would argue otherwise, that historians should be aware of their 
own methods of inquiry and the assumptions they hold in order better 
to explain and not judge human experience, and should examine 
'"Cosmic" questions like free will because such questions have been 
and remain important to human beings. How, for example, can his
torians claim to comprehend the experience of slaves without relating 
that experience in some way to the universal experience of men? And 
how can historians analyze the dynamics of slave existence and the 
impact of slavery upon the personalities of individual slaves without 
exploring the capacities of those individuals to make viable choices? 
An examination of free will among slaves is essential to a resolution 
of such problems, and I am hopeful that the study I have begun, of 
which this is a part, will provide a new dimension to the study of 
slavery in conjunction with the work undertaken by Kenneth Stampp 
(day-to-day living); Stanley Elkins, Ray Bryce La-Porte, George 
Fredericson, Christopher Lasch (personality development); Eugene D. 
Genovese, Mina Davis Caulfield, Sterling Stuckey (culture formation); 
Vincent Harding (religion); John Blassingame (personal relation
ships); and Herbert Aptheker, the Bauers, Mike Thelwell (resistance/ 
politicization). 

The very concept - free will - with its echoes of past philosophi
cal and theological debates, none of which resolved the issue, has left 
historians justifiably wary. But historians operate on the methodologi
cal assumption, which will serve as the working definition of free 
will for the purposes of this paper, that men possess the capacity to 
know the difference between right and wrong, and, knowing that 
difference, have the capacity to choose right over wrong. 

1Bernard Bailyn, "The Problems of a Working Historian," in The Cra~ of 
American History, vol. 2, ed. by A. S. Eisenstadt (New York: 1966), pp. 200-201. 
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Therefore, the nature of the choice is all-important, and fits into a 
formula that may be called "the presupposition of individual choice."2 

Normally historians presuppose that individuals are responsible for 
their own moral conduct, constrained to be sure by prior choices, by 
environmental possibilities, and by psychological factors but still 
fundamentally undetermined by anything save their own sense of 
the appropriateness of their choice. No historian seriously argues that 
he can make a prior judgment about the behavior of any historical 
individual simply because it is the reasonable path to choose. His
torians encounter the unpredictability of human choices too frequently 
to trust such preconceived notions of human intentions. Because men 
have the capacity to choose rightly when given appropriate informa
tion does not mean either that they will get such information or will 
make right choices after getting it. All it means is that men can so 
choose if they will, and that all human activity is ultimately de
termined by the agency of men themselves. Whatever historians 
think of such doctrines philosophically, in order to explain the past 
they must function with these methodological principles in mind. 

In working within the traditional moral context of western culture, 
historians explain what human beings do by emphasizing that in
dividuals choose to act the way they do without being coerced - in 
fact, it would be impossible to be coerced to the extent of doing evil. 
The idea is advanced and implicitly defenced that the capacity to 
choose from among alternative ways of acting in a given situation 
is unconditional argument is presented that this capacity in men for 
shouldering moral responsibility, and, in large measure, for dictating 
their own futures, may be diminished in individuals, but can never 
be taken away from any man. 

Historians have applied these methodological precepts to slavery 
as thoroughly as they have to other facets of human experience, but 
in doing so have been forced to make certain adjustments. Slavery, 
after all, is an institutional arrangement in which certain persons .are 
without just cause coerced into perpetual servitude, defined as prop
erty, and denied rights commonly accorded other members of society. 
The key concepts here are coercion, negation of humanity, and denial 
of freedom all of which on the surface appear to be incompatible 
with the presuppositions historians accept. 

One group of historians, headed by Stanley Elkins, has dealt with 
this incompatibility by emphasizing those psychologically debilitating 
aspects of slavery by which slaves have been stripped of the capacity 

2Alan Donegan, "The Popper-Hempel Theory Reconsidered" in Philosophical 
Analysis and History, ed. by William H. Dray, (New York: 1966), p. 149. 
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to choose. This group seems to hold fast to the idea that neither the 
knowledge nor the capacity to choose are inherent qualities found 
in each man at birth, but must be learned through cultural processes. 
If indeed the slaves are shown to be coerced in so oppressive a manner 
that they become less than human, the whole question of how much 
capacity for choice is present among slaves becomes of no account. 
It can only be where slaves are allowed to function as human beings 
that the proposition of free will becomes a factor in explaining 
slavery.3 

In opposition to this group of realists, a second group (neo
romantics) argues that no matter what degree of coercion fs applied 
to the slaves and however many rights slaves are deprived of, they 
retain the inherent capacity of making their own moral choices. Men 
like Aptheker, Harding, and Stuckey stress the manner in which 
slaves form a culture which contains a moral code suitable for the 
slave situation! Slaves are thus enabled to make the same type of 
meaningful choices as other men born into the world with the capacity 
to follow ethical standards. In this view the only readily discernible 
difference that exists between slaves and "free" men since both are 
equally capable at all times of making the "right" decision from 
among the available alternatives lies in the claim by those like 
Aptheker that for slaves: 

All manifestations of human capacities and feelings 
were forms of resistance. Demonstrations of tenderness 
and rage, of love and hate, of scorn and pity, of pride 
and shame, of humor and artistry, were expressions of 

asee Ann J. Lane, The Debate Over Slavery: Stanley Elkins and His Critics, 
(Urbana, Ill.: 1971) for a full discussion of this point of view although without 
talking about free will. Stanley Elkins, Slavery: A Problem in American Institu
tional and Intellectual Life (Chicago, 1968) is, of course, invaluable in this 
context. 

•For an unsympathetic discussion of this phenomenon see Eugene D. Genovese 
"The Legacy of Slavery and the Roots of Black Nationalism," in In Red and Black: 
Marxian Explorations in Southern and Afro-American History (New York: 1971), 
pp. 135-137, 149-53, and "Rebelliousness and Docility in Negro Slaves: A Critique 
of the Elkins Thesis," p. 93, More sympathetic treatment is given · in John B. 
Duff, and Peter M. Mitchell, eds. of The Nat Turner Rebellion and the Modern 
Controversy (New York: 1971), pp. 113-25, 217-21; Vincent Harding, "Religion 
and Resistance Among Antebellum Negroes, 1800-1860" in The Making of Black 
America, vol. 1, The Origins of Black America ed. by August Meier and Elliott 
Rudwick (New York: 1969), pp. 179-97; and Mina Davis Caulfield, "Slavery and 
the Origins of Black Culture: Elkins Revisited," in Americans from Africa, vol. l, 
Slavery and Its Aftermath (New York: 1970), ed. by Peter I. Rose. pp. 171-93. 
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resistance to dehumanization and therefore the enslave
ment. 5 

39 

The problem of rendering the methodological principle of free will 
compatible with the facts of slavery is thus largely resolved by the 
neo-romantics by declaring almost everything that almost every slave 
does to be an example of the operation of free will. No particular 
choice will be anticipated in any particular situation, but every choice 
is an appropriate one that in one way or another indicates opposition 
to oppression. 

Eugene D. Genovese, on the other hand, denounces such evasions. 
He seems to insist that slaves frequently acted in ways that were 
self-defeating and degrading precisely because the slaves were 
ethically responsible beings who knew better than they acted. He 
doubts that a double standard of morality actually existed in matters 
like thefts, arson, or hoe-breaking when done by slaves. 

The slaves understood the link between conventional 
morality and the civilized behavior of the whites; by 
rejecting . that morality they registered a protest, but 
they simultaneously underscored their own isolation 
from that standard of civilization.6 

And that standard because they knew it so well is exactly what the 
slaves desired to attain and sought to emulate.7 

Genovese argues further that slaves who stole often simply lived 
up to the master's expectations. How free then was his choice, for 
even when a slave outwitted his master, it only demonstrated the 
limits placed upon that capacity to choose.8 Slaves, born with free 
will, easily comprehended the moral code of the white man's world 
and made choices accordingly. This perception along enabled the 
slave community to survive as a community of human beings, sug
gests Genovese, for the record· seems to show that slaves chose to 
accommodate themselves to the white system rather than to stand 
in opposition. Slaves provided historians with a bewildering array of 
appropriate choices to study, but for Genovese the majority of such 

5Herbert Aptheker, "Slave Resistance in the United States," in Key Issues in 
the Afro-American Experience, vol. 1, ed. by Nathan I. Huggins, Martin Kilson, 
Daniel M. Fox (New York: 1971), p. 163. 

GSee the unrevised 1966 version of "The Legacy of Slavery and the Roots of 
Black Nationalism," in American from Africa, vol. 2, Old Memories, New Moods 
ed. by Peter I. Rose (New York : 1970), p. 35. 

1Genovese, "William Styron Before the People's Court" in In Red and Black, 
p. 209. 

BGenovese, "Legacy" in In Red and Black, p. 135. 
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individual choices must always be, and were, directed towards col
lective community survival. 

None of these positions outlined above accurately reflects my own 
feelings about slavery and free will. With the publication of studies 
like that by John Blassingame, it is no longer possible to generalize 
about slave behavior in so sweeping a manner as either Elkins or his 
critics have done. The range of situations in which slaves found 
themselves stretches from Simon Gray, the almost legendary slave 
riverboat captain, to Caesar, a field hand on the plantation of 
William S. Pettigrew in Tyrell County, North Carolina and includes 
all the points in between. Gray carried the responsibility for the good 
name of his master, large sums of money, the conduct of a business, 
and a mobile life style, while Pettigrew's hand, Caesar, lacked re
sponsibility even for his own labor. Where Gray lived with his family 
away from his master, quietly and without interference, Caesar lived 
in a slave cabin in the shadow of the master, literally and figuratively. 
The problem, therefore, in speculating about the presence of free will 
among slaves is the necessity for developing an explanatory scheme 
that will account not only for the Grays, but for the Caesars, and 
all other slaves as well. 

The response of slaves to their environment was similarly diverse. 
Indications are that while hoe-breaking, for example, did not in most 
instances constitute resistance to the system, frequently it meant at 
least a momentary personal refusal to participate in the system. And 
the slaying of an overseer by a slave - a story played out hundreds, 
maybe thousands of time during over 200 years of slavery - must 
be treated as something other than a political protest. It might be 
that but more likely the individual slave had consulted no one, had, 
indeed, planned nothing, so that the event represented the reaction, 
lacking other resources, of an angry, frustrated, harassed human 
being to intolerable treatment from one in authority over him. At 
such times, unpredictable beforehand, a certain number of men have 
always acted in that fashion. It is not, in fact, unlikely to think that 
the slave might respond emotionally to what he had done with guilt, 
relief, desperation, fear, shame, horror, and surprise in a great 
kaleidoscopic outpouring. 

Elation might have been present but the slave narratives remain 
consistently silent on the subject of individual or group elation at such 
times. Surely, the only obvious and certain consequence of such be
havior, change in unknown and unpredictable ways, would produce 
little elation. Killing the overseer might solve one slave's problems 
but might make every other slave's burdens worse; breaking all the 
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hoes of a type relatively easy to use might be damaging to the 
owner, but it was the slaves themselves who had to use the heavier 
and almost useless "slave's hoe;" and burning the fields and the out
buildings of the master certainly did damage him financially, but 
perhaps to the point where his only recourse was to sell some slaves 
to recoup his losses thus breaking up friendships, families - the 
very substance of the frail slave community. Mutilating one's self 
in some way in order to avoid the worse parts of slavery (an action 
applauded by the Bauers) 9 brought no apparent elation to other 
members of the slave community, for not only must they wait on that 
slave for the rest of his life, but must go through the psychological 
trauma of watching the mutilator who would be unusual indeed if 
over all the thousands of hours perhaps left to him before he died, 
did not spend much of that time contemplating the consequences 
of his own decisions, and expending his anger upon those close to him. 

Before we can come to an understanding of the slave community 
we must face up to the proposition that both as individuals and in a 
collective sense, slaves understood the nature of the choices they 
made and it was precisely for this reason that slavery was so hard 
an arrangement to live within - there were never any "good" choices 
for slaves, there could never be a happy ending. Slaves were as 
capable of knowing the difference between right and wrong at least 
as well as did other men and were as capable of issuing the "right" 
choice and demonstrated this. Nonetheless, their horizons were 
limited by an institutional setting where they hardly ever were in a 
position to shape the consequences arising from their decisions. As 
such did they dare to do all that they were capable of? 

The simultaneously opened and closed nature of slave choices can 
be seen in the examples cited in "The Confessions of Nat Turner." 
At the same time that slaves throughout the region were choosing to 
follow Nat Turner, others were choosing to line up with the white 
people for reasons as understandable as those of the rebels, some 
going to the extreme of aiding whites in fighting Nat Turner's ragged 
army. Two slave women, in one instance, fought over the fate of their 
mistress, Mrs. John T. Baron, with the winner saving Mrs. Baron's 
life. Nat Turner, himself, was informed upon by two slaves who 
spurned his requests to keep him hidden. Their decision must be 
envisioned in the context of the retributive violence being meted 
out by the whites, and was born partly out of fear, partly out of a 

9 Raymond A. and Alice M. Bauer, "Day to Day Resistance to Slavery", in The 
Black Americans: Interpretative Readings, ed. by Seth M. Scheiner and Tilden G. 
Edelstein (New York: 1971) , pp. 130, 149-51. 
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desire to be rewarded for "good" behavior, and partly certainly out 
of a desire to end the blood being shed among blacks throughout the 
region and to return to a more stable and comprehensible state of 
being.10 Nowhere is there an indication on Turner's part that in hiding 
he either expected or received aid from slaves who felt less than 
kindly towards the man who had unleashed unusual horrors upon 
them. 

The key to an understanding of this diverse behavior and the 
choices producing same, lies, I believe, in the recognition of the 
institution of slavery as taking on the form of a total institution in 
most circumstances. A total institution is 

a place of residence and work where a large number of 
like-situated individuals, cut-off from the wider society 
for an appreciable period of time, together had an en
closed, formally administered round of life.11 

All activities are purposefully directed by those in authority towards 
the attainment of institutional objectives as defined by that authority. 
It was in the interests of the wielders of authority to narrow the 
number of choices available to the slaves down to those which 
would advance the objectives of the slave unit be they economic or 
social (to sidestep a deeprooted controversy as being irrelevant to 
this inquiry) . They must try to convince individual slaves and 
eventually the entire group of slaves that their best interests are 
served by working toward those objectives. Their success in doing this 
is measured not as critics would have it by the disappearance of alter
native choices, by the totality of the discipline imposed, or by the lobot
omizing and robotizing effects upon the slaves, but by the amount 
and intensity of the internalization of institutional values that takes 
place. And it would be measured also by the manner in which the 
choices open to slaves were limited in type and scope. It all really 
comes down to this, for as much and as intensely as slaves might 
wish to leave their places of residence and work, the total range 
of options available to someone not a slave is just not there. 

Convictions implanted in the minds of slaves did not depend upon 
brute force, terror tactics, or caprice. Quite to the contrary they 
depended upon the establishment of patterns that operated so rou
tinely that the "inmates of the total institution learned to identify 

10Nat Turner, "The Confessions of Nat Turner" in Herbert Aptheker, Nat 
Turner's Slave Rebellion (New York: 1968), pp. 146, 149, 57-64. 

11Erving Goffman, Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Mental Patients 
and Other Inmates (Garden City: 1961), p. xiii. 
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fully with that system." For example, Frederick Douglass' first at
tempt to escape was betrayed by a fellow slave, Sandy Jenkins, not 
out of compulsion or fear, but because of Jenkins' faith in the system 
and wish to maintain a proper life on the plantation.12 

Nothing the slaves did escaped the controlled patterns established 
by the masters over life, death, childbearing, child-raising, feeding, 
housing, clothing, and even over such innocuous activities as the 
Christmas celebrations. Douglass observed wryly that the holidays 
were functionally important to the whites, serving as a safety-valve 
and as a way further to downgrade the slaves. No quiet or useful 
pastimes were permitted and everyone was told what behavior was 
sanctioned - drunkenness, dancing, sex, gambling, and "wild and 
low sports." And sadly Douglass admitted that he like the rest chose 
to go along with the arrangement.13 Even the pattern of rewards and 
punishments, inducements and prohibitions that appeared on planta
tions was deemed to be an integral part of the process of directing 
the choices of slaves towards institutional objectives. All authority 
was retained in the hands of the directors of the institution who un
doubtedly perceived as clearly as Douglass that "To make a con
tented slave, you must make a thoughtless one," 14 one for whom a 
particular pattern of living became so routine and habitual that he 
stopped making choices and became totally dependent upon the sys
tem. At this point, Elkins is right, such a slave is no longer functioning 
as a man, but I would hasten to add that the capability remains. 

Even when such dependent relations had developed, when in
stitutionalization had proved successful, slaves as noted before re
fused to work, disobeyed orders, or ran away. It would almost seem 
that such deviations were built-in, or as Genovese said were "ex
pected." Why would rewards and punishments, inducements and 
prohibitions be required if it were not so? But especially for the 
dependent slave, the form of the "total institution" was continually 
changing as he was moved from place to place, owner to owner, six 
to eight times during his lifetime. He was compelled to learn many 
new standards of behavior and pressured, unwillingly most of the 
time, into choosing between old and new. Thus the effect of such 
changes was to interfere in the way the slave individually coped with 
his situation. Such interference might be as simple as the changing o_f 
the signal to report to work every morning or a shortening of the 

12Frederick Douglass, Life and Times of Frederick Douglass, Collier Books 
Edition (New York: 1962), pp. 171-2. 

13Jbid., pp. 146-8. 
14Jbid., p. 186. 
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lunchtime break, or as serious as a change in cohabitation patterns 
or an increase in work quotas. The consequences for such disruptions 
in the routine of the system were severe for the slaves, producing a 
wide range of behavior. Thus it can be observed that environmental 
changes induced slaves to alter their perception of themselves and to 
adjust to the changed circumstances by making the choices ap
propriate to their needs. 

Although, frequently, in cities, in the border states, in rural back 
areas, slavery was more open than in the form discussed here, author
ity always rested elsewhere than with the slave and decisions made by 
slaves must be seen in that light. I would argue that at no time in 
slavery did any men have an unqualified opportunity to learn the 
difference between right and wrong and to act upon that knowledge. 
This would include a slave in the relatively enviable position of 
Simon Gray and even he cannot within the limits of the institution 
be presented enough responsibilities, chances to order priorities, and 
opportunity to plan for the future in order to learn how to choose the 
right option from among several. Relatively full knowledge of what 
was right or wrong and how to act upon that information could only 
rest with the master or other white men in authority. Such men, 
could, and, as in the case of Simon Gray's master, did, for their own 
reasons select some slaves to perform special duties with the cor
responding obligations, but there seems no way for any slave however 
talented to pursue such opportunities on his own initiative. Individuals 
like Douglass, Gray, William Wells Brown, Henry Bibb, Solomon 
Northrop, Josiah Henson, J. C. Pennington, and George Ball when 
circumstances changed and different behavior standards were applied, 
seized the opportunities newly available to operate under a dispensa
tion markedly different from most slaves. Ironically, by being en
couraged to shoulder responsibilities they were encouraged to choose 
freedom over slavery. 

In the case of Frederick Douglass, he remained trapped, relatively 
"content", within a simple behaviorial system in spite of the un
typical opportunities afforded him at different times until he was 
hired out to Edward Covey, a notorious slave breaker. Under Covey, 
Douglass, who had never been abused, was subjected to a campaign 
that succeeded in shattering his will. "Mr. Convey succeeded in 
breaking me - in body, soul, and spirit ... the dark night of slavery 
closed in upon me, and behold a man transformed into a brute." But 
the very terror inherent in the capricious and unpredictable way 
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Covey treated him released him from the standards that had earlier 
bound him. Douglass recalls that 

my religious views on the subject of resisting my master 
had suffered a serious shock by the savage persecution 
to which I had been subjected, and my hands were no 
longer tied by my religion.1 5 

So by the time Covey again tried to flog him, Douglass had made 
a free and deliberate choice to gamble by fighting back. He had to 
that extent become free, or as he put it "when a slave cannot be 
flogged, he is more than half free" 16 - a freedom that represents to 
the fullest possible extent the degree to which free will, in the 
methodological sense discussed here, could be present in slavery. 
Only after emancipation would the human beings who had been slaves 
attain a full capacity for knowing the difference between right and 
wrong and armed with that knowledge a capacity for choosing right. 

15[bid., p. 139. 
16[bid., p. 143. 



A RECONSIDERATION: 
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DURING RECONSTRUCTION 
by John Herbert Roper 

University of North Carolina 

All state universities are garments which must be altered from 
time to time to fit the people of the state. The University of South 
Carolina in particular has felt the growth spurts of Carolinians; often 
a seam has been rent or a button lost before the tailors in the general 
assembly and elsewhere could modify the clothing. When examining 
such an old suit of clothes one must not judge the "fit" by too modern 
standards. The baggy pants and narrow ties, the suspenders and 
celluloid collars, the cravat and the afghan all served a purpose for 
the wearer in his own day and age. 

In the same vein the historian must approach an institution of 
an older day by the light of the purpose demanded of it in its own 
time. Thus, the antebellum South Carolina College emphasized classi
cal Latin and Greek studies to the exclusion of modern foreign 
language; oratory, over modern sciences; and a certain leadership 
style over contemporary studies. The College, in short, trained the 
leaders of the state: from its halls came Governor George McDuffie, 
Senator James H. Hammond, and political statesman Robert W. 
Barnwell. The school's historians, Maximillian LaBorde in 1859, and, 
more recently, Professor Daniel Walker Hollis have both recognized 
this role.1 

However, no one has yet acknowledged that the Reconstruction 
University of South Carolina, from 1873 to 1877, performed an 
analogous duty. Then the cloth of the University was cut around a 
pattern for a black student body, a student body which would figure 
just as prominently in leading its race as the College alumni had in 
leading whites. Beginning with 1932 and the publication of Francis 
Butler Simkins' and Robert Hilliard Woody's study, South Carolina 
During Reconstruction, those troubled years of Yankee rule have been 
reinterpreted by several scholars. Acknowledging the nationwide cor
ruption and the economic depression which stymied reform in the 
administration of President Ulysses S. Grant, these revisionists have 
insisted that substantive good emerged from the Reconstruction era. 

1 Daniel Walker Hollis, College to University, the History of the University of 
South Carolina (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1956), pp. 1-78; 
Maximillian LaBorde, History of South Carolina College (Charleston: Walker, 
Evans, and Cogswell, 1859). 
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Perhaps now is the time to reconsider one of the grander and bolder 
experiments: the effort to integrate racially a Southern state uni
versity. 

The model for behavior in the South Carolina College had been 
the Southern Christian gentleman, a well-mannered, cultured in
dividual who understood the complexities of life from the code duello 
to the code noir. Those leaders went down to unhappy defeat before 
the triumphant Union hordes. Their replacements at leadership posts 
were not all despicable despots "on the make." Many were also fine 
Christian gentlemen who happened to be trained in the less grandiose 
society of Puritan New England. 

As the black historian W. E. B. DuBois observed, the massive 
educational project for the uncounted Negro illiterates of the South 
was directed in this New England fashion. 2 From the dirt floors of 
one-room schools to the sedate setting of the famed University of 
South Carolina, the freedmen learned solid American values: honesty, 
morality, responsibility, industry, thrift, ingenuity, and, of course, 
religiosity. Through the new fabric of education were spun the 
threads of the Puritan work ethic and of patriotism. s 

For the new sable clientele, many of whom had slaved in the 
fields only a few years before, classical training could not have been 
more extraneous. As a matter of fact, as Dr. Hollis demonstrated, 
the white University between 1865 and 1873 also had moved in the 
direction of pragmatic education, adding courses in medicine, law, 
engineering, and modern foreign languages. But with a practically 
all-black University after 1873, the board of trustees structured a 
curriculum to guide a semi-literate student into college-level in
struction.• 

To ease this steep incline, the University built a Preparatory 
Department, a maximum of four years of fundamental grammar, 
mathematics, and reading for those most scarred by slavery's enforced 
ignorance. Between the Preparatory Department and the freshman 
class, the trustees also placed a sub-freshman class, to further prepare 
the Preparatory student for the University. Thus, while the new cur
riculum did not meet the high College standard, an A.B. degree from 
the Radical University was no meaningless honor: only sixteen men, 

2William Edward Burghardt DuBois, The Souls of Black Folk (Chicago: A. C. 
Mcclurg and Company, 1903) . 

3See "Lectures," undated clipping in the Fisk Parsons Brewer Scrapbook, 
Fisk Parsons Brewer Papers, the South Caroliniana Library, the University of 
South Carolina; and University of South Carolina Records, Caroliniana Library. 

4"Report of the Chairman of the Faculty," 1873, USC Records. 
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all of whom accomplished much in later life, received A.B. degrees 
during the four school terms. 5 

Another knotty problem with both the post-war white University 
and the Radical University concerned money. A severe economic 
depression in 1873 dictated that a strong young man should stay on 
the farm and help the family; in those years, the sacrifice of a healthy 
teen-ager from the household was too dear an expense for even the 
noblest educational mission. Thus began the scholarship program, 
whereby one student per county could earn twenty dollars a month 
for living expenses. Conservative opponents scoffed at this measure; 
even the Republican State Superintendent of Education, Justus K. 
Jillson, protested that unworthy politicians collected the money 
fraudulently.6 On the other hand, Owen L. W. Smith, a veteran of both 
slavery and the Union army, sent his money home to a starving, ill
clad family in South Georgia. 1 Like much Reconstruction legislation, 
the scholarships helped a few worthies, were exploited by a few 
greedy, and served as a progressive precedent despite abuses. 

To direct this new curriculum, the trustees selected a faculty 
which was a curious blend of professional and propagandistic ability. 
The Reconstruction faculty divided into two camps, one of which 
educated and one of which publicized. Although the publicists took 
their scholarship seriously, and although the scholars campaigned 
politically, there remained a qualitative difference between the two 
camps. Benjamin B. Babbitt, Anson W. Cummings, T. N. Roberts, and 
Henry J. Fox lived in the fish bowl of political activism, public 
relations work, and the gospel of social reform. Richard T. Greener, 
William Main, and Fisk P. Brewer spoke on the hustings as well, but 
their passion was for the quieter, more solid side of education. It 
took both to keep the University going, for the state money, the 
black patronage, and the Northern praise came because of the 
publicists; but the new students stayed because of the quiet scholars. 8 

Decades after 1877, the Radical alumni mirrored what they were 
taught as teen-agers by Northern Methodist tutors. Of these tutors, 
Anson W. Cummings and Benjamin B. Babbitt probably exerted the 
most direct influence on student behavior. These two, alternating as 
chairman of the faculty and as guest chaplain in the state senate, 

5"Report;" and "Catalogues of the University of South Carolina" in South 
Carolina General Assembly Reports and Resolutions, 1873-1877. 

6"Resolutions," Justus K. Jillson to the Faculty, April 12, 1875, in the USC 
Records. 

7"Biographical Sketch of the Rev. Owen Lun West Smith, D.D., United 
States Minister to Liberia" (no place, [1900?], no publisher), pp. 1-24. 

8See post cards addressed to the faculty, USC Records, 1873-1877. 
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lived in the public eye. From obscure backgrounds, each had burst 
onto the Southern scene, infuriating the native whites while in
gratiating themselves with Radical reformers. Neither boasted real 
academic prowess, but each man left his indelible label on the 
graduates of the school. Babbitt and Cummings also kept in touch 
with the general assembly, sending forth invitations to chapel services, 
convocations, exhibitions, and commencements.9 

Much like Cummings and Babbitt in sentiment, but less success
ful in student relations were Henry J. Fox and T. N. Roberts. Unlike 
the former two, Fox and Roberts had trouble grappling with the 
discipline problems posed by the young blacks they praised. Finally, 
the black scholar Richard T. Greener used his influence with the 
student body to smoothe discipline in the classes of Fox and Roberts.10 

Fox carried the word to the Northern reading public, writing in 
the Methodist Quarterly Review. In those pages, the minister com
batted the full range of Negrophobic stereotypes, including shiftless
ness, dishonesty, slovenliness, slowness, and childishness. There Fox 
laid out the story of reform at USC; he told of strict dicipline, 
gentlemanly demeanor, and orderly habits instilled in his student 
body. Again, Fox emphasized the central nature of religious instruc
tion to the curriculum.11 

None of these figures, Fox, Babbitt, Roberts, nor Cummings 
could have taught at the old College. Not only were they heretical, 
but they had not attained the academic standards of the College pro
fessors. But on their black students these men placed a mark which 
stayed. Decades later, in far-off Liberia, former pupils T. Mccants 
Stewart, William H. Heard, and Owen L. W. Smith preached on 
manners and discipline, on cleanliness and Godliness, on truth and 
industry.12 As late as the 1920's, William Sinclair in language straight 
from the old Radical faculty refuted the whole range of Negrophobic 
stereotypes.13 

9South Carolina General Assembly Reports and Resolutions, 1873-1877; Brewer 
Scrapbook. 

1°Cornelius C. Scott, "When Negroes Attended the State University," State 
(Columbia), May 8, 1911, p. 10. 

11Henry J . Fox, "Our Work at the South," Methodist Quarterly Review, IV 
(January, 1874), 29-45; and Fox, "The Negro," Methodist Quarterly Review, V 
(January, 1875), 79-97. 

12William Henry Heard, The Bright Side of African Life (Philadelphia: African 
Methodist Episcopal Publishing House, 1898). 

13Charles Flint Kellogg, NAACP - a History of the National Association for 
the Advancement of Colored People, 1909-1.920. (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 
Press, 1967.) 
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If the four publicists instilled certain models for behavior, three 
genuine scholars gave the talented black students the weapon of 
knowledge for the upcoming racial turmoil after 1877. These three 
were Fisk P. Brewer, Richard Greener, and William Main. Although 
Brewer and Greener occasionally entered the political lists to break 
a lance or two for the mission, their primary interest was academic. 
Main seemed to adhere strictly to the business of classroom education 
at which he excelled. 

Fisk Parsons Brewer came to Columbia with the greatest reputa
tion of the new faculty. Part of an old anti-slavery family, Brewer 
joined the abolitionist American Missionary Association on his grad
uation from Yale. The congregationalist minister also taught ancient 
languages at Yale and served in the Greek consulship. At USC Brewer 
instructed in Latin and Greek, while trying to place some of his 
better pupils in responsible teaching positions with the AMA schools. 
He published several scholarly articles on coin collecting between 
1873 and 1877; and he left a scrapbook of the Radical University, 
which may be seen today in the South Caroliniana Library on the 
USC campus.14 

William Main was younger than any professor except Richard 
Greener, but his was the best example of disinterested professionalism. 
When hired in 1873, Main was slightly over thirty and a decade be
fore had received a Master's degree in engineering from the Uni
versity of Pennsylvania. His specialized training did not stop there, 
for he also garnered an advanced degree in mining engineering from 
the Polytechnic College of Pennsylvania. A well-travelled, multi
talented young man, Main traversed the continent, holding jobs from 
Colorado to Lake Superior and from Lake Superior to Philadelphia. 
On the shores of the Great Lakes and on the slopes of the Rocky 
Mountains, the scientist labored in chemical and metallurgical labori
tories. Returning to the Quaker City, Main worked as an analytical 
chemist before coming to Columbia. Generally, Main avoided politics.1 5 

The scholastic background and personal dedication of this academic 
carpetbagger gave the lie to one cynic's appraisal of the faculty as 
"unknown or known only to be despised."16 

Like Main and Brewer, Richard T. Greener hailed from an Ivy 

14W. F. Brewer, "Sketch of Fisk Parsons Brewer," typed manuscript (1940] in 
North Carolina Collection, University of North Carolina Library. 

1 5Cornelius C. Scott, "William Main," manuscript in Carter Godwin Woodson 
Collection, the Manuscript Division, the Library of Congress. 

16James Lawrence Reynolds, "Preface" to History of South Carolina College 
(revised edition; Charleston: Walker, Evans, and Cogswell, 1873), p. vii. 
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League school and earned plaudits as an academician rather than as 
a publicist. But Greener by his presence was a special entity: he was 
black, the first such black graduate from Harvard, and living proof 
of the Negro's capacities.11 His unique position as a black teaching 
blacks at South Carolina University made Greener a key liaison be
tween the sable student body and the professors. Thus he could 
smooth feathers ruffled by the sub-freshman misbehavior which so 
rankled his cohorts, Fox and Roberts. 

Besides teaching philosophy, he lectured the sub-freshmen and 
Preparatory students in Latin. In the library, Greener made a con
tribution to the school itself, a contribution appreciated by white 
students long after Reconstruction. He repaired the damage done to 
the library - apparently by vandals - and wrought order out of the 
chaos by cataloguing the collection of over 30,000 volumes. His re
port on this project, submitted to Congress, earned him membership 
in the American Philological Association of Newport, Rhode Island.18 

William J. Rivers, a respected professor from the antebellum College, 
visited Columbia and praised the black man's management of the 
library.19 Despite all his many works, Greener's major impact on his 
students was as a symbol of black aspirations. 

Unfortunately, the Modern Foreign Language and the Medical 
Schools were conspicuous failures . Constant change in teacher per
sonnel plagued the former, sheer student apathy the latter. Dr. John 
Lynch, a native Carolinian, taught only one medical student, who 
received no degree. In the Foreign Language Department, three 
German immigrants who spoke little English struggled to make the 
freedmen understand thick Prussian accents. None of these German 
teachers taught for as long as two years at USC. 20 

If the Medical College and the Foreign Language School on balance 
slowed the advancing mission, the Law School raced ahead in the 
first wave of the Radical offensive. The most distinguished University 
pupils, Richard Greener and state treasurer Francis L. Cardozo, took 
L.L.B. degrees. More importantly, law professors Cyrus D. Melton 
and Franklin J. Moses, Sr. reached across the chasm between Con
servative and Radical. Each jurist grew up in the state; Melton held a 

11Appleton's Cyclopedia of American Biography (New York: D. Appleton and 
Company, .1888); and Dictionary of American Biography (New York: C. Scribner's 
Sons, 1918), edited by Dumas Malone and Allen Johnson. 

l B[bid. 
19Edwin Luther Green, A History of the University of South Carolina ( Co

lumbia: the State Company, 1916), pp. 415-416. 
2oscott, "When Negroes Attended." 
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South Carolina College degree; both served the Confederate cause. 
During Reconstruction, Melton and Moses climbed high in the 
legal structure of the state by virtue of Radical friends, but both 
remained friends with many of the Conservative opposition. 21 

This Radical faculty, threatened on so many sides by hostility 
and misunderstanding, lost their jobs when the Red Shirt hero of
ficially became governor in the winter of 1877. Ironically, Wade 
Hampton, a Southerner of sterling ancestry and sparkling war service, 
was led into doing what even William Tecumseh Sh~rman could not 
do: he closed the University of South Carolina. The faculty thus 
thrown out on its ears soon feel victim to unwarranted opprobrium in 
the histories written by men ideologically outraged by Radicalism. In 
a calmer day, the records of personal ability and achievement left 
by this faculty have been examined and found worthy. Those records 
have been preserved largely in the South Caroliniana Library. But 
the faculty's greatest personal achievement, as for all teachers, was 
testified to by almost two hundred black students who lived and 
worked after Redemption. 

As in antebellum days, graduates distinguished themselves as 
political and social leaders at the far corners of the world, the nation, 
and the state; they served at foreign embassies, at the nation's 
capital, and in the state legislature. For example, William H. Heard, 
Owen L. W. Smith, and Richard T. Greener gained posts in the 
Diplomatic and Consular Service; George W. Murray and Thomas E. 
Miller went to Congress to represent South Carolina; and Heard, 
Miller, and Joseph D. Boston sat in the state assembly.22 

Also, as in the antebellum College days, former students went 
back to the rural communities and shaped lives from the more 
mundane settings of the church, the insurance company, the small 
business, and the one-room school building. Thus, Cornelius C. Scott, 
George W. Clinton, and Ambassador Heard tended the flocks of 
church congregations; Robert L. Smith in Texas and Isaac L. Purcell 
in Florida built small feudatories; and William M. Dart and Alonzo 
G. Townsend labored in the common school classroom. 23 

Times were hard both economically and socially around Columbia 
between 1873 and 1877. Some of the townspeople launched a clandes
tine guerilla activity against the black campus, annoying faculty 

21clippings in the Brewer Scrapbook. 
22scott, "When Negroes Attended." 
23See entries under folders for Cornelius C. Scott, George W. Clinton, William 

Henry Heard, and Isaac L. Purcell in Whitefield McKinlay Papers, Carter Godwin 
Woodson Collection. 
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and students without disturbing the federal troops encamped nearby. 
One night, a gang of local vandals swept into the University, breaking 
windows and firing pistols into the air. Later, Professor Henry J. 
Fox's favorite horse was injured by pranksters. The anonymous school 
official who warned of danger lurking in "Columbia's dark, tree-lined 
streets" did not exaggerate. 24 Ku Klux Klan actions just north of 
Columbia were especially vicious and three prominent black assembly
men had been slain by political assassins.25 

Undaunted by such pressure, the young men busied themselves 
with extracurricular affairs. Some scholars were grown men, elected 
officials grimly struggling with the ignorance imposed by slavery. 
Others, younger boys, appeared on the floor of the general assembly 
in auxiliary roles as secretaries and assistants. Also, during the sum
mer recess many men carried the torch of knowledge to the desperate 
illiterates down home. On the campus, the blacks maintained two 
debating clubs, the "Clariosophic" and the "Ciceronian." The ad
vanced students performed at chapel and at exhibitions, which were 
all open to the public. 26 This kaleidoscope of activity which angered 
local Conservatives quickened the heart beat of reformers across the 
country who believed in the Radical mission of racial uplift. 

The best and most active students attended the law lectures of 
Melton and Moses. Francis L. Cardozo, mulatto secretary of state, 
obtained the highest law grade recorded. 21 Cardozo had been a key 
figure in the campaign to clean up the fraud-ridden state land com
mission, allotting at least some good land to deserving families. 28 Close 
behind Cardozo in law school were Professor Richard Greener and 
Walter Raleigh Jones, the personal secretary to reform-minded Gov
ernor Daniel H. Chamberlain. 29 

Cardozo brought five young Howard University students down 
to USC: C. C. Scott, T. Mccants Stewart, William M. Dart, John 
M. Morris, and Paul J. Mishaw. Each of these Charlestonians wrote a 
conspicuous record on the academic ledger of the University while 
dominating much of the other activity. Stewart, Dart, Scott, and 

24"Annoyance of 1875," undated clipping, USC Records; "Malicious Mischief," 
undated clipping in the Brewer Scrapbook. 

25 Allen W. Trelease, White Terror - the Ku Klux Klan and Southern Re-
construction (New York: Harper and Row, 1971), pp. 349-380. 

26USC Records, 1873-1877. 
21"Report to the Chairman of the Faculty," 1877, USC Records. 
2scarol Bleser, The Promised Land - the History of the South Carolina Land 

Commission (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1965), p. 77. 
29"Report to the Chairman of the Faculty," 1871, USC Records. 
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Morris also joined fifty-nine other students in teaching common 
school children during the summer recess. 30 

There were other students who kept somewhat lower profiles 
on the Reconstruction horizon. Classical graduates Alonzo G. Town
send, Thaddeus Saltus, and John J. Durham conducted prayer meet
ings on Wednesdays, while John M. Morris assisted in the Prepara
tory Department. 31 There were also students too young to distinguish 
themselves in the short life span of the Radical University. These lat
ter unknowns, together with their more famous colleagues used the 
values and training from the South Carolina University in the 
turbulent racial squalls after 1877. 

Victory for the Red Shirt Redeemers in the winter of 1876-1877 
closed down most of the Radical projects, including the University 
experiment. The next decades found the "old S.C.U. boys" as busy as 
before, but now most were far removed from white vision. Fifty 
graduates and alumni have been located. These men fell into specific 
groupings of professions or vocations, although several men acted in 
more than one field during a long and active life. Not surprisingly, 
the men who could be found lived among the "talented tenth" of the 
businesmen and professionals. Dominant careers were civil service 
(14), political office (14), the ministry (12), law (11), and college 
teaching or administration (10). Seven men worked as journalists 
of writers; seven in business; five as physicians; four in the foreign 
service; three as land-owning farmers; and two, apparently, as menial 
laborers.32 Civil service jobs, political appointments, foreign service, 
and even college positions all represented political plums of various 
sizes and tastes. The nature of these plums indicated political activism, 
an activism practiced at the University and continued by ties of loyalty 
knotted in the dormitory. 

One of these Radical products, Richard Greener, left USC for a 
full life as educator - at Howard University Law School - as 
diplomat - ambassador to Russia - and as a political figure - a 
"regular" Republican called on often to speak in the Middle West 
he eventually made his home. Greener earned biographical sketches in 
Appletons' Cyclopedia of American Biography and the Dictionary of 
American Biography. 

Another part of the University mission reached the shores of 
Africa, carried there by graduates William Heard, Owen Smith, and 

30"Catalogues of the University of South Carolina (1876)." 
31Scott, "When Negroes Attended." 
32Ibid. 
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Mccants Stewart. The first two preached a messianic Puritan work 
ethic to the native Liberians from their official pulpits as Ambassador 
to Liberia; Stewart served as professor in the Liberian national col
lege at Monrovia.3 3 

Politicians who kept working in South Carolina were Tom Miller 
and George Murray, two men who became bitter rivals. The former, 
a light-skinned "canary-bird," operated the State College for Negroes 
at Orangeburg. Miller also served in the state General Assembly from 
1876 to 1888, and in the United States Congress from 1888 to 1892. 
His old classmate Murray, in fitting contrast, was an ebony Negro 
who replaced Miller in the House in 1892 and was elected again in 
1896.3 4 

Of the educators who sprang from USC, William A. Sinclair gained 
the greatest notoriety. A passionate exponent of the old Radical mis
sion of equality, Sinclair served at Howard University as financial 
secretary. He spoke out often on black capability, helping in 1905 
to found the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People, for which he officiated in Philadelphia and St. Louis.3 5 

Strangely, none of these distinguished alumni swung the political 
and economical clout of Whitefield McKinlay, a man few whites 
knew. We may learn of him today through the Carter Godwin Wood
son Papers in the Library of Congress. Shortly after Redemption in 
1877, McKinlay quietly moved to Washington, part of the general 
exodus of black intelligentsia to the capital after 1877. There he set 
up a real estate business and a law practice, quickly gaining the 
patronage of veteran black politicians like P. B. S. Pinchback of 
Louisiana and Robert Smalls, Thomas Miller, and George Murray of 
South Carolina. 

Gradually, McKinlay reached further into local politics, lending 
money to and advising AME church leaders, Howard trustees, and a 
host of once-famous blacks out of work such as Robert Smalls and 
Pinchback. Sometime after William McKinley became president, the 
realtor came into contact with Booker T. Washington and began a 
long friendship. The Tuskegee lion liked Whitefield McKinlay, in
troducing him to the presidential secretary, William Loeb. Wash-

aawalter L. Williams, "Black American Attitudes Toward Emigration to Africa, 
1877-1900" (unpublished M. A. thesis, University of North Carolina, 1972), pp. 
88-123, 219-225. 

34George Brown Tindall, South Carolina Negroes, 1877-1900 (Columbia: Uni
versity of South Carolina Press, 1952), passim. 

asKellogg, NAACP. 
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ington employed Whitefield McKinlay as an ombudsman for black 
grievances, someone who quietly got the Tuskegee messages to the 
White House. Through clandestine meetings and many cryptic tele
grams, President McKinley devised his policy on black patronage: 
no Negro would be removed from office unless replaced by another 
Negro who met Booker T. Washington's approval.36 

Along with Washington, Whitefield McKinlay fought for black 
rights - even for civil equality - but always behind the scenes. With 
William McKinley's successor, Theodore Roosevelt, Whitefield Mc
Kinlay and Washington held less influence. On the whole, however, 
Whitefield McKinlay appreciated Roosevelt's courage in the famed 
dinner invitation to Washington, TR's public affirmation of friend
ship with the black race.37 

In 1908, William H. Taft became president, an event which 
signalled a further decline in Whitefield McKinlay's national influ
ence. And in 1912, the Southern-born Woodrow Wilson and his South
ern cabinet ended Whitefield McKinlay's power outside the limits of 
the District of Columbia. On the other hand, the realtor continued 
to dominate much local black financing. An amazing number of 
people relied on him for small and large favors, from the destitute 
orphans at Washington's Frederick Douglass Home to Bishop George 
Clinton; others, like Richard Greener and P. B. S. Pinchback relied on 
his friendship to steer themselves for the gloomy days after 1900. 
One surprising aspect of McKinlay's correspondence was the ac
cumulation of mail from USC friends. Some, like Florida lawyer Isaac 
L. Purcell, wrote to inquire about alumni; others, like John A. Simkins 
of Edgefield, wrote to lament the disappearance for blacks of the 
educational brass ring from life's merry-go-round.38 

Whitefield McKinlay, C.- C. Scott, and Thomas Miller retained a 
set of values from their University training; so did William Sinclair, 
George Clinton, T. McCants Stewart, and Richard Greener. These 
different men strung their thoughts out along a spectrum of political 
ideology. Their Radical professors had emphasized social equality as 
a goal; to reach the goal they offered the tools of black capability: old 
American ideals of thrift, industry, honesty, responsibility, Christian
ity, and hard-nosed business "gumption." Some former· students 
dropped the goal of equality - at least for their generation - but 
McKinlay, Scott, and Miller used the tools of American ethics in 

36Booker Taliafero Washington folders, 1904-1908, Whitefield McKinlay Papers, 
Carter Godwin Woodson Collection. 

37Ibid. 
3BWhitefield McKinlay Papers, 1900-1918, Carter Godwin Woodson Collection. 
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their "separate but equal" existence. Other students loudly and 
boldly kept proclaiming the message of equality: Sinclair, Clinton, 
Greener, and Stewart diluted very little of the "fountains of knowl
edge" from which they had drunk at USC. 

The Radical University certainly failed to train and to keep train
ing a black leadership; only sixteen boys emerged with AB. degrees 
over three and one-half years. Instead, the Radical University was a 
pregnant failure, full of suggestions for the future. In its classrooms 
and dormitories grew up a coterie of black pragmatists, some dedi
cated to sterling ideals, but nonetheless pragmatists who understood 
the ways to success in the United States. The racial war through 
which they struggled after 1877 would have been more difficult 
without the bonds of brotherhood formed and the tactical measures 
first practiced at the South Carolina University. 
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