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An A-to-Z historical encyclopedia of US people, places, and events, with nearly 1,000 entries
“all equally well written, crisp, and entertaining” (Library Journal). From the origins of its native
peoples to its complex identity in modern times, this unique alphabetical reference covers the
political, economic, cultural, and social history of America. A fact-filled treasure trove for history
buffs, The Reader’s Companion is sponsored by the Society of American Historians, an
organization dedicated to promoting literary excellence in the writing of biography and history.
Under the editorship of the eminent historians John A. Garraty and Eric Foner, a large and
distinguished group of scholars, biographers, and journalists—nearly four hundred
contemporary authorities—illuminate the critical events, issues, and individuals that have
shaped our past. Readers will find everything from a chronological account of immigration;
individual entries on the Bull Moose Party and the Know-Nothings as well as an article on third
parties in American politics; pieces on specific religious groups, leaders, and movements and a
larger-scale overview of religion in America. Interweaving traditional political and economic
topics with the spectrum of America’s social and cultural legacies—everything from marriage to
medicine, crime to baseball, fashion to literature—the Companion is certain to engage the
curiosity, interests, and passions of every reader, and also provides an excellent research tool
for students and teachers.
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encyclopedia, the dictionary tells us, is a reference work containing articles on a variety of
topics, arranged alphabetically. Our Reader’s Companion to American History certainly fits this
description. But it is much more than a place to look up the date when Millard Fillmore was
president of the United States, or to get a brief rundown on the causes, course, and
consequences of the War of 1812, or to find out what the “Ashcan school” was, or to settle a
bet about whether Alaska is the forty-ninth or fiftieth state. As its title suggests, this is primarily
a reader’s encyclopedia, a book to be read for enjoyment and — like the famous encyclopedia
of the eighteenth-century philosophers — for enlightenment. We believe that this work offers a
fresh, up-to-date overview of the main themes and significant personalities that have made up
the American experience, presented in a manner that will engage the interest of a broad
public.Of course, nearly all encyclopedias are enlightening in one way or another. But most are
meant to be used mainly for reference; like dictionaries and telephone books, they are sources
where people can locate information on a subject they want to know more about. Individuals
have been known to read through the vast Encyclopaedia Britannica from beginning to end.



There are even said to be some who enjoy working their way systematically through a
telephone book. But doing so is like winning a pie-eating contest or climbing the stairs to the
top of the Empire State Building. The pleasure, if there is any in such an accomplishment, is in
having done it, not in the doing. Put differently, the whole of the typical encyclopedia is no more
than the sum of its many parts.The Reader’s Companion to American History, on the other
hand, offers those who consult it a great deal more than a series of discrete facts and ideas.
While keeping in mind the necessity of allowing readers to locate essential information easily,
we have tried to bring out the relationships between topics separated from one another not
only geographically and in time but in most encyclopedias by the vagaries of alphabetical or
chronological organization. Scattered through our book, for example, are articles on Bacon’s
Rebellion, which occurred in 1676, the New York City draft riots that erupted during the Civil
War, and a number of other civil disturbances. But there is also a general article on
“Rebellions,” which puts all these uprisings and a number of others into a single context that
makes the significance of the individual uprisings clearer. These longer articles are intended to
function as windows into the American past. They are meant to show relationships, to explain
as well as describe, to be interpretive essays rather than mere compilations of data.The word
history has two quite different meanings. History can mean both “what happened” in the past
and what people who experienced or otherwise learned about past events have said or written
about them. No one can describe “what happened” even in a small area and during a brief
time. Too much is going on at once, even in the life of an individual, for a complete description
to be possible, let alone comprehensible. Historians impose order on the past by selecting
those elements of what happened that are relevant to their purposes. Like sculptors, they
explain meaning and create understanding as much by what they leave out as by what they
include. Give ten sculptors identical blocks of marble and the same model and no two of their
statues will be exactly alike. Ask ten historians to write about the same subject and their
accounts will be equally individual.No one knows better than a practicing historian that the past
is more complex than any narrative can suggest and that the order historians impose on it to
make it comprehensible is an artifice, not true reality. Indeed, one of the most exciting
experiences that historians encounter in their work is the discovery of significant connections
between superficially unrelated data. In this encyclopedia, we have tried to make this
experience available to readers by giving them a sense of how the pursuit of knowledge about
the past is not a matter of following a guide from point A to point B but rather an open-ended
exploration, full of unexpected discoveries and sudden insights.To build this concept into our
book we have commissioned three types of articles. Some closely resemble the short entries in
conventional encyclopedias. They contain essential information about specific topics and
events. There are, for example, entries on every presidential election, and each provides the
name and party affiliation of the candidates for president and vice president, the main issues of
the campaign, and the popular and electoral votes. These short articles have been written by
Columbia University graduate students and recent Ph.D.’s under our supervision.The second
type of article makes up the heart of the encyclopedia. These are longer, interpretive essays
on broad topics. They have been written by authorities on the subjects and offer incisive
introductions to the key periods, concepts and themes that have made up the American past.
Each of these essays directs the reader to other entries, long and short, that elaborate on
aspects of the subject at hand.A third group of articles is composed of biographies. Although
these, which are also written by authorities, include such essential facts as the dates of the
subject’s birth and death, they are based on the assumption that users of an encyclopedia
designed to be read for pleasure will profit more from reading an expert’s overall estimation of



the person’s significance than a dry recitation of dates and facts. There are articles on all the
presidents and on the more historically significant vice presidents, for example, and these add
depth and detail to both the short and long entries. A reader may not know a great deal about
President Millard Fillmore, but someone looking him up will find a biographical account of his
career and that can lead to such articles as the essays on American nativism and the Whig
party, as well as the major essays about the presidency, the vice presidency, and so on.In a
one-volume encyclopedia, needless to say, it has been impossible to cover American
biography fully. The famous Dictionary of American Biography describes the careers of 18,110
Americans, but it requires twenty-eight large volumes to do so. We have had to be much more
selective. First of all we have limited ourselves to persons readers are likely to come across
either because of the positions they held or because of the significance of their achievements.
Thus, we have included all the presidents — even Millard Fillmore.The biographical entries,
however, move well beyond the most familiar government officials. We have made a special
effort to include women and members of minority groups, partly because such people have
often been neglected in encyclopedias, but more because the rapidly expanding body of
knowledge about the history of women and minorities means that readers are ever-more likely
to run across unfamiliar names and because so many of our longer essays deal with subject in
which women and minorities have played important roles. Of course, we could have profitably
included many more people than we have found room for, but we are confident that each
individual represented has made a critical contribution to American life, whether in politics, the
arts, sports, business, entertainment, or some other endeavor.Examples of how the different
kinds of articles relate to one another come to mind almost at random. One is the essay on
twentieth-century art, which is buttressed by short entries on the Armory Show, abstract
expressionism, and pop art and by the biographical sketches of such artists as Jackson
Pollock, Willem de Kooning, Louise Nevelson, and Jasper Johns. Another is the two essays on
American feminism, linked to the entries on the Seneca Falls Convention and women’s
organizations as well as sketches of such leaders of the feminist movement as Susan B.
Anthony, Betty Friedan, and Gloria Steinem. American labor history is dealt with here in longer
essays on such topics as strikes, domestic work, and indentured servitude, biographies of
figures like Eugene V. Debs and Samuel Gompers, and shorter entries on various labor
organizations. The longer essays on the institution of slavery and slave rebellions are linked to
other entries on cotton, the plantation system, and abolitionism, and biographies of figures
ranging from John C. Calhoun to Frederick Douglass.To further aid readers in pursuing their
interests in larger subjects and digging more deeply into topics of special interest, the book
contains, besides the cross-references and the bibliographic suggestions that follow all the
signed articles, an elaborate index. For example, all persons who are mentioned in the
interpretive essays have been indexed even if no formal biographical article on them has been
included. Readers seeking information about such persons will be introduced to important
aspects of their careers, though not necessarily to a detailed account of their lives. Thus, in
different ways, hundreds of individuals central to the American experience are discussed either
in their own right or in articles on broad topics. We have tried particularly to focus on persons
whose activities span apparently separate aspects of American life and on topics that interact
with others that seem superficially unconnected. Anyone looking into the essays on the Civil
War may be drawn into subjects as diverse as, among many others, the development of
railroads, philanthropy, conservatism, and feminism.We have avoided having articles overlap
but have not tried to keep our authors from inadvertently disagreeing with one another. This
reflects our commitment to producing an interpretive encyclopedia rather than a purely factual



volume and our refusal to impose a single stance on our many contributors. Each author is an
authority in the field of his or her contribution, and each has been given a free hand in
interpretation.Apart from providing readable, enlightening articles on the myriad themes that
make up the American experience, this encyclopedia offers a lens through which to view the
study and writing of American History today. In the past two decades the scholarly investigation
of the American past has undergone a profound transformation. Conventional political history,
once the structure through which accounts of the past was organized, has largely been
eclipsed by the rise of the “new social history,” dedicated to studying the day-to-day lives of
ordinary Americans and rescuing groups like African-Americans, women, and others from
neglect.Nonetheless, the “old” and “new” histories are not mutually exclusive, and the articles
in The Reader’s Companion to American History, like the contributors themselves, reflect the
best of both. Here one will find the presidents, political parties, and major national political
issues, as well as articles on economic history, American literature, and other well-established
topics. But we have also devoted attention to such recent preoccupations as family life, social
mobility, and the history of race relations, and we have tried to be sensitive to the ways in
which rapidly expanding fields like African-American history have reshaped our understanding
of the American past. Our biographical selections reflect the heterogeneity of the American
population, just as our contributors — young and old, black and white, male and female —
reflect the historical profession’s diversity today. All the writers, however, are committed to the
premise that underlies this effort — that making history accessible to a broad public is
essential if our profession is to remain a source of collective self-understanding.The Society of
American Historians, which has sponsored The Reader’s Companion, is devoted to the writing
of history as literature and thus to encouraging historians to write for the broad public
interested in reading about our nation’s past. Its officers are members of the Advisory Board of
our encyclopedia and we editors and many of our contributors are Fellows of the
organization.The society brings together academic and independent historians and
encourages both to combine in their work the scientific pursuit of accuracy and truth with the
literary qualities that make the best histories works of art. The Annual Parkman Prize of the
society, named in honor of the great nineteenth-century American historian Francis Parkman,
is awarded to the book that best achieves this combination. Its Nevins Prize, sponsored by a
group of publishers particularly interested in good history, is named after Professor Allan
Nevins, one of the founders of the society and a twentieth-century exemplar of its objectives.
This prize is awarded annually to the author of the doctoral dissertation in American history
that best reflects both scholarly and literary qualities.As historians we are committed to the
idea that history is an art as well as a science but that making history interesting to
nonspecialists does not require either simplifying or embellishing past events. As editors of The
Reader’s Companion to American History we have encouraged all our contributors to keep the
goals of the society in mind. We wish to thank them and also Jonathan Latimer, the publisher
of Houghton Mifflin’s Reference Division, Borgna Brunner and Paul Bernabeo, who have
served as managing editors of our project, Cecile Rhinehart Watters, who copyedited the
volume, and others at Houghton Mifflin, whose professionalism and enthusiasm have made the
task of completing the encyclopedia far more enjoyable than we had any right to expect.
Jonathan Soffer served effectively as researcher and as coordinator of the short entries. The
authors of short entries are listed separately, but we wish to give special thanks to Michael S.
Green, Elizabeth Hovey, Amy Mittleman, Sandra Opdycke, and Jonathan Soffer, each of whom
contributed a substantial number. Finally, we want to express our gratitude to Larry Shapiro,
executive editor of Book-of-the-Month Club, and to Byron Hollinshead, chairman of the



Americana Group, who was convinced that an encyclopedia such as this should be undertaken
and that the Society of American Historians should sponsor it.Eric FonerJohn A.
GarratyAABLEMAN V. BOOTHThis Supreme Court case in 1859 asserted the supremacy of
federal law and federal courts over the states. It also showed the depth of northern abolitionists’
anger over the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850 and the Dred Scott decision and the lengths to which
they would go in their fight against the peculiar institution.In 1854, abolitionist editor Sherman
M. Booth was arrested for violating the Fugitive Slave Act when he helped incite a mob to
rescue a black fugitive from Wisconsin federal marshal Stephen V. R. Ableman. Booth
appealed to the state supreme court, which ruled the federal law unconstitutional and ordered
Booth’s release. When Ableman turned to the federal courts, the Wisconsin Supreme Court
affirmed Booth’s release and again declared the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850
unconstitutional.The case went to the U.S. Supreme Court. According to Chief Justice Roger B.
Taney’s opinion, state courts had no power to review or interfere with federal laws. Taney still
was anathema to the North for his actions in the Dred Scott case two years before. But the
Supreme Court, although it was divided along sectional lines, was unanimously opposed to
this use of John C. Calhoun’s doctrine of nullification, even though it had been invoked by
northern antislavery forces for purposes completely opposed to Calhoun’s.See also Abolitionist
Movement; Nullification Controversy.ABOLITIONIST MOVEMENTFrom the 1830s until 1870,
the abolitionist movement attempted to achieve immediate emancipation of all slaves and the
ending of racial segregation and discrimination. Their propounding of these goals distinguished
abolitionists from the broad-based political opposition to slavery’s westward expansion that
took form in the North after 1840 and raised issues leading to the Civil War. Yet these two
expressions of hostility to slavery—abolitionism and Free-Soilism—were often closely related
not only in their beliefs and their interaction but also in the minds of southern slaveholders who
finally came to regard the North as united against them in favor of black emancipation.Although
abolitionist feelings had been strong during the American Revolution and in the Upper South
during the 1820s, the abolitionist movement did not coalesce into a militant crusade until the
1830s. In the previous decade, as much of the North underwent the social disruption
associated with the spread of manufacturing and commerce, powerful evangelical religious
movements arose to impart spiritual direction to society. By stressing the moral imperative to
end sinful practices and each person’s responsibility to uphold God’s will in society, preachers
like Lyman Beecher, Nathaniel Taylor, and Charles G. Finney in what came to be called the
Second Great Awakening led massive religious revivals in the 1820s that gave a major impetus
to the later emergence of abolitionism as well as to such other reforming crusades as
temperance, pacifism, and women’s rights. By the early 1830s, Theodore D. Weld, William
Lloyd Garrison, Arthur and Lewis Tappan, and Elizur Wright, Jr., all spiritually nourished by
revivalism, had taken up the cause of “immediate emancipation.”In early 1831, Garrison, in
Boston, began publishing his famous newspaper, the Liberator, supported largely by free
African-Americans, who always played a major role in the movement. In December 1833, the
Tappans, Garrison, and sixty other delegates of both races and genders met in Philadelphia to
found the American Anti-Slavery Society, which denounced slavery as a sin that must be
abolished immediately, endorsed nonviolence, and condemned racial prejudice. By 1835, the
society had received substantial moral and financial support from African-American
communities in the North and had established hundreds of branches throughout the free
states, flooding the North with antislavery literature, agents, and petitions demanding that
Congress end all federal support for slavery. The society, which attracted significant
participation by women, also denounced the American Colonization Society’s program of



voluntary gradual emancipation and black emigration.All these activities provoked widespread
hostile responses from North and South, most notably violent mobs, the burning of mailbags
containing abolitionist literature, and the passage in the U.S. House of Representatives of a
“gag rule” that banned consideration of antislavery petitions. These developments, and
especially the 1837 murder of abolitionist editor Elijah Lovejoy, led many northerners, fearful for
their own civil liberties, to vote for antislavery politicians and brought important converts such
as Wendell Phillips, Gerrit Smith, and Edmund Quincy to the cause.But as antislavery
sentiment began to appear in politics, abolitionists also began disagreeing among themselves.
By 1840 Garrison and his followers were convinced that since slavery’s influence had
corrupted all of society, a revolutionary change in America’s spiritual values was required to
achieve emancipation. To this demand for “moral suasion,” Garrison added an insistence on
equal rights for women within the movement and a studious avoidance of “corrupt” political
parties and churches. To Garrison’s opponents, such ideas seemed wholly at odds with
Christian values and the imperative to influence the political and ecclesiastical systems by
nominating and voting for candidates committed to abolitionism. Disputes over these matters
split the American Anti-Slavery Society in 1840, leaving Garrison and his supporters in
command of that body; his opponents, led by the Tappans, founded the American and Foreign
Anti-Slavery Society. Meanwhile, still other foes of Garrison launched the Liberty party with
James G. Birney as its presidential candidate in the elections of 1840 and 1844.Although
historians debate the extent of the abolitionists’ influence on the nation’s political life after 1840,
their impact on northern culture and society is undeniable. As speakers, Frederick Douglass,
Wendell Phillips, and Lucy Stone in particular became extremely well known. In popular
literature the poetry of John Greenleaf Whittier and James Russell Lowell circulated widely, as
did the autobiographies of fugitive slaves such as Douglass, William and Ellen Craft, and
Solomon Northrup. Abolitionists exercised a particularly strong influence on religious life,
contributing heavily to schisms that separated the Methodists (1844) and Baptists (1845), while
founding numerous independent antislavery “free churches.” In higher education abolitionists
founded Oberlin College, the nation’s first experiment in racially integrated coeducation, the
Oneida Institute, which graduated an impressive group of African-American leaders, and
Illinois’s Knox College, a western center of abolitionism.Within the Garrisonian wing of the
movement, female abolitionists became leaders of the nation’s first independent feminist
movement, instrumental in organizing the 1848 Seneca Falls Convention. Although African-
American activists often complained with reason of the racist and patronizing behavior of white
abolitionists, the whites did support independently conducted crusades by African-Americans
to outlaw segregation and improve education during the 1840s and 1850s. Especially after the
passage of the 1850 Fugitive Slave Law, white abolitionists also protected African-Americans
threatened with capture as escapees from bondage, although blacks themselves largely
managed the Underground Railroad.By the later 1850s, organized abolitionism in politics had
been subsumed by the larger sectional crisis over slavery prompted by the Kansas-Nebraska
Act, the Dred Scott decision, and John Brown’s raid on Harpers Ferry. Most abolitionists
reluctantly supported the Republican party, stood by the Union in the secession crisis, and
became militant champions of military emancipation during the Civil War. The movement again
split in 1865, when Garrison and his supporters asserted that the passage of the Thirteenth
Amendment abolishing slavery made continuation of the American Anti-Slavery Society
unnecessary. But a larger group led by Wendell Phillips, insisting that only the achievement of
complete political equality for all black males could guarantee the freedom of the former slaves,
successfully prevented Garrison from dissolving the society. It continued until 1870 to demand



land, the ballot, and education for the freedman. Only when the Fifteenth Amendment
extending male suffrage to African-Americans was passed did the society declare its mission
completed. Traditions of racial egalitarianism begun by abolitionists lived on, however, to inspire
the subsequent founding of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People in
1909.Blanche Glassman Hirsh, The Feminist Abolitionists (1978); Benjamin Quarles, The
Black Abolitionists (1970); James Brewer Stewart, Holy Warriors: The Abolitionists and
American Slavery (1986).James Brewer StewartSee also American Colonization Society; Civil
War; Dred Scott Case; Emancipation Proclamation and Thirteenth Amendment; Free-Soil
Party; Fugitive Slave Law; Gag Rule; Kansas-Nebraska Act; Liberty Party; Quakers;
Radicalism; Republican Party; Second Great Awakening; Slavery; Underground Railroad; and
entries for individual abolitionists.ABORTIONAbortion has been practiced in the United States
since the founding of the Republic, but both its social character and its legal status have varied
considerably. Through the early decades of the nineteenth century, Americans regarded
abortion primarily as the recourse of women wronged by duplicitous suitors or pregnant as the
result of illicit relationships, though records exist of married women having abortions.
Americans tolerated the practice, which had long been legal under colonial common law and
remained legal under American common law, provided the pregnancy was terminated before
quickening: the first perception of fetal movement by the woman. Quickening generally occurs
near the midpoint of gestation.As married women moved to lower their fertility rates after 1830,
abortion became a widespread practice in the United States. Abortionists advertised in the
daily press and pharmaceutical firms competed in a lucrative market of purported
abortifacients. Women spoke to each other and to their doctors in straightforward terms about
their abortions. When physicians estimated American abortion rates in the 1860s and 1870s,
they used figures strikingly close to those of the 1960s and 1970s: approximately one abortion
for every four live births.In the middle decades of the nineteenth century several state
legislatures began to restrict the increasingly common practice of abortion. Some lawmakers
feared for the safety of women undergoing abortions. Others reacted negatively to what they
considered indecent advertising. Concerned about falling birthrates, many opposed all forms of
fertility control, not just abortion. But the greatest pressure for legal change came from the
American Medical Association (AMA), founded in 1847.Led by Horatio Robinson Storer, a
Boston physician, the AMA and its affiliated medical societies worked in state capitals
throughout the nation during the 1860s and 1870s to outlaw abortion at any stage of gestation,
except when doctors themselves determined the procedure to be necessary. Though the
physicians put forward scientific, social, and moral arguments, their professional aspirations to
upgrade and regulate American medical practice also loomed large. The legal status of
abortion was altered by state legislatures after the Civil War not in a religious context but in the
context of who would be allowed to do what to whom in the practice of medicine.The
antiabortion laws and legal decisions of the second half of the nineteenth century, though
seldom and selectively enforced, drove the practice of abortion underground. Substantial
numbers of women, especially immigrant women with limited access to other (also illegal)
methods of fertility control, nonetheless continued to have abortions. Surveys conducted under
the auspices of the AMA and the federal government confirmed the persistence of widespread
abortion in the United States through the 1930s.By the late 1950s significant portions of the
population began to call for repeal of the regulations that proscribed abortion. Nineteenth-
century concerns about female health had been undermined by reliable data demonstrating
that early abortions under proper conditions were actually safer than normal births. Nineteenth-
century alarms about the dwindling national birthrate had been replaced by twentieth-century



fears of overpopulation. Nineteenth-century commitments to life of any sort under any
conditions were being questioned as a result of heightened sensitivities to what was called the
quality of life. Even so, three additional factors stood out.First was a profound shift in the role of
American women. Abortion had always been a women’s issue, but not until the 1960s did
significant numbers of women address it in an overtly public and political fashion. Control over
their own reproductive processes, including the right to terminate an unwanted pregnancy,
became for many women one of the fundamental demands of modern feminism. Second was a
perception of inequality. While the wealthy and well connected arranged discreet abortions
under favorable conditions, the poor and the unsophisticated often suffered. Third was an
almost complete reversal of opinion within the medical establishment. By 1967, according to a
national survey, 87 percent of American doctors favored liberalization of the antiabortion laws
that their professional predecessors had fought to enact a century earlier.During the late 1960s
and early 1970s, several states moved to modify or repeal their antiabortion statutes. In the
legislative battles of that period, however, and in countless legal and political confrontations
since, the antiabortion laws of the nineteenth century found vehement modern defenders.
Foremost among the latter was the Roman Catholic church, which denounced abortion under
any circumstances. Several fundamentalist and evangelical Protestants agreed, as did a
diverse coalition of other Americans, including some concerned about the dramatically shifting
public and political role of American women and many uneasy with what they considered to be
deteriorating moral standards on many fronts. Whereas most Americans in the nineteenth
century had considered early abortion on a continuum with contraception, these twentieth-
century groups considered abortion at any point in gestation a form of murder.In January 1973
the Supreme Court in Roe v. Wade ruled that women, as part of their constitutional right to
privacy, could choose to terminate a pregnancy prior to the point at which the fetus reached a
stage of development that would allow it to survive outside the womb. This ruling, and its
subsequent refinements, effectively struck antiabortion laws from state criminal codes and
returned the United States, in a rough sense, to standards functionally similar to those of the
early Republic.After the Roe decision, abortion became a divisive and intensely emotional
public issue. One side applauded and defended the decision; the other sought to reverse it
altogether or to undercut it severely by the application of restrictions or principles they
considered transcendent in this matter. Both houses of Congress divided on the issue. The
Hyde Amendment of 1976, passed over a presidential veto and sustained by the federal
courts, essentially eliminated federal funding for abortions. Members of Congress opposed to
the practice blocked foreign aid to programs alleged to be tolerant of abortion in other
countries. Federal judicial nominees were questioned closely by both sides about their views
on abortion.As debate over abortion intensified during the 1980s, both sides strengthened their
national organizations. One side emphasized each woman’s right to make reproductive
decisions for herself; the other emphasized the right to life of the unborn. When a challenge to
the Roe decision came before the Supreme Court in 1989, hundreds of thousands of citizens
from both sides demonstrated and counterdemonstrated in the streets of Washington, D.C., in
an effort to influence public and judicial opinion. That case, Webster v. Reproductive Health
Services, also generated a record-breaking number of friend-of-the-court briefs, as
organizations of many sorts sought to place their views about abortion before the justices.In
the Webster decision the Supreme Court sustained its fundamental ruling in Roe, but
encouraged the separate states to reconsider political solutions to the many practical and
secondary questions posed by abortion policy. Political parties found the Court’s charge difficult
to deal with. Republican presidents Ronald Reagan and George Bush both opposed abortion,



and most Democratic officeholders favored reproductive choice. But by 1990 neither major
party was anywhere near unanimity on the issue, which seemed to cut across generational,
educational, and religious lines more clearly than it did across political party lines.Kristin Luker,
Abortion and the Politics of Motherhood (1984); James C. Mohr, Abortion in America: The
Origins and Evolution of National Policy, 1800–1900 (1978).James C. MohrSee also Birth
Control; Roe v. Wade.ABSTRACT EXPRESSIONISMAbstract expressionism, the most
influential and original movement in American art, developed in New York City in the 1940s and
1950s. It first gained public attention in 1951 with an exhibit at the Museum of Modern Art and
became the dominant international style after another MOMA exhibit, The New American
Painting, toured Europe in 1958–1959. The emergence of the movement shifted the capital of
the art world from Paris to New York.Abstract expressionists, who are sometimes called the
New York school, conveyed the artist’s vision through abstraction unfettered by the familiar and
commonplace associations inherent in representational art. Characterized by the monumental
scale of its canvases, the movement distinguished itself from earlier modern painting through
its metaphysical ambitiousness. As three of its proponents declared in 1943, “only that subject
matter is valid which is tragic and timeless.” Influenced by surrealism’s attention to the irrational
and subconscious and adopting cubism’s reductive techniques, the abstract expressionists
forged a new art that permitted form, line, and color to act as the pure conductors of emotion,
myth, and symbol.Of the various terms describing the divergent styles within the movement,
the most common are action painting and color-field painting. Action painting relies on the
energy and power of line, often splattered or dripped onto the canvas. Color-field painting is
typified by a single image or unified expanse of color. Included among the abstract
expressionists are Willem de Kooning, Robert Motherwell, Franz Kline, Mark Rothko, Barnett
Newman, Adolph Gottlieb, Arshile Gorky, and its most famous member, Jackson Pollock.See
also Painting and Sculpture.ACHESON, DEAN(1893–1971), secretary of state, 1949–1953.
Always a controversial figure, Acheson, a lifelong Democrat, broke with the early New Deal
policies of Franklin D. Roosevelt when that president took the United States off the gold
standard. He returned to government at the outset of World War II and served in various high-
level positions in the Department of State.At the outset of the cold war, Acheson, now under
secretary of state in Harry S. Truman’s administration, took charge of a White House briefing of
congressional leaders on what became the Truman Doctrine. Until then, the legislators had not
been overly impressed with the urgency of the need to pick up Great Britain’s role in supporting
Greece and Turkey. The under secretary painted a stark picture of Soviet communism poised
at the intersection of three continents, ready to spread through the Mediterranean area down
into Africa, westward into Europe, and eastward into the Middle East. At the conclusion of his
remarks, Republican senator Arthur Vandenberg, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, told Truman he would support the plan if it was put to Congress in those
terms.Despite his key role in the development of the containment policy, Acheson quickly
became the target for Republican criticism of Truman’s foreign policies. In part this was a
reaction to Acheson’s personality—he could be devastatingly acerbic. Fed up with criticism of
American commitments to Europe, Acheson described his antagonists as “re-examinists.” They
reminded him, he said, of the farmer who pulled up his crops every morning to see how they
were growing. But it was also a reaction to the twin setbacks of 1949: the Russians’ developing
the atomic bomb and the “loss” of China to communist-led forces. Republicans merely took
advantage of the national sense of malaise to attack the steward of American foreign policy.
Acheson made matters worse with his statement that he would not turn his back on Alger Hiss,
convicted of perjury in connection with charges that he had passed documents to Soviet



agents in the 1930s. Senator Joseph R. McCarthy focused much of his attention on Acheson’s
supposed role as protector of “card-carrying communists” in the Department of State,
describing him as “this pompous diplomat in striped pants, with a phony British
accent.”Nevertheless, Acheson survived these attacks and with the passing of time became a
figure much admired in conservative circles. In typical fashion, he titled his memoirs Present at
the Creation, a reference to all that had been accomplished in establishing the cold war
bastions of the West.His defense of American foreign policy in the 1960s and his criticism of
third world nations now put him at odds with liberal critics of the Vietnam War. He was never
much in sympathy with revolutionaries, he said. Yet it was Acheson who advised President
Lyndon B. Johnson in March 1968 that he must find a way out of the war. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff, he said, had been leading the country down the primrose path with overly optimistic
predictions. His controversial statements continued to the end of his life, when he defended
Richard Nixon against press attacks. The national press, he insisted, simply must stop
destroying presidents.Gaddis Smith, Dean Acheson (1972).Lloyd C. GardnerSee also
Anticommunism; Cold War; Truman Doctrine.ADAMS, ABIGAIL(1744–1818), writer and First
Lady. Abigail Adams’s talent as a correspondent has won her a high place in American letters.
Born in Weymouth, Massachusetts, she was descended from many well known New England
families. Self-educated, she read widely and studied French. In 1764, at age nineteen, she
married a young lawyer, John Adams, and moved to his home in Braintree, where she stayed
through the Revolution. There she raised four children, Abigail, John Quincy, Charles, and
Thomas Boylston. Another child died in infancy.In the 1770s, John Adams became involved in
revolutionary politics. He served as a delegate to the Continental Congresses and in other
wartime posts. During his frequent absences, Abigail Adams ran the household and family
farm, engaged in business enterprises, purchased land, and dealt with tenants. In 1784, she
joined John in Europe, where he was the American minister to Great Britain. During his terms
as vice president and president (1789–1801), she lived in New York, Philadelphia, and
Washington, and thereafter in Quincy, Massachusetts.Abigail Adams may have found her
calling as a correspondent during her courtship in the 1760s or, more likely, during her wartime
separation from her husband. For over four decades, she wrote letters to him and to her
children, relatives, and friends. As a writer she chose the form most natural to eighteenth-
century women, for whom publication was rarely an option. Letter writing was not only a form of
communication but a mode of self-definition and a way of relating to the larger society. An avid
reader, Abigail devoured literature, history, and political philosophy. Despite her lack of training,
phonetic spelling, and often faulty grammar, she perfected her style and excelled at her craft.
“My pen is always freer than my tongue,” she wrote to John in 1775. “I have wrote many things
to you that I suppose I never could have talked.”Her letters provide a window on eighteenth-
century life, private and public. They reveal Abigail’s roles as wife, parent, and friend; her
domestic and social activities; her opinions and observations. They also convey her zeal for
politics, her intense interest in national affairs, and her avid patriotism. “Our country is as it
were a Secondary God, and the first and greatest parent,” she wrote to Mercy Warren in 1776.
“It is to be perferred [sic] to parents, to wives, children, Friends and all things the Gods only
excepted.” Her wartime correspondence with John Adams combined personal messages, local
news, and political commentary. In March 1776, she vented a complaint about the legal
subjection of married women. “I desire you would Remember the ladies, and be more
generous and favourable to them than your ancestors,” she wrote in a jesting tone. “Do not put
such unlimited power into the hands of the Husbands.”In her later years, Abigail remained a
strong partisan of John Adams and a staunch supporter of her successful oldest son, John



Quincy Adams, who was elected president in 1824. In 1840, her grandson, Charles Francis
Adams, published 114 of her letters and edited for an 1876 volume the wartime
correspondence between John and Abigail Adams.L. H. Butterfield et al., eds., The Book of
Abigail and John: Selected Letters of the Adams Family, 1762–1784 (1975); Lynne Withey,
Dearest Friend: A Life of Abigail Adams (1981).Nancy WolochSee also Adams, John; Adams,
John Quincy.ADAMS, HENRY(1838–1918), historian and writer. As a fourth-generation
member of one of America’s most distinguished families, Henry Adams was born into history,
which became a determining influence on his long but undramatic life. Childhood visits to
grandfather John Quincy Adams in the White House and family tales of great-grandparents
John and Abigail Adams first served to personalize the facts and dates he studied at school.
During the Civil War, he witnessed history in the making as secretary to his father, Charles
Francis Adams, minister to the Court of St. James.Rather than becoming a maker of history,
however, Henry, a master of English prose, chose to write about it. His classic account of self,
The Education of Henry Adams (privately printed, 1907; published, 1918), today remains his
most popular work; yet his finely crafted letters, essays, and especially Mont-Saint-Michel and
Chartres (privately printed, 1904; published, 1913) retain a specialized appeal, as, to a lesser
degree, do his novels, Democracy (1880) and Esther (1884). Adams’s reputation as a historian
derives chiefly from the nine-volume History of the United States of America during the
Administrations of Thomas Jefferson and James Madison (1889–1891), a pioneering study of
intellectual and documentary history that focuses on the years between the presidencies of the
two Adamses.Henry Adams also introduced both the seminar method and the Germanic rigor
of the Ph.D. degree to Harvard during his seven-year stint as a faculty member and editor of
the prestigious North American Review. Dissatisfied with both roles, however, he moved to
Washington, D.C., where he conducted research for the History. From that base, he launched
one travel expedition after another during the remaining years of a highly independent life. In
1885, his domestic comfort was shattered by the suicide of his wife, Marian (“Clover”) Hooper
Adams, a tragedy that drove him deeper into seclusion. Notable among his few intimates were
the colorful geologist Clarence King; the politically ambitious John Hay, biographer of Abraham
Lincoln; and the reigning beauty Elizabeth Cameron, who was unhappily married to a much
older senator and who filled an idealized role of heroine in Adams’s later life.Adams believed in
the possibility of a truly “scientific” history, founded on such models as physics or mathematics.
Yet his Education also declared that “Chaos was the law of nature; Order was the dream of
man.” In fact, his most ambitious goal as a thinker and writer was never simply prescriptive;
instead, he sought to understand history in the largest possible way. Concluding his History,
Adams insisted that although “the traits of American character were fixed” by 1815, any final
test of the results “required another century of experience.” Not surprisingly, such high ambition
often led him to express pessimism and disappointment, especially in terms of personal
“failure.” Nevertheless, he succeeded most admirably as a writer. He used the exercise of
composition to escape from excessive introspection and, even more, to instruct and provoke
his readers, hoping they might reach even higher levels of intellectual performance than he had
displayed.William H. Jordy, Henry Adams: Scientific Historian (1952); J. C. Levenson, The Mind
and Art of Henry Adams (1957); Ernest Samuels, Henry Adams (1989).Earl N. HarbertSee
also History and Historians; Literature.ADAMS, JOHN(1735–1826), lawyer, revolutionary
theorist and leader, diplomat, first vice president and second president of the United States.
Adams, raised on a farm in Braintree (later Quincy), Massachusetts, was the first in his family
to attend college—Harvard—and its first professional man—a lawyer. Beginning in 1765
Adams, living part of the time in Boston with his wife, Abigail, and their children, opposed



British revenue measures and their enforcement by the military. He did so as a moderate, never
joining in demonstrations or publishing inflammatory rhetoric in the manner of his cousin
Samuel Adams or fellow lawyer James Otis.In 1765 Adams drew up the Braintree Instructions,
a widely disseminated argument against the Stamp Act, which he also opposed in his
“Dissertation on Canon and Feudal Law.” In 1770, following the Boston Massacre, Adams, on
the principle that the accused always has the right to a vigorous defense, was willing to defend
the British troops who had fired on the Boston crowd. But in 1774, after the Boston Tea Party
and the British Coercive Acts, he came out for independence.Adams had already been a
Massachusetts legislator and one of the colony’s delegates to the First Continental Congress
when at the Second Congress he emerged as the leading advocate of independence. His
Thoughts on Government (1776) set forth a design whereby the colonies could govern
themselves as independent states. Typically, this blueprint was moderate in tone, but its
publication was a radical step toward independence.Adams’s best-known contribution to
independence was his indefatigable support in favor of the issuance of a formal declaration of
independence. Neither an orator nor an adept forger of political alliances, Adams moved men
and events with his earnestness and lawyerly thoroughness of argument. Thomas Jefferson
described him as a “colossus”; other delegates called him “the Atlas of Independence.” By
1778 he had served on more committees than any other member, simultaneously acting as a
virtual one-man war department.From 1778 to 1788 Adams served as a diplomat in France,
the Netherlands, and England. He secured Dutch loans, chaired the commission that
concluded a peace treaty with England, and ended as ambassador to the English court, where
he was received by George III, the king against whom he had helped lead a
revolution.Returning to America after the adoption of the U.S. Constitution, he stood out as a
public figure well respected for his Defence of the Constitutions (1787–1788), a three-volume
commentary on political systems favoring the bicameral legislature just adopted for the new
United States, partly on the model of the Massachusetts State Constitution he had drafted in
1779. His political conservatism linked him to the Federalist party, but Adams consistently held
himself aloof from its counsels.Adams was elected vice president under George Washington
and then served as president from 1797 to 1801. His presidency was marred by the threat of
war with France and by the Alien and Sedition Acts, not proposed by Adams but signed by him.
After a single term, Adams was defeated by Thomas Jefferson. Adams was deeply hurt by the
voters’ rejection, which reflected the view that he had grown increasingly conservative,
especially as evidenced by his low opinion of human nature in his Discourses on Davila (1790–
1791). Resentfully, he retired to Quincy and refused all public involvements.Beginning in 1812
he was reconciled with Jefferson, who had been a friend in Europe, and began with him a
correspondence that is now regarded as a monument of the American enlightenment. Adams’s
philosophical spirit, sometimes submerged by politics, reasserted itself as he argued the
limitations of human nature in a more balanced and memorable way than in any of his
published works. Adams died on the same day as Jefferson: July 4, 1826, the fiftieth
anniversary of independence, a coincidence taken by contemporaries as a sign of divine
approval of the American experiment.L. H. Butterfield et al., eds., The Adams Papers (1961-);
Peter Shaw, The Character of John Adams (1976).Peter ShawSee also Adams, Abigail; Boston
Massacre; Conservatism; Continental Congresses; Elections: 1789, 1792, 1796, 1800;
Federalist Party; Paris, Treaty of (1783); Revolution; Stamp Act. For events during Adams’s
administration, see Alien and Sedition Acts; XYZ Affair.ADAMS, JOHN QUINCY(1767–1848),
sixth president of the United States, diplomat, congressman, U.S. senator, and secretary of
state. As the eldest and most gifted son of John Adams, second president of the United States,



Adams enjoyed many opportunities that prepared him for later public service.In 1802 Adams
was elected a U.S. senator from Massachusetts as a Federalist, but he was too independent of
mind to follow a regular party line. During the international tensions that arose from the
Napoleonic Wars, he supported the policies of the Jefferson administration. His stand, contrary
to the position of his party, resulted in his replacement as senator. He resigned, however,
before the end of his term, only to be appointed to a series of important diplomatic posts. He
was one of the American commissioners who arranged for the Treaty of Ghent that ended the
War of 1812. As secretary of state, he drafted the Monroe Doctrine and acquired Florida from
Spain for the United States.He was the New England candidate for the presidency in 1824, but
neither he nor any of the other candidates commanded the electoral majority the Constitution
required. Therefore the election was decided by the House of Representatives, each state
casting one vote. Henry Clay threw his support to Adams, who was then elected over Andrew
Jackson. When Adams made Clay his secretary of state, the disapproving Jacksonians
accused the president of entering into “a corrupt bargain” with Clay. From then until the end of
his administration, Adams was the target of highly charged partisan abuse.Adams was
probably the most experienced and intelligent of all American presidents, but his ideas about
the role of the national government in developing the nation were too far in advance of then
current economic thinking. An advocate of national planning that would have extended to a
federally funded system of internal improvements, canals, turnpikes, and the like, Adams also
proposed the establishment of a national university and recommended substantial government
support for scientific investigation. As part of his program of national planning, Adams favored
a protective tariff. He also supported a national banking system that would provide uniform
currency and regulate credit. These policies were to a considerable degree an extension of
Alexander Hamilton’s ideas, especially in economic affairs, but they were more visionary and
less class-oriented in other areas of public responsibility. They were, in addition, a formative
influence on the evolution of Whig party doctrine. His first message to Congress that
introduced his policies stands as a brilliant state paper. But his administration, bedeviled by
partisan attack, must be accounted a failure. Savagely attacked as an aristocrat and a quasi
Federalist, Adams lost his reelection bid to Andrew Jackson in 1828.In 1831, Adams was
elected to the U.S. House of Representatives. Although no abolitionist, he battled single-
handedly against a southern-dominated House for the right to present petitions from
antislavery groups. Subjected to a gag rule and threatened with censure and even expulsion,
Adams persisted in his efforts to defend a constitutional right. Finally, in 1844, Congress
repealed its gag rule and the right of petition was restored. In many ways Adams’s
congressional record as a champion of civil rights was the crowning point of his long career in
public service.S. F. Bemis, John Quincy Adams and the Union (1956); George Dangerfield, The
Era of Good Feelings (1952).John NivenSee also Adams-Onís Treaty; Corrupt Bargain;
Elections: 1824, 1828; Monroe Doctrine.ADAMS, SAMUEL(1722–1803), American
revolutionary political leader. The son of a Boston merchant and maltster, Adams was a 1740
graduate of Harvard College where he publicly defended the thesis that it is “lawful to resist the
Supreme Magistrate, if the Commonwealth cannot be otherwise preserved.” Adherence to this
principle was ever afterward a central theme in his career.After failing as a brewer and
newspaper publisher, Adams found that his chief preoccupation, politics, was his true calling.
Following lengthy experience in Boston town affairs, he rose to prominence in the
Massachusetts assembly during the opposition to the Stamp Act in 1765. An organizer of
Boston’s Sons of Liberty, he played a key role from 1765 until the end of the War of
Independence in Patriot opposition to what Adams believed was a British plot to destroy



constitutional liberty.Adams’s contributions to the independence movement were many and
varied. During the 1760s and 1770s he frequently wrote polemical articles for the Boston
newspapers, and he recruited talented younger men—Josiah Quincy, Joseph Warren, and his
second cousin John Adams, among others—into the Patriot cause. It was Samuel Adams who
conceived of the Boston Committee of Correspondence and took a leading role in its formation
and operations from 1772 through 1774. He was among those who planned and coordinated
Boston’s resistance to the Tea Act, which climaxed in the famous Tea Party, and he later
worked for the creation of the Continental Congress, helping propel it into supporting
Massachusetts in the crisis.From 1774 through 1781 Adams represented Massachusetts in the
Continental Congress, where his industry, stamina, realism, and commitment made him one of
the handful of “workhorses” who served year in and year out on numerous committees.
Although Adams’s influence in state and national affairs waned during the 1780s, he was
elected to the Massachusetts convention on the ratification of the Constitution, which he was
ultimately persuaded to support even though it contradicted some Whig principles. But, as in
the past, he remained wary of centralized governmental power and never became part of the
Federalists, the dominant party in Massachusetts.After serving as John Hancock’s lieutenant
governor from 1789 to 1793, Adams succeeded to the governorship at Hancock’s death.
Although he opposed Jay’s Treaty with England in 1795, he was thrice reelected before
infirmity led him to retire in 1797. Three years later, when Thomas Jefferson was elected to the
presidency over his cousin John, Samuel congratulated the Virginian on the triumph of
democratic republicanism.Samuel Adams was a revolutionary of great self-discipline and
patience. “We cannot make events,” he believed. “Our business is wisely to improve them.” After
his death, one colleague likened him to John Calvin, “cool, abstemious, polished, refined,”
although Adams was “more inflexible, uniform, consistent” than the Genevan reformer. Avoiding
all social pretension and cultivating ascetic manners, Adams embodied an austere Puritan
republicanism that was seen as exemplary in 1775, but became archaic by the 1790s.
Uniformly respected, though not always liked, Samuel Adams was, in John Adams’s words,
“born and tempered a wedge of steel to split the knot of lignum vitae” that bound America to
Britain.Pauline Maier, “A New Englander as Revolutionary: Samuel Adams,” in Pauline Maier,
Old Revolutionaries: Political Lives in the Age of Samuel Adams (1980); John C. Miller, Sam
Adams: Pioneer in Propaganda (1936).Richard D. BrownSee also Boston Tea Party;
Committees of Correspondence; Continental Congresses; Revolution; Sons of Liberty; Stamp
Act.ADAMS-ONÍS TREATYThe Adams-Onís Treaty (1819), also known as the Transcontinental
Treaty, solved two problems. Citizens of Georgia wanted the United States to purchase eastern
Florida from Spain because Seminole natives frequently raided the state and then retreated to
the Spanish territory. Spain wanted to establish the boundary between Mexico and the
Louisiana Purchase before too many American settlers moved into the area. John Quincy
Adams, secretary of state under President James Monroe, negotiated the treaty with Luís de
Onís of Spain.Because independence movements in Spain’s other colonies demanded
attention, Onís was willing to sell eastern Florida. Despite the Spaniard’s initial insistence on
his country’s rights to much of the lands involved, Adams secured a boundary between the
Louisiana Purchase lands and the Texas territory that was extremely favorable to the United
States. The boundary was set at the western bank of the Sabine, Red, and Arkansas rivers to
the Continental Divide. From that point the line followed the forty-second parallel west to the
Pacific Ocean. Spain also gave up all claims on the Oregon territory.The purchase of Florida
for a mere $5 million (paid directly to citizens with claims against the Spanish government)
assured the treaty’s popularity in the United States, but Adams considered establishing the



western boundary his most important diplomatic feat. The treaty was finally signed and ratified
in 1821.See also Expansion, Continental and Overseas.ADDAMS, JANE(1860–1935),
settlement house founder and peace activist. Addams, one of the most distinguished of the first
generation of college-educated women, rejected marriage and motherhood in favor of a lifetime
commitment to the poor and social reform. Inspired by English reformers who intentionally
resided in lower-class slums, Addams, along with a college friend, Ellen Starr, moved in 1889
into an old mansion in an immigrant neighborhood of Chicago. Hull-House, which remained
Addams’s home for the rest of her life and became the center of an experiment in philanthropy,
political action, and social science research, was a model for settlement work among the poor.
Addams responded to the needs of the community by establishing a nursery, dispensary,
kindergarten, playground, gymnasium, and cooperative housing for young working women. As
an experiment in group living, Hull-House attracted male and female reformers dedicated to
social service. Addams always insisted that she learned as much from the neighborhood’s
residents as she taught them.Having quickly found that the needs of the neighborhood could
not be met unless city and state laws were reformed, Addams challenged both boss rule in the
immigrant neighborhood of Hull-House and indifference to the needs of the poor in the state
legislature. She and other Hull-House residents sponsored legislation to abolish child labor,
establish juvenile courts, limit the hours of working women, recognize labor unions, make
school attendance compulsory, and ensure safe working conditions in factories. The
Progressive party adopted many of these reforms as part of its platform in 1912. At the party’s
national convention, Addams seconded the nomination of Theodore Roosevelt for president
and campaigned actively on his behalf. She advocated woman’s suffrage because she believed
that women’s votes would provide the margin necessary to pass social legislation she
favored.Addams publicized Hull-House and the causes she believed in by lecturing and writing.
In her autobiography, Twenty Years at Hull-House (1910), she argued that society should both
respect the values and traditions of immigrants and help the newcomers adjust to American
institutions. A new social ethic was needed, she said, to stem social conflict and address the
problems of urban life and industrial capitalism. Although tolerant of other ideas and social
philosophies, Addams believed in Christian morality and the virtue of learning by
doing.Because Addams was convinced that war sapped the reform impulse, encouraged
political repression, and benefited only munition makers, she opposed World War I. She
unsuccessfully tried to persuade President Woodrow Wilson to call a conference to mediate a
negotiated end to hostilities. During the war she spoke throughout the country in favor of
increased food production to aid the starving in Europe. After the armistice she helped found
the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom, serving as president from 1919
until her death in 1935. Vilified during World War I for her opposition to American involvement,
Addams a decade later had become a national heroine and Chicago’s leading citizen. In 1931,
her long involvement in international efforts to end war was recognized when she was awarded
the Nobel Peace Prize.Allen F. Davis, American Heroine: The Life and Legend of Jane Addams
(1973); Daniel Levine, Jane Addams and the Liberal Tradition (1973).Elizabeth H. PleckSee
also Progressivism; Settlement Houses.ADVERTISINGAdvertising as we know it today began
during the last quarter of the nineteenth century. If an advertising agent working on the account
of a product such as Quaker Oats cereal in about 1900 were to have been transported forward
in time to 1925, the challenges, choices, and risks he faced would have been in many respects
familiar. If the same agent had been transported backward to 1875, that could not be said.
Advertising agencies were relatively unknown then, and those that existed had ill-defined
responsibilities. The mix of products for which they were placing advertisements was quite



different from that on the market at the turn of the century. Quaker Oats itself had not yet been
invented. Thus, the history of advertising in America falls into two eras separated at about this
turning point.To begin with, we should define advertising. It is mass communication an
advertiser pays for in order to convince a certain segment of the public to adopt ideas or take
actions of benefit to the advertiser. During the past century, large American manufacturers
have played a leading role in developing this craft, but in earlier years, leadership in terms of
design and creativity lay elsewhere.In the eighteenth century, Great Britain boasted the most
advanced advertising. Handbills and trade cards proclaiming in extravagant terms the
excellence of sundry products and services were common. Among the items being sold, few if
any caused more excitement than the New World itself. Signs and handbills touting its wonders
were so ubiquitous in London that Richard Hofstadter has observed that America was
conceived amidst “one of the first concerted and sustained advertising campaigns in the
history of the modern world.” Daniel J. Boorstin believes that such promotion may have had a
significant impact on the speed of emigration and has wondered about the impact on American
civilization of the fact that “there was a kind of natural selection here of those people who were
willing to believe advertising.”Advertising was a well-established practice in the late colonial
and early national periods in America, but these advertisements were neither as appealing to
the eye nor as cleverly crafted as were their counterparts in England. The type was so illegible
that Benjamin Franklin observed: “If you should ever have any secrets that you wish to be well
kept, get them printed in [the] papers.” Moreover, the United States was a predominantly rural
nation. Its farmers may not have been totally self-sufficient, but they produced more of their
own food, clothing, and household items than did urbanites. Thus, more Americans focused on
production for survival than on consumption for pleasure. With a sparse, predominantly rural
population and without an efficient system of transportation and communication, the country
had neither the need for nor the means of concerted national advertising campaigns.Most
advertising during the early national and antebellum periods was repetitious and
unimaginative. Writing of the pioneer merchants on the middle border, historian Lewis Atherton
observed that “in general the early advertising was dreary, matter of fact reading, served a
limited purpose, and was completely devoid of ... customer appeal. ... one advertisement was
like all others.”There were advances in American advertising in the larger cities during the
1820s and 1830s with improvements in printing technology and a change in advertising
philosophy. James Gordon Bennett, Sr.’s, New York Herald and other New York penny press
newspapers prided themselves on speaking directly to the mass public in understandable and
accessible terms, and they wanted their advertising to have the same appeal. In 1848, Bennett
began changing the Herald’s advertisements every day, making them news just like the
editorial matter.The precursors of advertising agencies also date from this period. By the
1840s, Volney B. Palmer was listing his “coal and advertising” agency in New York City’s
business directory. The very description of the business—coal and advertising—illustrates how
undifferentiated advertising was in those days.Modern advertising really began in the 1880s,
when new methods of manufacturing led to greatly increased output and decreased costs for
the producers of consumer goods. Advances in packaging technology meant that products
could be packaged at the plant rather than shipped to a wholesaler who traditionally broke bulk
and put his own name on them. Moreover, the telegraph network was in place and the
continent had been crisscrossed by a network of railroads, bringing its farthest reaches within
the purview of the incipient consumer culture.Prior to the 1880s, the American marketing
system had been characterized by an intricate set of wholesalers, jobbers, and other
middlemen whose most important function was to buy in large lots and sell in smaller ones. In



this age, the wholesaler was king. But in the new era of the 1880s, the importance of the
packaged goods manufacturer greatly increased. What manufacturers could package at their
own plant, they could brand. What they could brand, they could advertise. What they could
distribute nationally, they could advertise nationally. This, Daniel A. Pope has written,
“necessitated the growth of advertising agencies and dictated their activities” and also “tipped
the balance in advertising from information (however specious much of it had been) to
persuasion.”National advertisers provided the media and advertising agencies with a new set
of clients whose standards of conduct were far higher than those preceding them. The most
widely advertised consumer products through most of the nineteenth century had been patent
medicines—nostrums for which their purveyors made extravagantly false claims. But the new
companies, although not always innocent of misstatements, depended upon repeat-purchase
behavior and thus upon building a bond of trust with the consumer. To do this, they had to
eschew blatant falsehoods.As late as 1893, according to Pope, more than half of a sample of
over a hundred firms spending more than fifty thousand dollars annually on advertising were
patent medicine manufacturers, whose advertisements were often of the “cancer cure” variety.
His list of the largest national advertisers some twenty years later showed a sharp contrast.
Most of these firms were not “medical messiahs” but manufacturers of food, consumer
chemicals like soap and cosmetics, and consumer durables like automobiles and auto
accessories.For these new firms, advertising served many purposes:The introduction of new
products, ranging from inexpensive items like bottled cola to consumer durables such as the
automobile.The introduction of products already on the market to new consumers, like those
entering adulthood and immigrants.The suggestion of new uses for products already on the
market and the repositioning of products. Coca-Cola, for example, began as something close
to a medicine. It was said to “revive and sustain,” and to cure headaches. By the 1920s, the
beverage’s quality as a refreshment and “fun food” was being emphasized.The management of
the distribution system. Manufacturer advertising could pressure distributors into stocking
products because advertising created consumer demand. A consumer might feel more loyalty
to a heavily advertised brand like Coca-Cola than to a particular soda fountain and thus not
patronize a fountain that did not carry Coca-Cola.For the consumer product marketer,
advertising became the marketing analogy to assembly-line production techniques. It was
systematized mass salesmanship, which became a key weapon in the arsenal of companies
seeking to create and build brands.With the new mix of advertising clients and the new
conception of advertising came a host of changes in the trade that sharply differentiated
twentieth-century practice from the previous era. Among the most important changes were
those in the areas of copywriting, research, and source of compensation.Through most of the
nineteenth century, the principal function of the nation’s advertising agencies was to buy space
in publications at wholesale and sell it to advertisers at retail. In 1892, the N. W. Ayer and Son
agency in Philadelphia hired its first full-time copywriter to write the advertisement itself. Soon
after, Albert Davis Lasker of the Chicago agency of Lord and Thomas greatly boosted the
prestige of the copywriting function within the agency. He founded the “reason why” school,
which held that an advertisement had to give the customer a specific reason (perhaps a more
accurate description would be “rational-sounding excuse”) to purchase a product. This
approach contrasted with the bulk of previous copy, which had often consisted of an
announcement accompanied by disconnected and incredible claims to excellence.Modern
business corporations and advertising agencies make a major effort to research the projected
and actual impact of their advertising. Research at agencies dates back at least to 1879, when
Ayer undertook its first such project. Since then agencies, their clients, and independent



market research firms—often assisted by marketing academicians and economists—have
spent large sums to determine advertising’s effectiveness.Advertising agencies have always
been intermediaries between advertisers and the mass media. During much of the nineteenth
century, it was unclear whom the agency represented. Was it primarily a seller of media space
or a seller of a manufacturer’s product? In the twentieth century, the answer has been the latter.
Agencies sell products by buying space or time and are compensated by manufacturers.The
most visible change in advertising in the past hundred years has resulted from the new
technology of broadcasting. Initially, many thought that advertising over the “ether” would never
be accepted by the public because it would constitute an obnoxious intrusion into the home of
the owner of a radio set. And even if it did not prove unacceptable on grounds of taste, many
felt that radio advertising should be prohibited as a matter of public policy. When he was
secretary of commerce, Herbert Hoover said at a conference on radio in 1922 that it was
“inconceivable that we should allow so great a possibility for service to be drowned in
advertising chatter.” By the end of the decade, however, advertisers and their agents had come
to realize radio’s possibilities. With its drama and immediacy, radio could convey their message
directly to the consumer who would not need to purchase a publication or even be literate.In
the 1950s came television, which was commercialized in the United States to an exceptional
degree. American advertisers had more minutes to telecast more commercial messages to
more market segments (including children) than anywhere else in the world. Through
television, advertisers could demonstrate the use of their product and present well-known
figures to praise it. As had been the case with radio, those companies that first exploited the
commercial potential of television reaped lavish rewards.Advertising has been heavily criticized
on a variety of counts. Economists have charged that advertising distorts competition by raising
barriers to the entry of new firms into an industry and by distracting the consumer from price.
Sociologists have complained that advertising barges into the home with pseudopopulist
rhetoric (“We do it all for you”) that in fact encourages a starkly materialistic approach to the
world and promotes an ethos suggesting that what one possesses is more important than who
one is. The historian of the content of advertising copy Roland Marchand has shown how
advertisements adopt various clichés and parables whose relationship to a sensible evaluation
of a product’s benefits is tenuous at best. Indeed, much advertising copy conveys a message
that, if not false, is not really true either.Consumer advocates have accused advertising of
victimizing children too young to tell the difference between a sales pitch and disinterested
advice, and they have assailed what they view as its offensiveness to the elderly, to minorities,
and to women. Educators, journalists, and others have often voiced disapproval of advertising:
a “torrent of mendacity, imbecility, and bilge” was how author Bernard De Voto characterized it
some years ago.Among advertising’s critics are the corporations that pay for it. Witness the
following complaint: “I know that half of my advertising budget is wasted. The problem is that I
don’t know which half.” This quip, attributed to John Wanamaker, Frank W. Woolworth, and Lord
Leverhulme among others, has gained a permanent place in advertising lore and illustrates the
degree to which advertisers themselves, despite the vast sums spent on research, remain
skeptical about how effective their advertising dollars really are.It is, however, worth noting that
disingenuous as it often has been, advertising is first of all about persuasion. It has, therefore,
been historically far less important in command economies than it has been in market
economies. For all its many faults, relative freedom to advertise is an emblem of a more
general economic and social freedom. Perhaps it is part of the price we pay for that
freedom.Paul W. Farris and John A. Quelch, Advertising and Promotion Management: A
Manager’s Guide to Theory and Practice (1983); Daniel A. Pope, The Making of Modern



Advertising (1983); Richard S. Tedlow, New and Improved: The Story of Mass Marketing in
America (1990).Richard S. TedlowSee also Federal Trade Commission Radio and
Television.AFFIRMATIVE ACTIONThe term affirmative action is applied almost exclusively to
the use of racial, ethnic, or gender preferences in allocating a variety of social benefits. The
groups receiving such benefits, such as African-Americans, Native Americans, or women, are
assumed to have been victims of systematic discrimination in the past. Thus, a program
explicitly benefiting white males as a group would not for most people be an example of
“affirmative action”; rather, it would be seen as unconstitutional—as invidious discrimination
against nonwhites or women.The Supreme Court has considered the constitutionality of
affirmative action in a number of cases involving such issues as admission to educational
institutions, job hiring and promotion, exemption from ordinary seniority-bound job-layoff rules,
award of public building contracts, and award of licenses for radio and television stations by the
Federal Communications Commission. The constitutional question can be simply stated: does
the Constitution, which prohibits government from denying “equal protection of the law,” always
ban the use of racial, ethnic, or gender criteria in the allocation of social benefits? No one has
ever argued that the Constitution prohibits classification as such; almost all laws, in fact,
classify and select certain categories of persons for beneficial or negative treatment. Is there,
then, something special about racial, ethnic, or gender classifications that make them different
in kind from those based on, say, state residence, athletic ability, or status as a veteran, to offer
only three common examples of benefit-conferring classifications that are almost never treated
as instances of affirmative action?The constitutional debate was best set out in the first
important construction by the Supreme Court of the meaning of the equal protection clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment, Strauder v. West Virginia (1880). West Virginia had prohibited
African-Americans from serving on juries, and the Court had little trouble deciding that that was
unconstitutional. But Justice William Strong’s opinion explaining the decision pointed in
conflicting directions. On the one hand, he stated that the Fourteenth Amendment “was
designed to assure to the colored race the enjoyment of all the civil rights that under the law
are enjoyed by white persons.... It ordains ... that the law in the States shall be the same for the
black as for the white” (emphasis added). This language easily leads to the argument made
most memorably by Justice John Marshall Harlan in his famous dissent in Plessy v. Ferguson
(1896) that the “Constitution is color-blind” and, presumably, invalidates any laws based on
racial criteria. (To the extent that later generations treated ethnicity and gender as basically
similar to race, the arguments became the same in regard to these other classifications,
though relatively few in fact argue that the Constitution should be read to require a gender-
blind society. This article focuses on the problems raised by racial preferences.)Justice Strong,
however, emphasized throughout his opinion that the protection provided by the Fourteenth
Amendment was against “unfriendly action” by the government directed at newly freed, but still
often victimized, African-Americans. One could read Strong’s opinion as suggesting that the
Constitution might tolerate “friendly” racial classifications, ones that do not imply inferiority, but
are aimed at increasing the participation of a formerly “subject race” in all aspects of American
society. What makes affirmative action affirmative, after all, is that it is designed to help a
formerly discriminated-against group and thus conforms with the deep purposes of the
Fourteenth Amendment.The conflicting messages of Strong’s opinion became crucial following
the adoption of various racial preference plans, resulting from the civil rights movement of the
1960s, and their emphasis on the necessity of ensuring African-Americans entry into
institutions from which they had been excluded. One response, seen in the Civil Rights Act of
1964, was to prohibit racial discrimination by private businesses. Another was the adoption, by



both businesses and governments, of “friendly” preferences designed to integrate African-
Americans into the work force. Did such programs violate either the statute or, in the case of
governmental programs, the Constitution?Subsequent courts have reached different and often
confusing conclusions in various cases. The first major case dealing with affirmative action,
Bakke v. University of California (1978), involved the use by a state medical school of racial
preferences in admissions. There was no majority opinion in the Bakke case. The most
important opinion was that written by Justice Lewis Powell. He found the particular program
unconstitutional because it established a rigid quota, but he indicated that it did not violate the
Constitution to pay “some attention” to race in deciding whom to admit. Similarly divided courts
in later cases struck down the use of racial preferences in deciding which employees of a
school system could be laid off first in times of economic decline, but, on the other hand,
upheld the imposition of hiring quotas on a state highway patrol that had been guilty of
egregious discrimination in its hiring practices.An added source of complexity (or confusion) is
the different level of freedom accorded the state and federal governments in regard to
affirmative action. In the 1980 case of Fullilove v. Klutznick, the Supreme Court upheld a
federal program that required that minority-controlled businesses be preferred in awarding
certain contracts. But, in 1989, the Court held that Richmond, Virginia, could not require that
30 percent of its building contracts be awarded to minority contractors. The Court stated in
effect that the Fourteenth Amendment limits the states’ use of racial preferences more strictly
than it does the federal government’s. A 5–4 majority in a 1990 case applied this argument to
uphold a program of the Federal Communications Commission that favored minority-owned
radio and television stations in awarding broadcasting licenses. Many commentators have
found this distinction between state and national governments less than persuasive, and the
replacement of Justice William Brennan, the author of the 1990 case, by Justice David Souter
has led some to wonder if it will survive. All that can be predicted with any degree of
confidence is that the controversy will continue, probably indefinitely, into the future.Marshall
Cohen, Thomas Nagel, and T. M. Scanlon, eds., Equality and Preferential Treatment (1977);
Michael Rosenfeld, Affirmative Action and Justice: A Philosophical and Constitutional Inquiry
(1990); Thomas Sowell, Preferential Policies: An International Perspective (1990).Sanford
LevinsonSee also Civil Rights Movement; Feminist Movement; Racial Desegregation.AFRICA-
U.S. RELATIONSAfrica significantly influenced the Americas from the sixteenth century, when
slaves from West Africa began to be transported first to Spain’s colonies and then to
Portuguese Brazil from Zaire and Angola. English slavers soon joined in the business, carrying
tens of thousands of slaves to the West Indies and, subsequently, to the English mainland
colonies. By 1800 nearly one million black slaves from Africa lived in the new American
nation.Seagoing merchants from New England, and later from the Mid-Atlantic colonies, were
acquainted with West Africa from the early eighteenth century. As time passed, a brisk trade
developed. African slaves, gold, copper, and ivory were exchanged for textiles, tobacco, rum,
sugar, canned meat, guns, and hatchets. After the slave trade was outlawed by Congress, the
mills of Massachusetts continued to supply parts of Africa as distant as Kenya and Tanzania
with the rough cotton cloth that is still known, in up-country East Africa, as amerikani. The first
U.S. consulate south of the Sahara was established in Zanzibar in 1837 to foster trade. It was
followed by consulates in Cape Town, Gabon, and Liberia.Americans knew the coasts of Africa
well by the nineteenth century, and a few helped make inner Africa better known to the West.
Paul Belloni du Chaillu was responsible for mapping the interior of Gabon and bringing gorillas
to the attention of Europeans and Americans. The most famous American of this era was Sir
Henry Morton Stanley, a Welsh-born orphan who fought on both sides of the U.S. Civil War and



went to Africa as a journalist for the New York Herald. He covered the British punitive
expedition to Ethiopia in 1868 and then “found” the great Scottish explorer David Livingstone in
Ujiji, on the shores of Lake Tanganyika, in 1871. These journalistic coups were followed in
1874–1877 by his epic journey from Zanzibar to Lake Victoria and westward to the mouth of
the Congo River. In so doing, he inaugurated the last phase of Europe’s imperial conquest of
Africa.Although the United States took no other direct part in the scramble for Africa, slavery
involved America inextricably with the fate of the continent. As early as 1714, Americans
interested in the “Negro question” and opposed to slavery suggested that all “men of color”
should be removed beyond the borders of the colonies. Nearly a century later, Thomas
Jefferson favored a similar scheme. In 1816 the American Colonization Society was formed to
help slaves resettle in Africa. From 1820 to 1847 the society repatriated slave volunteers, in the
process conquering the small portion of coastal West Africa that became the Republic of
Liberia in 1847. Under an octoroon émigré from Virginia, Joseph Jenkins Roberts, Liberia
became almost an unofficial colony of the United States. Its constitution denied indigenous
Africans equal rights with the mostly lighter-skinned ex-slaves.Representatives of the United
States attended the conference in Berlin in 1884–1885 that sanctioned the occupation of sub-
Saharan Africa by the powers of Europe, but Americanterritorial and commercial ambitions
were focused then on the Caribbean, the Pacific, and Asia.The United States was again active
regarding Africa after World War I. The creation of the League of Nations and its mandatory
system owed much to President Woodrow Wilson; at the Versailles conference, he prevented
the outright annexation of the former German colonies in Africa by Britain, France, and South
Africa. After World War II, the United States again came to play an important role in Africa. Its
representatives to the Trusteeship Council of the United Nations were among those
responsible for accelerating the independence of former mandates like Tanganyika (now
Tanzania), Togo, and Cameroun.But America’s greatest impact on black Africa throughout the
first half of the twentieth century was made by private missionaries and educators. No other
nation sent so many denominations and orders to evangelize and teach Africans. Black
Americans were often in the forefront of this movement, their influence penetrating deep into
the interior of southern and central Africa. Mainstream groups like the Baptists and millennial
sects like the Jehovah’s Witnesses were important.Many Africans who later led their own
independent nations were trained in American seminaries and universities. When the African
National Congress (ANC) was formed in South Africa in 1912, several of its leaders were
lawyers, ministers, and physicians who had studied in the United States. John Chilembwe, an
American-educated churchman, fomented a rebellion against British-controlled Nyasaland
(Malawi) in 1915, and other American-linked religious separatists were blamed for disturbances
elsewhere in Africa.America’s official consciousness of black Africa began with the presidency
of John F. Kennedy. Colonialism was in flight, and Ken- nedy was squarely behind those who
had won or were about to win their freedom. Washington during this period was wide-eyed in
its hopes for democracy in Africa. It was generous in its grants of aid and technical assistance
and engaged in covert intervention to prevent the new nations from tying themselves to the
Soviet Union.During this period the independence of black African nations emboldened the
black power movement in the United States. The example and the rhetoric of the new
governments encouraged black Americans, just as black power in the United States
subsequently helped stimulate the rise of a black consciousness movement in apartheid-ridden
South Africa. In many ways the ideological forebears of the African movements of
independence and black power were the same: both Marcus Garvey’s back to Africa crusade
of the 1920s and the Pan-African Congresses of the 1920s to 1940s. Many of the Africans who



led the Congresses and later became national leaders in West Africa had been schooled in the
United States and had incorporated its social and political values.No greater contribution to
strengthening the bonds between America and Africa was crafted than by Kennedy’s Peace
Corps, which from its inception forged strong people-to-people ties between two very different
cultures. By 1989, three thousand volunteers were living in twenty-seven African
countries.Since the Kennedy era, U.S. aid levels have dropped dramatically, to $850 million of
nonmilitary aid in 1989. Some of Kennedy’s successors, like Presidents Richard M. Nixon and
Gerald Ford, aligned the United States with Portugal (which had colonies in Africa until 1974–
1975) and South Africa. Although major efforts were made during the presidency of Jimmy
Carter to wrest Namibia from South Africa and assist Rhodesia’s transition to independence as
Zimbabwe (in 1980), President Ronald Reagan’s administration had markedly cool relations
with black Africa. Nearly all the nations on the continent perceived the United States during this
period as pro-South Africa and at best ambivalent about the freedom struggle
there.“Constructive engagement,” as the American policy was known, depended more on
friendship with the apartheid rulers of South Africa than on backing the ANC. Only at the very
end of the Reagan administration was this policy reversed, with the passage of legislative
sanctions against South Africa. Such pressure and the military stalemate in Angola between
Cuban and South African combatants also led, by 1988, to a long-sought, U.S.-brokered
agreement to end South African intervention in Angola and withdraw thirty-five thousand
Cuban soldiers and technicians from that country. In 1989 this agreement permitted South
Africa to begin giving up control over Namibia, and for the United Nations to begin overseeing
Namibia’s transition to independence, which became a reality in March 1990.Peter Duignan
and Lewis H. Gann, The United States and Africa: A History (1984); Thomas J. Noer, Cold War
and Black Liberation: The United States and White Rule in Africa, 1948–1968 (1985).Robert I.
RotbergSee also American Colonization Society; Black Nationalism; Garvey, Marcus;
Missionaries; Peace Corps; Slavery; Triangular Trade.AGRICULTUREAgriculture was the most
important economic activity in America from the founding of Virginia in 1607 to about 1890.
Although farming declined rapidly in relative economic importance in the twentieth century, U.S.
agriculture continued to be the most efficient and productive in the world. Its success rested on
abundant fertile soil, a moderate climate, the ease of private land ownership, growing markets
for farm produce at home and abroad, and the application of science and technology to farm
operations.The first settlers, finding that European agriculture could not easily be transferred to
the new environment, adopted the Indian practices of raising corn, squash, tobacco, and other
crops. From the beginning corn, grown in all the colonies, was the leading food crop. Tobacco,
which was exported to earn foreign exchange, was raised mostly in Virginia and Maryland.In
New England, farmers on small acreages raised corn, oats, and rye, vegetables and fruits, and
livestock, especially cattle and sheep. In the central colonies of New York, Pennsylvania, and
New Jersey wheat was the major crop. Farmers there were also heavy producers of livestock
and animal products, as well as fruit and vegetables. Most farmers in early America were
largely self-sufficient, producing enough for their family needs, but also some surplus for
sale.Agriculture from Maryland southward was more specialized and commercialized than in
the North. Corn was the main grain and food crop, but tobacco, rice, and indigo were the
principal export crops. Farmers grew tobacco in Virginia as early as 1612, and production
expanded rapidly. Rice, introduced into South Carolina in 1685, soon became a major
commercial crop in that colony and later in Georgia. The plantation system was developed in
connection with the production of tobacco and rice, with black slaves providing much of the
labor by the late seventeenth century. Cotton was grown for home use in the late eighteenth



century, but because it was difficult to extract the seeds it did not become an important
commercial crop until after the invention of the cotton gin by Eli Whitney in 1793.Farmers then
used crude hand tools made of wood, sometimes with iron parts. Plows too might have an iron
facing on the cutting edge. Planting, weeding, and harvesting were done by hand
labor.Significant changes in farming began to occur at the beginning of the nineteenth century.
Between the American Revolution and the Civil War, tens of thousands of farmers surged
westward to settle on the rich lands of the Ohio and Mississippi valleys. There a grain-livestock
empire gradually took shape that was unequaled anywhere in the world. In the South farmers
and planters pushed into Alabama and Mississippi and as far west as Texas, establishing a
vast cotton kingdom and backcountry of mainly self-sufficient farmers. By 1860 the nation had
2,044,077 farms. Agricultural expansion was encouraged by removal of Indians from choice
farmlands, liberal public land policies, development of canal and rail transportation, demand for
food and fiber in the growing towns and cities, increasing exports, and especially improved
farm machinery.One of the greatest advances made in agriculture before the Civil War was the
shift from human to animal power and the use of new labor-saving machines. Besides the
cotton gin, innovations such as iron and steel plows, reapers, threshing machines, grain drills,
corn and cotton planters, and iron harrows and cultivators became common. These
implements were drawn by oxen and horses. In 1800, it took fifty-six man-hours to grow and
harvest an acre of wheat but only thirty-five man-hours in 1840.Meanwhile, agricultural
reformers advised farmers to rotate their crops, conserve the soil, use fertilizers, adopt new
crops, improve livestock breeds, and use the latest machinery. Although a few farmers
practiced soil conservation by rotating crops or growing legumes, most simply plowed up new
lands when the fertility of their fields declined. Of the three main components of production—
land, labor, and capital—land was the cheapest, so it made economic sense in the short run to
exploit the soil to the fullest.By 1860 the nation’s 2 million farms were producing a remarkable
abundance. In that year, farmers grew 838 million bushels of corn, 172 million bushels of
wheat, and large quantities of other grains, plus 5.4 million bales of cotton, millions of pounds
of tobacco, and a great variety of fruits, vegetables, and other crops. Livestock numbers ran
into the millions.Farmers continued to supply many of their own needs, but increasingly they
were selling their produce, much of it abroad, and buying manufactured goods. In 1860 farm
products made up 82 percent of the country’s exports. These exports, especially that of cotton,
were highly important because they earned foreign exchange for investment in American
manufacturing and transportation. Moreover, agriculture supplied the raw materials for some of
the nation’s leading manufactures such as textiles and food products. In brief, agriculture was a
powerful engine behind American economic development in the first half of the nineteenth
century.Following the Civil War, agricultural expansion accelerated at an even faster pace as
hundreds of thousands of farmers migrated to the Great Plains and the Rocky Mountain and
West Coast states. With the end of slavery, blacks became sharecroppers on hundreds of
thousands of small farms in the South. Between 1860 and 1916, the number of farms rose
from slightly over 2 million to 6.4 million, and farm acreage more than doubled from 407 million
to 879 million acres. Farm machines for planting, cultivating, and harvesting were steadily
improved and some new machines such as the steam tractor were introduced. With larger
acreages and better machinery the production of corn, wheat, cotton, tobacco, and other crops
continued to increase tremendously.By World War I the nation’s agriculture had settled into
regional patterns. Farmers in the Northeast concentrated on dairying, poultry raising, and
producing fruits and vegetables for the growing urban markets. In the Midwest, corn, oats, and
barley were the leading grain crops, which supported a thriving hog and cattle business.



Dairying was highly important in the upper midwestern states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and
Michigan. The Great Plains from Texas to the Canadian border became the country’s
breadbasket with wheat as the main commercial crop, supplemented by a strong livestock
economy.Agriculture in the Rocky Mountain states centered around cattle and sheep raising
and the production of wheat and irrigated crops such as sugarbeets and alfalfa. In eastern
Washington and Oregon wheat was the principal grain crop, but those states also raised large
quantities of apples, peaches, pears, other fruits, and vegetables. California farmers produced
a great variety of products, including wheat, vegetables, fruit, nuts, and after World War II,
cotton and rice. Much of the agriculture in the Far West depended on irrigation. In the South
cotton was the main cash crop from the Carolinas to Texas until after World War II. Tobacco,
sugarcane, and rice continued to be the other leading commercial crops in the region.Although
American agriculture was extremely productive, most farmers were not prosperous. Part of the
problem was that farmers produced raw materials and exchanged them for more expensive
manufactured goods. The terms of trade were unfavorable for farmers. In 1900 income per
worker in agriculture was only $260 annually compared to $622 for nonagricultural workers.
Tenancy increased from 25 to 35 percent between 1880 and 1900. It was especially high
throughout the South where hundreds of thousands of black and white farmers worked as
tenants and sharecroppers with little prospect of ever owning a farm or making a decent living.
Between 1900 and the end of World War I, however, farmers experienced better times. The
demand for farm commodities increased, land values rose, and during part of the period, farm
prices went up faster than nonfarm prices. The first two decades of the twentieth century
became known as the golden age of American agriculture.Then in 1920 the postwar deflation
hit farmers extremely hard as agricultural prices dropped much further than nonfarm prices.
Arguing that farmers suffered unfairly from the cost-price squeeze, farm spokesmen began
campaigning for federal farm relief. There was plenty of precedent for congressional action on
behalf of farmers. In 1862 Congress had passed three basic laws to assist farmers—the
Homestead Act, the Morrill Land Grant Act, which provided federal aid to set up agricultural
and mechanical colleges, and an act establishing the Department of Agriculture. Later
Congress enacted credit and cooperative marketing legislation to help farmers.None of these
laws, or others, however, solved the problem of low returns to farmers or the disparity between
agricultural and nonfarm prices. It was not until 1933 that Congress passed the Agricultural
Adjustment Act that inaugurated a wide range of federal programs to support the prices of
basic agricultural commodities, encourage soil conservation, and subsidize exports. The New
Deal programs continued through the rest of the century without major modifications.
Government payments to farmers in 1934 totaled $134 million; by 1961 they had increased to
$1.5 billion, and by 1987 to $22 billion.By the 1930s agriculture was undergoing still more
fundamental changes through advances in technology and the application of science to
farming. The gasoline tractor, which came into general use in the 1920s and 1930s, brought
the horse age in farming to a close shortly after World War II. The development of bigger and
better machines, like the grain combine harvester and the mechanical cotton picker, continued
to reduce the amount of labor needed in agriculture.A second aspect of the revolution was the
widespread use of chemicals for fertilizer, insecticides, and herbicides, and a third phase
involved the breeding of better crop strains, such as hybrid corn, and the development of
improved livestock. Other dramatic changes included confined hog and poultry production,
contract cattle feeding, artificial breeding, and better control of crop and livestock diseases.
Major shifts occurred in regional output. Many southern farmers abandoned cotton after World
War II and turned to soybeans, poultry, and cattle. Cotton growing moved westward where



West Texas, Arizona, and California producers grew the crop under irrigation.These and other
developments combined to increase agricultural productivity dramatically without the need to
increase acreages. The amount of land in farms stayed at about 1 billion acres between 1930
and 1980. For example, corn production increased from 20 bushels an acre in 1930 to about
110 bushels half a century later. Annual milk production per cow rose from 4,622 to 12,147
pounds in the same period. A new crop, soybeans, surged to prominence after 1930, and by
1981 farmers were producing slightly more than 2 billion bushels annually.Even before
productivity rose so sharply, American farmers grew a constant surplus, so that a large portion
of their output had to be exported. In 1980 one-third of farm production was sold abroad, and
agricultural exports made up about 20 percent of the country’s overseas sales.By the end of
the twentieth century some new trends were emerging in agriculture. These included organic
farming and the reduced use of chemicals in response to health and environmental concerns.
Some producers practiced no-till farming to lower costs and conserve the soil. The effects of
biotechnology or genetic engineering to increase crop and livestock production were also being
felt. With larger and more powerful machines and scientific methods, farmers were able to
cultivate more land and handle more livestock with less labor. Consequently, after 1940 there
was a sharp increase in the average size of farms and a rapid decline in the number of
farmers. In 1940 there were 6.1 million farms averaging 215 acres in size. By 1980 only 2.4
million farms remained, but the average size was 431 acres. Despite the growing size of farms,
the great majority of American agriculture remained in the hands of family farmers. There were
large plantations in the South and some huge agricultural corporations elsewhere, but at the
end of the twentieth century over 90 percent of the nation’s farms were still in the hands of
family operators.In 1930 some 30 million Americans lived on farms, or 25 percent of the
population. By the 1980s the number of people living on farms had declined to 5.7 million, or
less than 2.5 percent. Throughout U.S. history farming had been an important economic
activity, but it had also been a distinctive way of life for millions of Americans. Many people held
to the Jeffersonian ideal that farming was a superior way of life and that farmers were better
people than urbanites. Farming and rural life had become romanticized, mainly by nonfarmers,
most of whom had never made a living on the farm. By the end of the twentieth century,
however, agriculture had become a business that required skilled labor, capital, and good
management and was an activity with which very few Americans had any direct contact.
Shifting from a labor-intensive to a capital-intensive industry, commercial agriculture had
become a specialized business. Much of the nation’s farm production and distribution was in
the hands of large agribusiness firms. Nevertheless, some of the ideas, traditions, and values
associated with farming and the rural way of life still prevailed in a society that had become
predominantly urban.Gilbert C. Fite, American Farmers, The New Minority (1981); John T.
Schlebecker, Whereby We Thrive: A History of American Farming, 1607–1972 (1975).Gilbert
C. FiteSee also Carver, George Washington; Chavez, Cesar; Cotton; Cotton Gin; Dust Bowl;
Farmers’ Alliance; Granger Movement; Homestead Act; McCormick, Cyrus; Morrill Land Grant
Act; Plantation System; Public Land Policy; Southern Tenant Farmers’ Union; Tobacco; Whitney, 
Eli.ALABAMA CLAIMSThe Alabama claims were brought by the United States against Great
Britain for the damage caused by several Confederate warships built in Liverpool during the
Civil War, most notably the commerce raiders Alabama and Florida. The British Foreign
Enlistment Act of 1819 forbade the construction and outfitting of foreign warships. The
Confederates evaded the letter of this law during the early years of the war by various ruses
and managed to purchase a number of cruisers. After these vessels were completed, they
destroyed or captured more than 250 American merchant ships and caused the conversion of



700 more to foreign flags. By the end of the war, the U.S. Merchant Marine had lost half its
ships. The subsequent demands for compensation took the title of the vessel that had done the
most damage—Alabama.Most historians now believe that the raiders’ worst effect was on the
U.S. Merchant Marine, which never regained its prewar standing, rather than on the actual
course of the war. But at the time many Americans believed that the raiders had indeed
lengthened the war. British and U.S. diplomats worked out the Johnson-Clarendon Convention
of 1869, recommending a commission to review the Alabama claims, but this proposal met
overwhelming defeat in the Senate, where Charles Sumner, chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, spoke passionately against it. He maintained that the British were accountable not
only for private citizens’ losses but for all the costs of the war after Gettysburg, on the grounds
that the Confederates were defeated by then except for their maritime operations. He proposed
a compensation of $2 billion and recommended the cession of Canada as well.Diplomacy
resumed nevertheless, and in 1871 Secretary of State Hamilton Fish negotiated the Treaty of
Washington, calling again for an arbitration panel. This time the proposal was accepted on May
8. The arbitrators met in Geneva in 1871–1872. They dismissed the “indirect” claims for war
costs but granted the full amount of private compensation requested, $15 million.See also Civil
War.ALAMOThe Alamo was the site of a legendary battle in Texas’s struggle for independence
from Mexico (1835–1836). Texans had been chafing under the Mexican government, which
legislated against slavery, allowed the military to intrude upon civil affairs, and was chronically
unstable. In December 1835, a volunteer Texan force drove government troops out of San
Antonio and settled in around the Alamo, a mission compound adapted to military purposes
after the 1790s. In January 1836, Mexico’s president, Gen. Antonio López de Santa Anna,
concentrated forces south of the Rio Grande. Sam Houston, the commander of Texas’s armies,
ordered San Antonio abandoned, but troops under James Bowie and William B. Travis chose to
remain. They were joined by others, notably the “Tennessee boys” led by Davy Crockett.When
Santa Anna’s army reached San Antonio, Travis, in full command because Bowie had fallen ill,
declared from within the Alamo, “I shall never surrender or retreat. ... VICTORY OR DEATH.”
The latter increasingly became the more likely prospect. The Mexican force has been
estimated at from 2,400 to over 5,000, the Alamo’s defenders numbered only about 185, and
Santa Anna declared he would give no quarter. On March 6, after thirteen days of siege, the
Mexicans stormed the citadel. It took three assaults and close combat to overcome the
insurgent garrison. Apparently, only one Texan combatant survived—José María Guerrero, who
persuaded his captors he had been forced to fight. Noncombatants—women, children, and a
black slave—were also spared. “Best estimates” of Mexican dead have ranged from six
hundred to nearly sixteen hundred.Both the Texan and the Mexican decisions to fight at the
Alamo have been criticized on military grounds. But the battle gave the insurgent cause its
martyrs and its battle cry. Shouting “Remember the Alamo!” Texans overwhelmed a Mexican
force six weeks later at San Jacinto (April 21, 1836). There, Santa Anna was captured and
independence won.See also Texas Revolution and Annexation.ALASKA PURCHASEIn 1866,
the Russian government offered to sell Alaska to the United States. Russia had held the
territory since 1741, but by the mid-nineteenth century, British and American settlers were
pressing Alaska’s southern border, increasing the likelihood of territorial quarrels. Furthermore,
the Russian treasury was short of funds. Accordingly, Baron Edouard de Stoeckl, the Russian
minister to the United States, was instructed in December 1866 to negotiate the sale. He and
Secretary of State William H. Seward worked out a treaty under which the United States would
purchase Alaska for $7.2 million in gold. Seward initially offered $5 million, an amount Stoeckl
was empowered to accept. But Stoeckl correctly judged that the secretary would agree to a



higher figure because of Seward’s passionate commitment to American expansion as well as
his wish to conclude the matter while Congress was still in session. Stoeckl received final
approval of the treaty terms from his government on March 30, 1867.When it became clear
that the Senate would not debate the treaty before its adjournment on March 30, Seward
persuaded President Andrew Johnson to call the Senate back into special session the next
day. Many Radical Republicans scoffed at “Seward’s folly,” although their criticism appears to
have been based less on the merits of the purchase than on their hostility to President
Johnson and to Seward as Johnson’s political ally. Seward mounted a vigorous campaign,
however, and with support from Charles Sumner, chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, won approval of the treaty on April 9 by a vote of 37–2.For more than a year, as
congressional relations with President Johnson worsened, the House refused to appropriate
the necessary funds. But in June 1868, after Johnson’s impeachment trial was over, Stoeckl
and Seward revived the campaign for the Alaska purchase. Combining public appeals and
private persuasion (including bribes to a number of key Republicans), they won a favorable
vote on July 14. With the purchase of Alaska, the United States acquired an area twice as
large as Texas, but it was not until the great Klondike gold strike in 1896 that Alaska came to
be seen generally as a valuable addition to American territory.See also Expansion, Continental
and Overseas; Seward, William H.ALBANY CONGRESSRepresentatives of seven colonies of
British North America met in Albany, New York, in 1754, at the outbreak of the French and
Indian War. The Board of Trade, the organ of the British government responsible for the
colonies, called the congress to unify the colonists in the face of the threat of war.The Albany
Congress is most famous for the Albany Plan of Union, drafted by Benjamin Franklin. The
Albany Plan provided for a federal union of the mainland colonies under the British Crown. The
legislature of each colony would elect representatives to a Grand Council, apportioned
according to the size of the colony and administered by a president-general appointed by the
Crown. This “general government” would have the power to make peace or war, as well as
primary financial and command responsibility for defense, Indian relations, and regulation of
frontier settlement. The Grand Council could make laws and levy taxes for these two purposes.
Franklin enjoined his proposed government to make the taxes “such as may be collected with
the least inconvenience to the people; rather discouraging luxury, than loading industry with
unnecessary burdens.”The Albany Plan, though adopted by the Albany Congress, never went
any further. Most of the individual colonies preferred to keep their decentralized governments.
The plan remained important as a model and precedent for the joint action of the mainland
colonies in the American Revolution.See also Revolution.ALBANY REGENCYThe Albany
Regency was an influential cadre of New York Democratic leaders of the Bucktail faction of
their party, starting around 1817. It was so called because it maintained the political presence
of Martin Van Buren in New York’s state capital while he was serving in Washington, D.C.
Regency members William L. Marcy, Azariah C. Flagg, Benjamin F. Butler, Silas Wright, and
John A. Dix had long political careers, but Edwin Croswell, editor of the Albany Argus, was at
least as influential. As allies of Van Buren, they arrayed themselves against the state’s
governor, DeWitt Clinton. Van Buren saw parties as a legitimate vehicle for winning elections
based on issues, not as earlier political leaders did, as factions created solely on the basis of
some principle. Andrew Jackson benefited from the Albany Regency’s lasting influence. When
Van Buren and the Regency supported Jackson for the presidency, the campaign did much to
create the Democratic party.See also Van Buren, Martin.ALCOTT, LOUISA MAY(1832–1888),
author. Alcott spent her early years in and around Boston, where her transcendentalist father,
Bronson, wrote, lectured, and established short-lived experimental primary schools. Her



mother, Abigail May, was an early and ardent abolitionist and involved in many contemporary
issues including feminism, dietary reforms, and the causes of poverty. Alcott grew up
surrounded by the writers and activist friends of her parents such as Henry David Thoreau,
Ralph Waldo Emerson, Theodore Parker, the Peabody sisters, William Lloyd Garrison, Orestes
Brownson, and Margaret Fuller. Although Alcott associated transcendentalism with
impracticality and fuzzy thinking, she was deeply affected by the abolitionist cause. Her active
role in her mother’s struggles with the family’s poverty caused by Bronson’s economic vagaries
led Alcott to feminism. For reasons of health and temperament, she manifested her allegiance
with the suffrage movement more in her writings than in public.Alcott began writing as an
adolescent, publishing her first story, “The Rival Prima Donnas,” in a theatrical paper. She
called the story, which featured two actresses pitted against one another professionally and
personally, “rubbish” and followed it quickly with Flower Fables, fairy stories she had written for
Emerson’s daughter, Ellen. These tales illustrated the theme that hard work, self-denial, and
patience can win love from even the chilliest heart.These beginnings indicate the two directions
Alcott’s work would take. On the one hand, she wrote, enthusiastically and often
pseudonymously, colorful and improbable stories for grown-ups about unrequited or tragically
misdirected love, jealousy, vengeance, and retribution. On the other hand, she wrote, more
slowly and with less gusto, moral stories for children, which illustrated the principles of Flower
Fables. As she matured, these works also contained lessons for women about transcending
their roles as mothers and housekeepers by becoming doctors, writers, or charity workers.In
the winter of 1862–1863 Alcott went to Washington, D.C., as a nurse in Dorothea Dix’s newly
established service. She washed, fed, and tended wounded soldiers until, after only a few
weeks, she fell ill. In accordance with army medical practice she was given large doses of
calomel, an emetic containing mercury, which rendered her a semi-invalid for the last two
decades of her life. She returned home to convalesce. In the following years she wrote her
most exciting pseudonymous thrillers as well as Hospital Sketches, a humorous account of her
nursing experiences.In 1868, following an often repeated suggestion of her father, who had an
exceptionally strong influence on her life, she wrote Little Women. It was a heartwarming and
rigidly moral account of her difficult childhood and her strenuous efforts to cope with her
rebellious thoughts and feelings while growing up in a large, poor family, guided unsteadily by
an improvident idealist. The success of Little Women was immediate and lasting. Alcott
dismissed it and its many sequels (Good Wives, Little Men, Jo’s Boys, Eight Cousins, Rose in
Bloom, and Under the Lilacs) as “pap” for the young, but she enjoyed some aspects of her
success including the comforts and the trips to New York and Europe it provided her and her
family. Her health deteriorated, and she died at the age of fifty-five, four days after the death of
her eighty-eight-year-old father.Louisa May Alcott, Plots and Counterplots, ed. Madeleine Stern
(1977).Martha SaxtonSee also Feminist Movement; Literature; Transcendentalism.ALGER
HISS CASEIn August 1948, Whittaker Chambers, a former Communist appearing before the
House Un-American Activities Committee, charged that Alger Hiss, president of the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, was a Communist spy. Chambers claimed that he and
Hiss had belonged to the same espionage ring and that Hiss had given him secret State
Department documents. Chambers later repeated these charges on “Meet the Press.”Hiss, a
Harvard-educated lawyer and a prominent Washington figure, had been responsible for Far
East affairs for the State Department and had played a significant role in the planning for and
development of the United Nations. He responded to Chambers’s charges by suing him for
slander. Chambers then produced copies of the secret documents, saying he had hidden them
in a pumpkin in a field near his farm. Since the statute of limitations for an espionage charge



had expired, the government prosecuted Hiss for perjury. His first trial ended in a hung jury; at
the second he was found guilty and sentenced to five years in prison.The Hiss case played an
important role in the domestic controversies over the cold war and McCarthyism. Supporters of
Hiss believed that Chambers was a liar and that the incident was an attempt to discredit the
New Deal and social reform. Chambers and his followers, for their part, always stressed the
communist threat to the United States.See also Anticommunism; Espionage.ALI,
MUHAMMAD(1942- ), boxer and spokesman for the Nation of Islam. The increasing militancy
of African-American politics during the 1960s coincided with the transformation of Olympic gold
medalist Cassius Marcellus Clay into Muhammad Ali, the most controversial and widely known
of all heavyweight boxing champions. Born into a black working-class family in Louisville,
Kentucky, Clay experienced the racial restrictions that fueled the civil rights protests of the late
1950s and 1960s. As a youngster, he resented being named after a white man, albeit an
abolitionist. When he read news of the 1955 racial murder in Mississippi of Emmett Till, a black
youngster about his age, he reacted angrily, hurling stones at an UNCLE SAM WANTS YOU
poster.He learned to box while a teenager, and his exceptional skills quickly became evident.
By 1959 he had won a national Golden Gloves championship. Following his success as a
member of the 1960 U.S. Olympic boxing team, he signed a professional contract with
Louisville promoters and soon became a contender for the heavyweight boxing crown. Brashly
outspoken about racial issues, he also bragged about his pugilistic ability, often proclaiming, “I
am the greatest.” His facile rhymes and sometimes accurate knockout predictions attracted the
attention of boxing fans.As he was perfecting his boxing and promotional skills, he became
affiliated with the Nation of Islam, an all-black religious group, often labeled the Black Muslims,
led by Elijah Muhammad. He became close friends with the Nation’s best-known spokesman,
Malcolm X, but remained loyal to Elijah Muhammad after Malcolm’s 1964 break with him.
Recognizing that the Nation of Islam was notorious because of its advocacy of black self-
defense and racial separatism, Clay kept his affiliation with the group secret until February
1964, when he defeated Sonny Liston and became heavyweight champion. He then
announced his religious ties and stated that he had rejected his “slave” name in favor of the
new name Muhammad Ali.For a decade thereafter, Ali remained at the center of controversy.
Many reporters and boxing officials continued to refer to him as Cassius Clay and some even
demanded that his title be withdrawn. The hostility increased when he refused in 1967 to be
inducted into the army, citing the fact that his religion forbade him from doing so. Government
officials were unwilling to accept his claim that he was a lay Islamic minister, especially when
he made clear his lack of sympathy for the war in Vietnam. “I ain’t got no quarrel with the
Vietcong,” he explained. Although he indicated that he was simply responding to religious
imperatives, Ali became a widely admired symbol of black pride and militancy because of his
consistent unwillingness to back down in the face of threats from white authorities. Stripped of
his title after being indicted for refusing induction, he was later convicted and sentenced to five
years in prison. In June 1970, however, the Supreme Court overturned his conviction. In 1974,
Ali gained further vindication when he defeated George Foreman and regained the title that
had been taken from him.Although Ali’s activities in the years after 1974 were not as
controversial as they had once been, he remained an internationally known public figure. After
his retirement from boxing during the late 1970s, he developed Parkinson’s syndrome, a
condition that severely restricted his once extensive public-speaking activities.Muhammad Ali,
with Richard Durham, The Greatest: My Own Story (1975); Henry Hampton and Steve Fayer,
Voices of Freedom: An Oral History of the Civil Rights Movement from the 1950s through the
1980s (1990).Clayborne CarsonSee also Spectator Sports.ALIEN AND SEDITION ACTSThe



Alien and Sedition Acts were passed by Congress in 1798 in preparation for an anticipated war
with France. Interpreting the prominent participation of immigrants in the Republican opposition
party as evidence of a relationship between foreigners and disloyalty, Federalists championed
tighter restrictions for foreigners and critics of their policies.The Naturalization Act of 1798
increased the residency requirement for American citizenship from five to fourteen years,
required aliens to declare their intent to acquire citizenship five years before it could be
granted, and made persons from “enemy” nations ineligible for naturalization. The act
consequently deprived Republicans of an important source of political support. Aliens were
specifically affected by two other acts, which authorized their deportation if they were deemed
“dangerous to the peace and safety of the United States” and their wholesale incarceration or
expulsion by presidential executive order during wartime.Under the Sedition Act, even the
rights of American citizens were curtailed by prohibiting assembly “with intent to oppose any
measure ... of the government” and made it illegal for any person to “print, utter, or publish ...
any false, scandalous, and malicious writing” against the government.Armed with these
statutes, Federalists attempted to suppress Republican opposition on the basis of ideological
differences—most successfully prosecuting newspaperman Thomas Cooper and Republican
congressman Matthew Lyon. These controversies provoked the first probing of the
constitutional limits on free speech, the press, and the rights of an organized political
opposition. When Thomas Jefferson became president, enforcement of the Alien and Sedition
Acts ended. The sedition and incarceration provisions of the acts, however, were resurrected
during later wars.See also Bill of Rights; Freedom of Speech; Freedom of the Press;
Immigration Nativism.ALLEN, RICHARD(1760–1831), African-American religious leader and
reformer. As a shaper of thought and builder of institutions, few of his white contemporaries
matched the accomplishments of Allen in the postrevolutionary period. At age twenty, only a
few months after purchasing his release from slavery, he was preaching to mostly white
audiences and converting many to Methodism. At twenty-seven, he was one of the founders of
the Free African Society of Philadelphia, probably the first autonomous organization of free
blacks in the United States. Before he was thirty-five, he had become the spiritual leader of
what grew into Philadelphia’s largest black congregation—Bethel African Methodist Episcopal
Church. Over a long lifetime, he founded or served as officer in many other organizations
designed to improve the lives of African-Americans. Although he had no formal education, he
became an accomplished writer of sermons, tracts, addresses, and remonstrances.Born a
slave in the family of a prominent Philadelphia lawyer and officeholder, Benjamin Chew, Allen
was sold with his family to a farmer near Dover, Delaware, in about 1768. It was here, in 1777,
that Allen experienced a religious awakening through the preaching of itinerant Methodists
shortly after most of his family had been sold again. Three years later he contracted to
purchase his freedom.Supporting himself as a woodchopper, brickyard laborer, wagon driver,
and shoemaker, Allen, by 1783, had fixed the course of his life through his frequent itinerant
preaching. In 1786, the Methodists in Philadelphia called him to preach to black members of
their flock.In Philadelphia, Allen founded Mother Bethel, a black Methodist church that opened
its doors in 1794, and the independent African Methodist Episcopal (A.M.E.) church in 1816.
Between those years, he established schools for black youth and mutual aid societies to free
black Philadelphians from dependence on white charity. He wrote pamphlets and sermons
attacking the slave trade and slavery and became a leader in almost every African-American
institution in the city.His twenty-year battle with the white Methodist church, which led to a final
separation in 1817, was a vital phase in the African-American struggle in the North to get out
from under the controlling hand of white religionists. The A.M.E. church, with Allen as its first



bishop, allowed former slaves to forge an Afro-Christianity that spoke in the language and
answered the needs of a growing number of northern and, later, southern blacks. For decades,
the church helped heal the scars of slavery and facilitated the adjustment of black southern
migrants to life in the North.In his later years, Allen was drawn to the idea of colonization—in
Africa, Haiti, and Canada—as an answer to the needs of blacks facing discrimination and
exploitation as freed persons. The capstone of his career was leadership at the first meeting of
the National Negro Convention Movement, an umbrella organization that launched coordinated
reform efforts among black Americans.Carol V. R. George, Segregated Sabbaths: Richard
Allen and the Rise of Independent Black Churches, 1760–1840 (1973).Gary B. NashSee also
Abolitionist Movement; A.M.E. Church; Black Churches; Free Negroes, 1619–1860.A.M.E.
CHURCHStirred into action by the Great Awakening of the 1740s, white evangelical
Protestants began proselytizing black Americans. The most successful of these were the
Methodists. Their program of systematic evangelism and their emphasis on a “near” rather than
“distant” God, self-help, liberation from sin through conversion, and lively preaching and singing
—along with John Wesley’s denunciations of the evils of slavery—proved tremendously
effective in attracting converts among slaves and free people of color.By the time of the
Revolution, blacks formed substantial minorities in congregations in Philadelphia, Baltimore,
and New York, and a majority in Charleston. But given the contradiction between the Methodist
gospel of a Christianity transcending race and class, and the prejudices among white
adherents against black people, tensions soon developed.In November 1787, white elders
attempted to relegate black Methodists to a newly built gallery in Philadelphia’s St. George’s
Methodist Church. Richard Allen, an ex-slave and charismatic lay preacher, and several others
refused to sit in segregated seats. They began praying at the altar rail. When white trustees
attempted to remove them, Allen and others founded Bethel church and, in 1816, the African
Methodist Episcopal church (A.M.E.), the first independent, black-run Protestant denomination.
With Allen as its bishop, the church took on philanthropic and educational endeavors in the
black community and in Canada, Haiti, the British West Indies, and West Africa. It was active in
the abolitionist movement, especially in opposing the American Colonization Society and other
colonization schemes. Prior to the Civil War, the A.M.E.’s strength lay in the Mid-Atlantic region
and the Midwest; its expansion in slave states was hampered by repressive slave codes. After
the Civil War, the A.M.E. church spread widely throughout the South.See also Allen, Richard;
Black Churches.AMERICA FIRST COMMITTEEThe America First Committee was organized
in July 1940 to oppose American intervention in World War II. The committee built a
considerable following, particularly in the Midwest. Some America Firsters actively supported
the Nazis, but more—like the committee chairman, Gen. Robert E. Wood, head of Sears,
Roebuck—were businessmen who considered neutrality the only way to keep America safe
and prosperous. Some also feared that organizing for war would give the federal government
and their archenemy, President Franklin D. Roosevelt, even more power than the New Deal
already had. Other committee members were old-line progressives like Senators Gerald P. Nye
and Burton K. Wheeler, who associated pressure for aid to Great Britain with the international
financial interests they believed had drawn the country into World War I.America First’s most
noted spokesman, Charles A. Lindbergh, said flatly that U.S. intervention in Europe would be
useless. With the fall of France, Britain apparently close to defeat, and a Nazi attack on the
United States not inconceivable, he argued that the only way to save the country was to stay
out of a hopeless battle in Europe and concentrate on defending the American way of life at
home. Although Lindbergh’s increasingly extreme remarks—some with strong tones of anti-
Semitism—antagonized many, his high public standing did attract followers to the movement.



Within a year, America First had established more than 450 chapters, building a membership
of several hundred thousand.But the tide of public opinion was moving against isolationism; the
committee was able to prevent neither the reelection of Roosevelt in 1940 nor congressional
approval of the Lend-Lease agreement to assist Britain in the spring of 1941. The Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor, December 7, 1941, was the final blow, destroying the last hope that
Americans could protect their country by remaining neutral.See also Isolationism.AMERICA IN
THE BRITISH EMPIREAmong the European Atlantic states, England was notably slower than
Spain, Portugal, or France to become interested in the New World. The early Tudor monarchs
did very little to encourage exploration. And when English adventurers during the reign of
Elizabeth I (1558–1603) finally began to reconnoiter the North American coast and to plunder
Spanish shipping in the Caribbean, they operated as private entrepreneurs, with minimal
support or supervision from the Crown. Queen Elizabeth mobilized large armies at great
expense to conquer Ireland, but she made no equivalent investment in America. Instead, she
granted Sir Walter Raleigh the authority to colonize at his own expense—and he failed at
Roanoke in 1584–1587.Under James I (1603–1625) and Charles I (1625–1649), the English
established a dozen permanent colonies in America, but the home government paid little heed
to any of these ventures. The settlement of Virginia was undertaken in 1607 by a privately
financed joint stock company. Although the Crown took direct control of the colony in 1624, it
provided no real supervision. A number of other colonies—such as Barbados and Maryland—
were started by individual proprietors who managed their settlements as semifeudal
principalities. And the Puritans who founded the New England colonies openly challenged the
Crown. They had come to America in order to get away from Charles I’s rule, and they set up
religious and political institutions in repudiation of the establishment at home. Thus each
English plantation in the early seventeenth century was essentially autonomous. And because
the pioneer settlers were free to do as they pleased, the Caribbean, Chesapeake, and New
England colonies developed distinctive regional characteristics, many of which are still
observable today.In the 1640s, with king and Parliament absorbed in civil war at home, the
English colonists in America achieved maximum independence. In New England, the four chief
colonies formed a military confederation and conducted their own foreign policy. In the West
Indies, the Barbados planters entered into a lucrative partnership with the Netherlands, selling
their sugar to Dutch traders in exchange for thousands of African slaves.During the 1650s and
1660s, the English government finally began to play a more active role in American colonial
development. Parliament passed a series of Navigation Acts, designed to exclude the Dutch
from trading in English America and to channel the shipment of all Chesapeake tobacco and
Caribbean sugar to the mother country. Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell (1653–1658) seized the
Spanish island of Jamaica in 1655, and Charles II (1660–1685) seized the Dutch colony of
New Netherland in 1664. But the king handed over this colony to his brother, the duke of York,
and permitted other court favorites to establish proprietary colonies in the Carolinas and
Pennsylvania. By the mid-1670s, only seven of the twenty English colonies in America were
under direct Crown control. In the royal colony of Jamaica, the governor was conducting his
own privateering war against Spanish commerce. In the royal colony of Virginia, the governor
was nearly overthrown in a rebellion led by Nathaniel Bacon. In Puritan New England, the
colonists ignored the Navigation Acts and fought a long and bloody Indian war—King Philip’s
War—without bothering to consult the home authorities.Faced with this evidence of colonial
chaos and disobedience, the royal government from 1675 onward made serious efforts to
regulate the American colonies and establish an imperial system. A colonial office was finally
created, and agents were dispatched to America to enforce the Navigation Acts. In the 1680s,



energetic royal governors with military experience pressured the legislative assemblies of
Virginia and Jamaica into granting permanent tax revenues, and Massachusetts lost its
chartered powers of self-government.The trend toward centralized authority accelerated under
James II (1685–1688), who aimed at a Spanish style of viceregal colonial administration. His
most spectacular innovation was to combine seven colonies into a single unit, the Dominion of
New England, which was ruled by a royal governor backed by troops and unimpeded by a
representative assembly. James’s authoritarian style, however, proved to be as unpopular and
ineffectual in the colonies as at home. The Glorious Revolution in England in 1688 spread to
America in 1689. The colonists in Boston and New York City dismantled the Dominion of New
England and asked the new king William III to restore their lost privileges.The postrevolutionary
reorganization of the American colonies in the 1690s proved to be of great importance. It
established a new imperial formula that for sixty years satisfied all interested parties
reasonably well but then failed disastrously in the 1760s and 1770s. The royal policymakers
under William III (1689–1702) and Anne (1702–1714) abandoned James II’s autocratic mode
while retaining his policy of central planning and administration. They were much influenced by
strategic considerations. From 1689 to 1713, Britain was almost continuously at war with
France, and the Crown invested heavily for the first time in American military and naval
operations, particularly in the Caribbean. Many of the royal governors in America during these
years were military men, who tried zealously to enforce orders from home. A number of
previously self-governing or proprietary colonies, including Massachusetts and Maryland, were
brought under direct royal rule. A new supervisory body, the Board of Trade and Plantations,
was created in 1696, and in this same year Parliament legislated the most comprehensive of
its Navigation Acts, which effectually tied colonial commerce to the mother country.London was
now the acknowledged imperial entrepôt. On the fringes of the empire the North American and
Caribbean colonies settled into a mutually beneficial trading partnership, in which merchants in
Boston, New York, and Philadelphia supplied food and timber to the sugar islands in exchange
for molasses and rum. In 1707 England entered into political union with Scotland, which further
strengthened the empire by opening the colonies to Scottish talent; by the 1760s, Glasgow
merchants were surpassing London merchants in the Chesapeake tobacco trade.Yet the
reorganized British imperial system represented a compromise. The colonists accepted their
dependent and provincial status while preserving a great deal of local autonomy. Although the
Board of Trade wanted to abolish all proprietary governments in America, it failed to do so. And
mutual jealousies between Crown and Parliament discouraged the Crown from initiating any
policies in America that required legislative enforcement, beyond the strictly commercial
regulations established by the Navigation Acts.During the reigns of George I (1714–1727) and
George II (1727–1760), the home authorities administered the American colonies in a
deliberately low-key style until the renewal of war with France in the 1740s and 1750s. The
Board of Trade instituted no policy changes. The royal ministers who made colonial
appointments were more interested in exercising patronage than in rewarding talent. The
governors they sent to America were hard-pressed to combat colonial assemblies with rising
pretensions to power. These were years of enormous population growth and economic
expansion in America and of self-conscious efforts by the provincial colonists to acquire
fashionable British consumer goods and to adopt British cultural standards in education,
religion, and the law.Yet psychologically the transatlantic gulf was widening rather than
shrinking. Most of the new eighteenth-century immigrants to the colonies came from Ireland,
Germany, and Africa rather than from England and Scotland. The Americans developed a
political outlook emphasizing fear of centralized power and corruption that the ruling elite at



home dismissed as old-fashioned and irrelevant. And though transatlantic trade was booming
as never before, most Britons retained an indifferent and condescending attitude toward their
distant colonial cousins.It was against this background that Britain entered into another long
war with France, one that lasted from 1740 to 1763. Both nations had extensive colonial
holdings in America, developing at asymmetrical rates. While the thirteen mainland British
colonies were growing far more rapidly than French Canada, the British sugar colonies in the
West Indies were being overtaken by their French rivals. In consequence, the merchants in the
British mainland colonies felt increasingly constricted by British commercial regulations and
sought to do business with the French sugar planters. The British sugar interest, having strong
political leverage at home, tried to block this competition by getting Parliament to legislate the
Molasses Act of 1733, which taxed French molasses prohibitively—but the northern merchants
countered by trading illicitly with the French, even during wartime.Fighting between the two
imperial powers broke out in America in the 1740s. At first they sparred inconclusively, but the
combat gradually intensified. The French alarmed the mainland colonists by invading
Pennsylvania and New York in 1755–1757. The British responded to this challenge by
mounting a massive and decisive counterattack. Under the dynamic leadership of William Pitt,
the home government abruptly terminated its low-key management of American affairs.
Mobilizing an unprecedented war effort with generous parliamentary subsidies to the colonies,
a large expeditionary army, and a powerful fleet, the British not only conquered French Canada
but also captured every major French island except St. Domingue in 1759–1763. Indeed, they
gained so much territory that at the 1763 peace conference they returned Guadeloupe and
Martinique to France, largely at the insistence of the British sugar planters who continued to
fear new competition.Ironically, the smashing imperial victory over France in 1757–1763
undermined the political compromise that had been worked out in the 1690s and led directly to
the breakup of the British Empire in America in 1763–1783. George III (1760–1820) and his
ministers felt unable to revert to their traditional hands-off policy. They wanted to retain a
military presence in North America in order to govern their new French subjects and to
manage restive Indian tribes. And they expected the colonists to help cover the increased costs
of imperial administration, since the Crown was now saddled with a huge war debt. The
American colonists, on the other hand, saw an opportunity in the 1760s to enlarge their already
extensive political and economic liberties. With the removal of the French military threat, they
saw less need than ever for centralized imperial government, and they refused to accept
responsibility for the king’s war debt.The transatlantic gap between British and American
political expectations was suddenly revealed to be very large, and spokesmen for the two sides
were unable to communicate and unwilling to negotiate effectively. When George Grenville
secured parliamentary passage of the Stamp Act in 1765, the colonists refused point-blank to
pay this new tax. They insisted that the colonial assemblies had the exclusive right to raise
revenue and that Parliament’s sole imperial function was to regulate commerce. Although the
royal government acceded to pressure from the British merchant community and repealed the
Stamp Act in 1766, Parliament declared that it had full power to legislate for the colonies “in all
cases whatsoever.” Britons and Americans had now staked out irreconcilable interpretations of
their imperial relationship.The ideological impasse of 1765–1766 quickly triggered civil war
within the empire. As George III’s ministers kept trying to levy taxes in America, a rebel
movement gained momentum in the thirteen mainland colonies, driven by petitions and riots
and boycotts and intercolonial congresses. But the Americans were by no means united in
rebellion. As the crisis deepened, many people in the mainland colonies chose to remain loyal
to the Crown. The rebel cause attracted little support in the island colonies, where imperial



protection was much more highly prized than political freedom. And in the mother country, as
Lord North’s ministry veered toward open war with the rebels in 1775, most Britons—including
the merchants who had pressed for repeal of the Stamp Act in 1766—heartily endorsed the
home government’s decision to preserve centralized imperial authority.The American War for
Independence turned out to be a longer and more difficult struggle than either the royalists or
the rebels anticipated. The British, although they generally beat George Washington’s amateur
troops in pitched battle, were unable to conquer the rebel army or to occupy the rebels’ far-
flung territories. And the rebels, being allergic to taxes and suspicious of central planning, were
poorly equipped to sustain an effective war effort. The turning point in the war came when the
rebels entered into alliance with the French whom they had fought in 1757–1763. At the peace
conference of 1783, the British accepted the breakup of their empire by recognizing the
political independence and territorial sovereignty of the newly created United States of
America.Jack P. Greene, Peripheries and Center: Constitutional Development in the Extended
Polities of the British Empire and the United States, 1607–1788 (1986); Alison Gilbert Olson,
Anglo-American Politics, 1660–1775: The Relationship between Parties in England and
Colonial America (1973).Richard S. DunnSee also Chesapeake Colonies; Colonial Economy;
Colonial Government and Politics; Colonial Wars; French and Spanish Settlements; Middle
Colonies; New England Colonies; Proclamation of 1763; Revolution; Southern
Colonies.AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNIONDuring and after World War I the federal
government prosecuted antiwar protesters and aliens thought to be subversive. Responding to
Attorney General Mitchell Palmer’s attack on civil liberties during the red scare of those years,
the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) was formed in 1920 by a group that included
Clarence Darrow, Felix Frankfurter, Jane Addams, Helen Keller, Norman Thomas, and John
Dewey. Roger Baldwin, the first director of the ACLU, served from 1920 to almost 1950.The
ACLU was involved in a number of well-known legal cases including the Scopes “monkey” trial
in 1925, the defense of the Scottsboro Boys in 1931, and the right of children of Jehovah’s
Witnesses to refuse to salute the flag because of religious beliefs in 1936, as well as many
revolving around free-speech issues.Although the ACLU was usually aligned with the Left,
Baldwin had Communists, including Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, a personal friend, expelled from
the national board in 1940. In another controversial act the ACLU defended the right of Nazis to
march in Skokie, Illinois, during the 1970s.AMERICAN COLONIZATION SOCIETYThe
American Colonization Society, founded in 1817, grew out of efforts by a Presbyterian minister
from New Jersey, Robert Finley. It was typical of many benevolent societies of the period.
Being concerned with social order and desirous of eventually ending slavery, colonizationists
saw the emigration of blacks as a solution to what was thought to be the dual problem of
freeing blacks and the incompatibility of the races. The movement received a good amount of
support in the Upper South and represented a first stage for many abolitionists. Although
William Lloyd Garrison and other activists ultimately rejected the gradual approach of
colonizationists, the movement maintained its appeal for moderates, among them Abraham
Lincoln.In 1822 the American Colonization Society established Monrovia (later Liberia) on the
west coast of Africa. Over the next forty years the society settled some twelve thousand African-
Americans in that country. Although the society existed until 1912, after 1860 it functioned
primarily as the “caretaker” of the settlement in Liberia.See also Abolitionist Movement;
Expatriates and Exiles.AMERICAN DILEMMA, ANIn 1938 the Carnegie Corporation
commissioned Gunnar Myrdal, a Swedish economist, to direct a two-year study of the
condition of African-Americans. To assist him Myrdal employed forty-eight writers and
researchers including Ralph Bunche and Kenneth B. Clark. Published in two volumes in 1944,



An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy has had an impact even
beyond its sale of 100,000 copies.The work depicted the ever-widening gap between the
American principle of equality and the reality of African-American lives. Myrdal argued that
discrimination in the South was due less to prejudice on the part of whites than to the failure of
municipal authorities, including the police and the courts, to enforce the Constitution. He
predicted, however, that the democratic principles inherent in the legal system would triumph.
Racism would eventually disappear. Writing at a time when a majority of African-Americans still
lived in the South, Myrdal underestimated the entrenched nature of discrimination in the North
and thus was highly optimistic about the ability of America to resolve its racial problems.An
American Dilemma played a role in undermining discrimination when the Supreme Court cited
the work as a footnote to its 1954 decision, Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, outlawing
school segregation. In arguing that “separate but equal” encouraged feelings of inferiority, the
decision noted “And see generally Myrdal. An American Dilemma.”See also Brown v. Board of
Education of Topeka; Bunche, Ralph; Racial Desegregation; Segregation.AMERICAN
FEDERATION OF LABORThe American Federation of Labor (AFL) was organized as an
association of trade unions in 1886, growing out of an earlier Federation of Organized Trades
and Labor Unions founded in 1881. The AFL’s president, Samuel Gompers (who served nearly
every year until 1924), was convinced that unions open to workers of all types of skills within a
given industry—called industrial unions—were too diffuse and undisciplined to withstand the
repressive tactics that both government and management had used to break American unions
in the past. The answer, he believed, was craft unions, each limited to the skilled workers in a
single trade. According to Gompers’s “pure and simple unionism,” labor should not waste its
energies fighting capitalism; its sole task was to hammer out the best arrangement it could
under the existing system, using strikes, boycotts, and negotiations to win better work
conditions, higher wages, and union recognition.Applying this philosophy to politics, the AFL
refused to ally itself with the Socialist party or with independent labor parties. Instead,
Gompers argued that labor should “reward its friends and punish its enemies” in both major
parties. After 1908, the organization’s tie to the Democratic party grew increasingly strong, but
the AFL continued to concentrate on political protection for unions, rather than seeking social
change through legislative action.By 1904, the AFL claimed 1.7 million members. Although the
union represented only the more privileged members of the country’s work force, it gained
increasing influence as the recognized voice of American labor. Its membership declined
between 1904 and 1914 in the face of a concerted open-shop drive by management but rose
again during World War I, when unions were given considerable government protection. By
1920 the AFL had nearly 4 million members. After the war, however, business resumed its
union-busting activities, and the AFL lost ground throughout the 1920s.By the time the New
Deal opened the door again to organized labor, the AFL—now led by William Green (president,
1924–1952)—was facing increasing dissension within its ranks. Craft unions had proved
ineffective as a way of organizing the huge industries, such as auto, rubber, and steel, that now
dominated the economy. Many in the AFL believed that only industrial unions fit the modern
pattern of production. In 1935 John L. Lewis led the dissenting unions in forming a new
Committee for Industrial Organization within the AFL. This group, which became the Congress
of Industrial Organizations (CIO), grew so powerful that the AFL expelled the ten CIO unions in
1937. The AFL and CIO continued as separate organizations during World War II but were
reunited in 1955.The AFL-CIO was now the nation’s dominant labor organization, but this
achievement was already being undermined by changes in the American economy and work
force—most notably, the growing loss of jobs in the manufacturing sector where unions had



been strongest. In 1945 nearly one-third of American workers belonged to a union; by 1990 the
proportion had fallen to less than one-fifth.See also Congress of Industrial Organizations;
Gompers, Samuel; Labor; Lewis, John L.AMERICAN INDEPENDENT PARTYThe American
Independent party (AIP) was organized in 1968 by the followers of Governor George C.
Wallace of Alabama. Four years earlier, Wallace had scored well in several Democratic
primaries, but had been persuaded to withdraw so as not to compete with the Republican
nominee, Barry Goldwater. In 1968 the AIP was established to promote his candidacy. The new
party was less a national organization than a loose affiliation of local groups; indeed, the party
appeared under six different names in various states. Nevertheless, Wallace’s followers
managed to get his name on the ballot in every state, and he mounted a powerful campaign,
muting the explicit racism of his earlier days and stressing more general themes: Americanism,
local choice, public order, and contempt for the “pointy-headed intellectuals” and bureaucrats
who, he claimed, were losing the Vietnam War and surrendering to “welfare chiselers, hippies,
and anarchists” at home. Right-wing groups responded to this message, but so did many
ordinary working people. By September 1968, Wallace’s standing in the polls had risen to 21
percent; it seemed possible that AIP votes might prevent either major party from winning the
election.But in October the tide began to turn, starting when the AIP vice-presidential
candidate, former Air Force chief of staff Curtis E. LeMay, used most of his first campaign
speech to stress the utility of nuclear war. Wallace’s increasingly venomous confrontations with
hecklers lost him voters, as did a massive campaign launched by labor unions to bring their
members back to the Democratic party. In November, the AIP carried five states (all in the
Deep South), but won only 13 percent of the vote. In 1969, a split within the AIP created a new
American party. Although Wallace began 1972 with solid wins in several Democratic primaries,
he was still keeping his third-party options open when he was paralyzed by a gunshot attack in
May. The American party offered to nominate him; when he refused, they selected John
Schmitz, a member of the John Birch Society. Schmitz won only 1 million votes in 1972,
compared to Wallace’s 9 million in 1968. By 1976, Wallace had returned to the Democrats, and
many of the old AIP members had joined the right wing of the Republican party.See also
Wallace, George C.AMERICAN SYSTEMFollowing the War of 1812, a new nationalism
emerged in the United States. Henry Clay’s “American System” was a neofederalist program of
a national bank, a tariff to promote and protect domestic industry, and congressionally financed
internal improvements. Clay, John C. Calhoun, and John Quincy Adams helped fashion this
new political agenda, which promised to meet the needs of all sections.Until 1832 Congress
was able to pass high tariffs without meeting much opposition, and in 1816 the Second Bank of
the United States received a twenty-year charter. Only internal improvements, a critical
element of the nationalist program, did not fare well. Although President James Madison
approved the building of the National Road, he maintained that the Constitution did not
authorize the use of federal funds for local projects.The nationalism embodied in the American
System hastened the demise of the Federalist party and ushered in the Era of Good Feelings,
but the rise of a new party and indeed a new party system ultimately doomed this broad vision
of the scope of the federal government. The victory of Andrew Jackson in the 1828 presidential
election marked the emergence of newly articulated principles of laissez-faire, individualism,
and sectional autonomy.See also Clay, Henry; National Road.AMERICAN WOMAN
SUFFRAGE ASSOCIATIONThis group resulted from the divisions in the women’s rights
movement of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. It grew out of the New England
Woman Suffrage Association, formed in 1868 to focus exclusively on obtaining the franchise. It
was opposed to the policies of Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony, who broke with



their abolitionist and Republican supporters, accusing them of emphasizing black civil rights at
the expense of women’s rights.When Stanton and Anthony led the formation of the National
Woman Suffrage Association in 1869, the New England group reacted by creating the
American Woman Suffrage Association (AWSA) to work for the inclusion of women in the
Fifteenth Amendment. Founded in Cleveland in November 1869, the AWSA was led by such
longtime abolitionists and women’s rights advocates as Lucy Stone, Julia Ward Howe, and
Thomas Wentworth Higginson. It accused the Stanton-Anthony group of diverting attention
from the suffrage issue by scattering its efforts among broader social reforms. The AWSA
convinced the Republican party to include a reference to women’s suffrage in its 1872
convention platform, although the party did not pursue the issue later.Putting aside their
differences, the American and National Woman Suffrage associations united in 1890, forming
the National American Woman Suffrage Association (NAWSA). It continued to seek the
franchise, but it changed tactics, now arguing that giving women the right to vote would not be
a threat to women’s “separate sphere.” With a boost from progressive reforms, changes in the
workplace during World War I, and a final concerted drive, the NAWSA succeeded in 1919; the
Nineteenth Amendment took effect in time for the 1920 election.See also National American
Woman Suffrage Association; National Woman Suffrage Association; Suffrage.AMISTAD
CASEIn 1839, fifty-three illegally purchased African slaves being transported from Cuba on the
ship Amistad managed to seize control of the vessel. They killed two crew members and
ordered the remainder to head for Africa. But by altering course at night, when the position of
the sun did not reveal the ship’s course, they sailed in a northeasterly direction. Eventually, the
Amistad was intercepted by an American brig off the coast of Long Island. The two Spaniards
who had enslaved the Africans were freed by the Americans, and the slaves were imprisoned.
President Martin Van Buren, along with many newspaper editors, favored extraditing the
Africans to Cuba. But abolitionists and other northern sympathizers won an American trial for
them.At a hearing in Hartford, a federal district court judge ruled that the Africans were not
liable for their actions because they had been enslaved illegally. The case then proceeded on
appeal to the Supreme Court, where former president John Quincy Adams, defending the
Africans, argued that they should be granted their freedom. The Court agreed, ruling that since
the international slave trade was illegal, persons escaping should be recognized as free under
American law.See also Slavery.ANDERSON, MARIAN(1902–1993), contralto. Eight years after
Jackie Robinson broke the infamous color line in professional baseball, contralto Marian
Anderson made her debut at New York’s Metropolitan Opera House on January 7, 1955. Her
successful performance of the role of Ulrica, the soothsayer, in Giuseppi Verdi’s Un ballo in
maschera paved the way for singers of color to appear at the Met and other major houses in
the United States. According to Variety, “Miss Anderson—like Joshua, but more quietly—had
fought the battle of Jericho and at last the walls had come tumbling down.”Anderson’s
Metropolitan performance came late in her career, after years of acclaim as a solo performer
and a champion of racial equality. A native of Philadelphia, she studied and performed there
prior to winning a competition that led to a performance with the New York Philharmonic
Orchestra in 1925. She sang extensively in the United States and made her London debut in
1930. After performing in Europe, she sang in Town Hall in New York City to critical acclaim in
1935.But it was a scheduled performance at Constitution Hall in Washington, D.C., in the
spring of 1939 that brought Anderson’s voice and her color to the attention of a broader public.
Denied the right to perform in the hall by the Daughters of the American Revolution, Anderson,
with the public support of Eleanor Roosevelt who resigned from the DAR in protest, sang
instead to an audience of seventy-five thousand at the Lincoln Memorial. The public outcry



over the DAR’s action, particularly at a time when the United States was supporting the fight
against Nazi doctrines of racial supremacy, brought this issue of justice to the forefront of
public attention.Anderson’s Metropolitan Opera career lasted only one year, as her voice had
lost some of its exceptional power by the time she appeared on the operatic stage in the United
States. But she continued to perform works from the operatic repertoire along with lieder and
African-American spirituals in concert.Anderson performed at the White House for the
Roosevelts in 1936 and again in 1939 for the king and queen of England. She performed for
the Eisenhower family and served on the Advisory Committee on the Arts that contributed to
the realization of the National Cultural Center in Washington, D.C., later named the John F.
Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. Anderson received the Presidential Medal of Freedom
from John F. Kennedy in 1963 and a Congressional Gold Medal in 1978. She established a
scholarship fund to assist young artists in 1972 and was the first recipient of New York City’s
Human Rights Award named in honor of Eleanor Roosevelt (1984). Anderson’s reputation rests
not only on the quality of her voice but also on the dignity with which she asserted her right to
be heard.Marian Anderson, My Lord, What a Morning: An Autobiography (1956); Kosti
Vehanen, Marian Anderson: A Portrait (1941; rev. ed., 1970).Barbara L. TischlerSee also
Music; Racial Desegregation.ANTHONY, SUSAN B.(1820–1906), women’s rights leader.
Anthony was born in Adams, Massachusetts. Her father, a Quaker, was excluded from his
meeting when he married her mother, a Baptist, and Susan, while much affected by her
Quaker background, was also shaped by the proud independence this exclusion gave her
family. In the depression of 1837, the family’s economic security was shaken, and Anthony
became a teacher, the only profession open to middle-class women. She never married and
was a lifelong self-supporting woman. Her most distinctive contribution to the early women’s
rights movement was her appreciation of the importance of economic independence to
women’s emancipation.In 1851, while visiting in nearby Seneca Falls, New York, Anthony met
Elizabeth Cady Stanton, who had organized the first women’s rights convention in 1848.
Together they led the women’s rights movement for the next half century. They first tried to
organize a women’s temperance society, but that reform proved too church-bound for their
feminist concerns. In 1854, they turned to the creation of a women’s rights movement per se.
While Cady Stanton wrote articles and declarations to legislatures, Anthony discovered her
own special genius, the organization of women into a sustained political movement. From 1854
to 1860, she circulated petitions demanding married women’s rights to property, wages, and
the custody of their children in the event of a divorce, and all women’s rights to the suffrage. In
1860, all but the vote were secured by New York’s landmark Married Women’s Property
Act.The Civil War and its aftermath had a tremendous impact on Anthony and Cady Stanton.
At first they believed that women’s rights agitation should be suspended during the crisis.
Indefatigably active, however, they organized the National Women’s Loyal League to demand
the constitutional abolition of slavery (and incidentally the emancipation of women). After the
war, they expected that congressional Republicans would enfranchise women along with the
freedmen, but were horrified to discover that the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments did not
give women the vote. In response, they severed their ties with old abolitionist allies and
organized an independent woman suffrage society, an action with which many other women’s
rights leaders disagreed.Without a family to divide her interests and more inclined than Cady
Stanton to dedicate herself to a single issue, Anthony spent the rest of her life working for the
vote. Believing that women should be enfranchised by federal, not state action, she annually
pressed woman suffrage on Congress. As the range of women’s public activities grew, she
educated college women, “social purity” activists, and women’s club members in the necessity



of gaining the vote. To this end, she effected an alliance of sorts with the dynamic leader of the
Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, Frances Willard. This conflicted with the militant
secularism of Cady Stanton, and though their personal bond remained strong, their activities
diverged in their final years.Anthony did not live to see the constitutional enfranchisement of
women, but she had helped establish the conditions for victory. She set aside old hurts and
encouraged the reunification of the suffrage movement in 1890. She nurtured a second
generation of suffrage leaders, treating them virtually as kin. So totally did she merge her
personal fate and that of the suffrage movement that dedication to “the cause” and love of
“Miss Anthony” became indistinguishable. In 1900, she retired from the presidency of the
National American Woman Suffrage Association, but remained active to the end. The respect
accorded her was even stronger after her death, and devotees honored her memory long after
the vote had been won and the names of other suffrage leaders forgotten.Ida Husted Harper,
The Life and Work of Susan B. Anthony, 3 vols. (1898–1908); Alma Lutz, Susan B. Anthony:
Rebel, Crusader, Humanitarian (1959).Ellen Carol DuBoisSee also Feminist Movement;
Married Women’s Property Acts; National American Woman Suffrage Association; National
Woman Suffrage Association; Stanton, Elizabeth Cady; Suffrage; Willard,
Frances.ANTICOMMUNISMAnticommunism dominated American domestic politics in the late
1940s and 1950s, when it was transformed by the cold war from a right-wing to a mainstream
ideology. It was composed of many strands, each with its own definition of the communist
menace and its own formula for combating it. The American Communist party also had a hand
in shaping the opposition it encountered. Although never a serious threat to the nation’s
security, the party’s ideological submission to the Soviet Union and its penchant for clandestine
activities seemingly justified the campaign against it. But the scope of that campaign went far
beyond the needs of national security. Political conservatives took advantage of the party’s
association with a wide range of social reforms to mount an attack on the entire Left and on the
legacy of the New Deal.The social unrest that followed World War I coincided with the founding
of the Communist party and precipitated the first wave of explicit anticommunism, the red scare
of 1919–1920. This crackdown, like earlier outbreaks of political repression, focused on
foreigners and labor unions. Immigration officials rounded up and tried to deport thousands of
foreign-born radicals, and many employers used red-baiting to break strikes. The repression
succeeded, and, during the 1920s, neither the American Communist party nor the rest of the
Left had any significant influence.But in the following decade, the onset of the Great
Depression and the rise of Adolf Hitler spurred the party’s growth. In accordance with an
international Communist policy known as the Popular Front, the party tried to create a broad
coalition against fascism. By muting its revolutionary rhetoric and supporting President Franklin
D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, it attracted many middle-class idealists. Others joined the
party to organize labor unions or stop Hitler. As a result, it was easy for right-wing opponents of
the social changes of the 1930s to attack them as a Communist plot. But such charges had
little impact. Many Americans, though never tempted to become Communists themselves,
nonetheless tolerated the party.That toleration disappeared in 1939 when, as a result of the
Nazi-Soviet pact, the Communist party opposed Roosevelt’s foreign policy and the Popular
Front disintegrated. Liberals, who until then had defended Communists against the Right,
turned against the party themselves, transforming anticommunism into a more widespread
enterprise. Labor unions, universities, private organizations, and governments at every level
ousted Communists from their ranks. A broader purge would certainly have occurred had
Hitler’s invasion of Russia in June 1941 not changed the Soviet Union into an American
ally.The coming of the cold war resuscitated domestic anticommunism and made it central to



American politics. Because of the Communist party’s connection to the Soviet Union, it was
now seen as a threat to national security. A consensus developed based on several key
assumptions: that all Communists owed their primary loyalty to Moscow; that they unblinkingly
followed the party line; and that they would, whenever possible, work to subvert the American
system. There was just enough substance to these charges to make it possible for this
otherwise unrealistic image of American Communism to gain currency and fuel the demand for
its exposure and elimination.Although the campaign against communism took place on every
level, the most effective initiatives came from the federal government. In 1947, the Truman
administration promulgated a loyalty-security program that barred Communists or people who
associated with Communists from government jobs. At the same time, the Department of
Justice brought criminal prosecutions to bear on the party. It tried to deport foreign-born
Communists and, in 1948, indicted and convicted the party’s top leaders under the Smith Act,
a 1940 law prohibiting the “teaching and advocating” of subversive doctrines. Several hundred
Communists went to jail. Congressional committees, especially the House Un-American
Activities Committee (HUAC), investigated supposed Communist subversion throughout
American society. The Supreme Court, despite the serious constitutional issues involved,
placed few restrictions on the anticommunist campaign. This official activity legitimated a witch-
hunt. Politicians, abetted by sympathetic journalists and other interested parties, used the
charge of Communist infiltration to implement agendas that often bore little or no relation to
national security.As the anticommunist campaign spread, the civil liberties of many people
were threatened. This occurred primarily because of the widespread belief that communism so
endangered the nation’s security that the rights of individuals, especially of those supposed to
be Communists, could be ignored. The structure of the anticommunist campaign, with its two-
stage procedure of first exposing and then punishing alleged subversives, diffused
responsibility for the repression. Official authorities like HUAC and the FBI usually handled the
first stage by identifying the tainted individuals, and employers usually handled the second by
firing them.The party’s insistence on secrecy made the exposure of its members the central
feature of the anticommunist crusade. Because Communists had been part of a larger political
movement that encompassed an entire constellation of left-wing causes and organizations,
investigators assumed that all participants in the larger movement belonged to the party as
well. Reactionary and overzealous investigators expanded the definition of what constituted a
communist activity until it came to include anything from appreciating the paintings of Pablo
Picasso to speaking out for the Bill of Rights.Anticommunism was used for partisan purposes
as well. The Republican party sought to capitalize on a few cases of alleged Communist
infiltration of the New Deal. Ambitious politicians like Joseph R. McCarthy asserted that the
Democrats had been “soft” on communism and had “lost” China after the war. There was no
truth in these charges, but they put the Democrats on the defensive and, especially after the
Korean War broke out in June 1950, made them afraid to challenge the anticommunist crusade
and the abuses that accompanied it.By the late 1950s, the furor had subsided. Zealots and
opportunists like McCarthy had given anticommunism a bad name. And it was clear that the
enfeebled and internally divided Communist party was no threat to national security. But the
crusade had taken a toll. Not only had thousands of people lost their jobs, but political dissent
had almost disappeared—an ironic result at a time when the United States was combating
communism throughout the world in the name of freedom and democracy.David Caute, The
Great Fear: The Anti-Communist Purge under Truman and Eisenhower (1978); Kenneth
O’Reilly, Hoover and the Un-Americans (1983).Ellen W. SchreckerSee also Alger Hiss Case;
Army-McCarthy Hearings; Cold War; Communist Party; Conservatism; Federal Bureau of



Investigation; House Un-American Activities Committee; John Birch Society; McCarthy, Joseph
R.; Oppenheimer, J. Robert; Radicalism; Rosenberg Case; Sacco-Vanzetti
Case.ANTIFEDERALISTSThe Antifederalists were persons who opposed ratification of the
U.S. Constitution in 1787–1788. This group had been known during the Revolution as
Federalists, because they favored a federation of relatively autonomous states rather than the
more centralized system advocated by the Nationalists. During the debate over the
Constitution, however, the Nationalists began calling themselves Federalists and their
opponents became known as Antifederalists.The Antifederalists conceded that the central
government needed more power than it had under the Articles of Confederation, but they
argued that the Framers of the Constitution had gone too far, giving the president too much
power, setting up federal courts that would encroach on the more responsive local system, and
creating a Congress so small that it would exclude humbler officeholders and make it difficult
for politicians really to know or represent their large constituencies. In the end, they predicted,
the state governments would wither away, leaving a national government so removed from
local conditions that it would have to rule by force rather than consent. In seeking to insulate
national decision making from the tyranny of local majorities, the Antifederalists argued, the
Framers had opened the door to another kind of tyranny, in which centralized power would be
expanded and abused.The Antifederalists seem to have had about the same number of
adherents as the Federalists, but they were weak in urban areas and as a group had far less
influence and political sophistication. Also, they were in the difficult position of acknowledging
the need for changes in the Articles of Confederation while objecting to the particular changes
proposed. Finally, partly by luck and partly through the Federalists’ skill, eight states (out of the
necessary nine) had already ratified the Constitution by the time the states controlled by the
Antifederalists began their debates. In the end, only Rhode Island and North Carolina voted
against ratification. The one point on which the Antifederalists prevailed was the need for a set
of constitutional amendments to guarantee individual liberties; their arguments helped ensure
the prompt passage of the Bill of Rights soon after the new Congress convened.See also
Ratification of the Constitution.ANTI-IMPERIALIST LEAGUEThe Anti-Imperialist League was
founded in November 1898 to oppose America’s territorial expansion, especially the acquisition
of the Philippine Islands. In October 1899, the original organization became the New England
chapter of a national American Anti-Imperialist League, based in Chicago.The league opposed
the annexation of Hawaii, the passage of the peace treaty ending the Spanish-American War
(which included the United States’ acquisition of the Philippines), and the military campaign
against the Filipino rebels. It pressed its case through meetings, petitions, pamphlets, and
speeches. Most league members favored American economic expansion, but they argued that
the country’s economic goals could be better achieved through free trade than through political
domination. Imperialism, they maintained, was unjust, ineffective, and unnecessary. They drew
a dramatic contrast between America’s proud history as the land of liberty and its brutal
repression of the Filipinos’ struggle for independence. Such militaristic tyranny, they argued in
their national platform, would ultimately have repercussions at home as well, eroding the
country’s “fundamental principles and noblest ideals.”The league had a diverse membership,
including such respected public figures as Carl Schurz, Charles Francis Adams, Mark Twain,
and E. L. Godkin, but it failed to develop a mass following. Its own fragmentation became
evident in the election of 1900, when members found themselves unable to agree on whether
to support or oppose the reelection of President William McKinley. By 1901, with McKinley
back in office and the collapse of Emilio Aguinaldo’s resistance in the Philippines, the Anti-
Imperialist League had lost its significance, although the concerns it articulated about



America’s role as a world power would recur over the succeeding decades.See also
Expansion, Continental and Overseas.ANTI-MASONSThe Anti-Masonic party, the first third-
party movement in the United States, arose in response to the disappearance of William
Morgan, shortly after his release on September 12, 1826, from a Canandaigua, New York, jail.
Morgan had threatened to publish a book divulging the secrets of Freemasonry; opponents of
the order asserted that a conspiracy among Masons had led to his arrest on trumped-up
charges and subsequently to his being kidnapped and murdered.The Anti-Masonic movement
grew rapidly, drawing its initial following from farmers and skilled craftsmen—many of them with
ties to evangelicalism and the temperance movement. They maintained that the Masonic
order’s secrecy, rituals, and aristocratic character posed a threat to republican democracy. Anti-
Masonry also provided a vehicle for rural people to express their antipathy to the cities, and for
ordinary people to voice their resentment of the powerful leaders, many of them Masons, who
dominated the nation’s public affairs. From western New York, the movement spread through
New England, the Mid-Atlantic states, and Ohio and Michigan. Anti-Masons elected a governor
of Rhode Island in 1833, controlled Vermont and Pennsylvania for several years, and played a
significant part in local politics in both Massachusetts and New York.In 1831, the Anti-Masonic
party nominated William Wirt to run for president; in the process, it became the first American
political party to select a presidential candidate by means of a national convention and the first
to adopt an official party platform. Wirt carried only one state (Vermont) in 1832, but the party
continued to grow, offering an increasingly general program of reform. As it expanded, it came
to be dominated by new members more impelled by personal ambition or by a general
opposition to the Jacksonian Democrats than by Anti-Masonry. At its second and final
convention (1835), the Anti-Masonic party approved a slate for 1836 identical to that of the new
Whig party, and thereafter it disappeared into the Whig coalition.During its brief career,
however, Anti-Masonry had played an important part in northeastern politics and had helped
launch the careers of such leaders as William Lloyd Garrison, William H. Seward, Thurlow
Weed, and Thaddeus Stevens.See also Elections: 1832; Fraternal Societies; Third
Parties.ANTI-SALOON LEAGUECongregationalist minister and temperance activist Howard
Hyde Russell started the Anti-Saloon League of Ohio in 1893. One of his recruits was Wayne
Wheeler, a recent graduate of Oberlin who became the organization’s chief administrator for a
quarter of a century. The Ohioans merged with a similar group in Washington, D.C., to form the
national Anti-Saloon League in 1895.Under Wheeler’s leadership, the league focused on one
issue at a time, avoiding partisanship: its unofficial motto was “It is better to be united in a bad
fight than divided in a good one.” It won prominence when it helped unseat Myron Herrick,
Ohio’s Republican governor and one of the league’s foes, in 1905. The league organized at the
grass-roots level, working through churches and carefully questioning politicians about their
views on temperance and then endorsing or opposing them accordingly, no matter what their
stands on other issues, their party affiliation, or their progressivism. Unlike other such groups,
the Anti-Saloon League worked with the two major parties rather than backing the small
Prohibition party.Wheeler and the Anti-Saloon League had considerable national influence. The
league concentrated on lobbying legislatures on behalf of antiliquor laws and were especially
successful in the South. Wheeler helped draft both the Eighteenth Amendment, which enacted
national Prohibition in 1919, and the Volstead Act, which created the machinery to enforce it.
The league’s lobbying contributed to the passage of these measures, and its resources
defended them in the courts. But when the Democrats nominated the antiprohibition Alfred E.
Smith, governor of New York, for president in 1928, the league became tied more closely to the
Republican party. With the death of Wheeler, the rise of Franklin D. Roosevelt, and the end of



Prohibition in 1933, the Anti-Saloon League faded in importance.See also Prohibition and
Temperance; Volstead Act.ANTITRUST MOVEMENTTo the average American in the last two
decades of the nineteenth century, economic and political life seemed to be moving out of
control. In a country that valued independent entrepreneurs, rural self-sufficiency, and middle-
class religious values, politics seemed to be growing corrupt and opportunities for leading a
morally satisfying life were becoming fewer. Economic power was clearly concentrating into
small groups that were not open to the average citizen. A feeling of impotence in the face of
these perceptions led to numerous movements for reform; antitrust was one of these.Trusts
had emerged as sensible ways of rationalizing economic life. Basic industries needed
dependable supplies, means of transportation, markets, and banking connections. Competing
local, state, and federal jurisdictions interfered with efficient business practice without providing
firm legal guidelines specifying which practices were illegal, unethical, or merely inevitable. In
order to survive fierce competition after the Civil War, businesses were soon negotiating
agreements that froze competitors out of markets and enabled surviving firms to raise prices.
Certain companies, such as Standard Oil, set the pace: ruthlessly buying out or forcing out its
competition in the production of oil, it was soon in a position to charge whatever it wanted for
its products. Independent businesses and consumers were both at risk. Industries that dealt
with the company, most obviously the railroads, especially felt threatened, for so large a
customer could intimidate those who supplied it with goods or services. Politicians soon got the
message that something had to be done or the American way would be in danger.Agitation
against the trusts grew in the 1880s and resulted in the Sherman Antitrust Act (1890). Its first
two provisions made illegal “every contract, combination in the form of trust or otherwise, or
conspiracy, in restraint of trade or commerce among the several States, or with foreign nations,”
and declared that “every person who shall monopolize, or attempt to monopolize ... any part of
the trade or commerce among the several States, or with foreign nations,” was guilty of a
misdemeanor. The law was vague and unclear, and never defined what a “trust” or a
“monopoly” was. It seemed yet another example of congressional irresponsibility, substituting
rhetoric and ritual for meaningful reform. The courts soon made hash of any effective
application: cases against the whiskey and sugar trusts were thrown out. The pattern of many
reforms of the Progressive Era was being set: economic forces led to problems unknown a few
decades earlier; agitation by those who were hurt in some way led to political debate and the
enactment of a statute; and the courts, in their leisurely way, made sure that few businesses
suffered in practice. In America, economic activity had divine sanction in all but the most
egregious cases, and the protection of property took legal precedence over any sense of
damage to the community as a whole.Theodore Roosevelt, like most Americans, was both
proud and fearful of successful trusts. They represented something new and native in modern
life and were premonitions of a wider American role in world affairs. To him, some trusts were
good and some were bad. Good trusts were run by gentlemen who were often his friends and
contributors to Republican campaigns; with their capital concentrations and huge markets they
could pour new products into an ever greater democracy: electric lights, farm machinery, and
automobiles, to select almost at random, were on the way, promising a more bountiful life for
all. Bad trusts were those whose leaders were greedy financiers interested in private profit
regardless of consequences, thus undermining the public sense of moral and decent
behavior.Roosevelt was no radical, but he knew when conditions were getting out of hand.
Eager for favorable publicity and preferring a conservative approach that would preempt a
more destructive, radical reform, he authorized his attorney general in 1902 to file suit against
a huge and growing railway trust, the Northern Securities Company. In 1904, in a narrow 5–4



vote, the Supreme Court backed him up, effectively overruling its own earlier decisions and
issuing a significant public warning against certain industrial combinations. Businessmen,
always easily shocked, were publicly outraged at such restrictions on their liberties; the public
seemed delighted. In practice, the impact was mostly cautionary and journalistic: the Court in
effect had warned businessmen to be careful. The decision also encouraged numerous articles
by muckrakers eager to expose the “money trust,” the “meat trust,” the “patent medicine trust,”
and the rest.Roosevelt instituted a reasonable number of other prosecutions, and his
successor, William Howard Taft, began even more. But few critics were happy, and in 1914
Woodrow Wilson asked for further controls on interlocking directorates and an interstate trade
commission with enhanced regulatory authority especially over railways, as well as clearer
definitions of what precisely was illegal. He won the Federal Trade Commission Act to regulate
unlawful trade practices and the Clayton Antitrust Act, which tightened some of the loopholes
in the Sherman Act. This legislation specifically prohibited pricing agreements that restrained
trade, outlawed interlocking directorates in large corporations, and made it illegal for a firm to
acquire stock in a competitor.Once again, these reforms were more public relations than
substance, and court interpretations gutted any meaningful effect. Little of substance occurred
during the 1920s. Not until late in the New Deal, under the direction of Thurman Arnold, once
one of antitrust policy’s sharpest critics, did antitrust revive as an issue. It remained alive, well
funded, and occasionally effective through the 1970s. In the 1980s, during the presidency of
Ronald Reagan, public faith in antitrust reached an all-time low, with few prosecutions being
initiated and others being abandoned. Even the vogue of the leveraged buyout, which
threatened the independence of many industries throughout the economy, and the bad
publicity surrounding the issuing of so-called junk bonds, failed to stir the public or the
regulators to antitrust activity.As America entered the 1990s, antitrust remained a possibility
rather than an actuality in the minds of both politicians and businesspeople. In a world where
competition often spoke Japanese or Korean, antitrust seemed almost quaint. Some of its
victories, such as the one that broke up American Telephone and Telegraph, seemed quixotic
at best, confusing consumers and raising the phone bills of most citizens, all in an effort to
restrain a company that seemed to be a model of public service. But the mere existence of an
antitrust division probably prevented numerous unhealthy combinations and modified the
practice of many others. In a complex society, it plays a small but important role as a lingering
progressive conscience, cautioning business leaders against excessive behavior.Thomas K.
McCraw, Prophets of Regulation (1984); H. B. Thorelli, Federal Antitrust Policy: The Origination
of an American Tradition (1955).Robert M. CrundenSee also Federal Trade Commission;
Muckrakers; Roosevelt, Theodore; Taft, William Howard; Wilson,
Woodrow.ARCHITECTUREFrom its colonial and Native American origins unto the present day,
American architecture has been exceptionally complex, both in the multiple traditions from
which it has drawn and in the variations of style and public response it has produced.
Architecture has also been caught up in the commercial domain. Major commercial buildings—
business blocks and department stores in the nineteenth century, office towers and shopping
malls in the twentieth—dominate the public domain of most cities. There has been no official
patronage of certain firms for governmental commissions. Instead architects compete for most
jobs; they must sell their skills and new ideas to the public; and they constantly vie with
builders, who still produce the bulk of new housing and commercial buildings in this country.
Efforts to promote hegemonic styles and master architects, though continually asserted, have
never fully prevailed.When the first European settlers arrived in the New World, some two
hundred nations of Native Americans had already developed their own architectural traditions.



The pueblo, hogan, longhouse, and tipi remain evocative images. Likewise, the colonialists’
Spanish mission and the clapboard-sided New England dwelling of the seventeenth century
endure as romantic prototypes in many parts of the country, suggesting a synthesis of local
cultures into an idealized homogeneous society—a recurring theme in American cultural
history.The New England and Spanish colonies at first required settlements to be grouped in
towns, close to a central plaza or meetinghouse square for governmental and religious
structures, reinforcing social and architectural homogeneity. In time the abundance of land and
the social constraints of these societies spun off new settlements and eventually isolated
farmsteads. All the same, architecture remained a significant social act that reinforced
community ties, even in the sparsely settled southern colonies. The planning and construction
of a major building, whether an aristocratic home or a parish church, involved considerable
deliberation, time, and effort on the part of many people.By the time of the Revolution the
American colonies still had no trained architects. Journeymen carpenters designed and built
most structures, but gentlemen amateurs often undertook their own estates, following the
English tradition that regarded architecture as one of the refined arts. Both groups looked to
English architectural books and builders’ guides for counsel. They adapted the fashion of
neoclassicism to their own circumstances, usually building in wood and simplifying the detailing
in a style we have come to call Federal. Especially admirable was the work of Boston’s Charles
Bulfinch.Thomas Jefferson envisioned his major architectural works—Monticello (1772, 1789–
1809), the Virginia State Capitol (1785–1796), and the University of Virginia (1817–1826)—as
prototypes for the new nation. Looking to Enlightenment ideals of social reform, Jefferson
believed that the right environment could uplift minds and promote civic virtue. The nation’s first
professional architect, the English émigré Benjamin Latrobe, aspired to similar ideals, hoping
that moral purpose would enhance professional prerogatives. He designed the Bank of
Pennsylvania (1798–1800) and the Baltimore Cathedral (1804–1821), but he was even more
appreciated for his engineering skills, most evident in the Philadelphia water system (1798–
1801).The early nineteenth century witnessed an extraordinary rate of urbanization, with a
plethora of new banks, exchanges, public markets, and commercial buildings. Despite the
absence of any form of public regulation, distinct districts appeared, including elegant blocks of
colonnaded row houses and the first multifamily tenements and lodging houses. A greater
homogeneity of styles was visible, in both dwellings and public buildings; yet variations in
details, materials, and even the arrangement of blocks maintained the particularity of cities
such as Savannah, Charleston, Baltimore, Boston, and Cincinnati.Among the buildings that
attracted the most attention were asylums—prisons, orphanages, almshouses, mental
hospitals, and the like—now removed to the outskirts of cities where it was possible to have a
carefully controlled environment. John Haviland’s Eastern State Penitentiary in Philadelphia
(1823–1826), with its radial arrangement of cell blocks around a central control station, was
one of the first instances of American architecture influencing European design.A belief in
reform through the environment also fueled the park movement, beginning with the rural
cemeteries of the 1830s and culminating in Frederick Law Olmsted’s majestic Central Park
(1857–1880). The parks provided a respite within the commercial city, a place designed for
leisure, recreation, nature, and social intermixing. Olmsted, a major figure in American
intellectual and reform circles, elaborated the idea of landscaped “parkways” to connect a
coordinated park system, most notably the Emerald Necklace for the city of Boston, designed
with Charles Eliot (1889). Some of Olmsted’s numerous other commissions suggest the wide
range of late-nineteenth-century residential settings which saw moral purpose in planned
natural beauty: Riverside, Illinois (1868), a bucolic suburb outside Chicago; Riverside Drive,



New York (1888); Stanford University (1888); and Vandergrift, Pennsylvania (1895), a planned
factory town for the Apollo Steel Company.What Olmsted accomplished in site planning, others
parlayed into architectural design. A distinctive and original American architectural fashion—
later named the Shingle Style—emerged in the suburban and resort work of such architects as
Henry H. Richardson, William Ralph Emerson, and Willis Polk. Residences were self-
consciously individualized, combining diverse materials and architectural elements with a
rambling floor plan. Post-Civil War industrialization allowed this style to proliferate, with the
factory production of building materials and ornament, inexpensive pattern books with
abundant illustrations, and electric streetcars to facilitate commuting. Yet stylistic diversity
persisted. These same decades also produced museums, libraries, and sumptuous homes in
the manner of Renaissance palazzi or medieval castles—the most grandiose by Richard Morris
Hunt and the firm of McKim, Mead, and White.Business districts were being transformed by
another architectural innovation, similarly the product of technological advances and artistic
creation: the skyscraper. Beginning in the 1880s, architects and engineers in Chicago and New
York began to experiment with new framing systems to achieve greater height, as well as an
appropriate elevation for these taller buildings—at first only ten and then soon twenty stories
high. The contrast among these buildings soon produced a new way of experiencing cities,
captured in the term skyline, first used in Harper’s in 1896 to describe Lower Manhattan. Louis
H. Sullivan designed the most stunning compositions, clarifying a tripartite elevation, much like
an enormous Greek column, and Daniel Burnham’s name became synonymous with the
corporate office, whereby scores of variations on a basic prototype were built in cities around
the country.At the turn of the century private business organizations prodded municipalities to
build majestic civic centers. Washington, D.C., underwent such a change in 1902, epitomizing
the fascination with comprehensive urban design. In San Francisco, Denver, Chicago, and
dozens of other cities, large and small, the City Beautiful movement commissioned Beaux-Arts
museums and libraries alongside new city halls for the governments espoused by progressive
reformers.Businesses undertook other major changes on their own initiative, generating new
kinds of commissions for architects. In Detroit, Albert Kahn almost single-handedly transformed
the American factory into a sprawling industrial plant for automobile assembly lines. John
Nolen and Ernest Flagg experimented with planned industrial towns and model tenement
buildings. Movie houses and theaters evoked new flights of fantasy, especially the creations of
Rapp & Rapp, Thomas Lamb, and Joseph Urban. Art Deco or “moderne” detailing enlivened
department stores and other buildings oriented toward consumers.Architectural debate still
focused on the proportions and style of the façade, hoping to find a “correct” formula. The
diversity of taste and opinions became manifest in the 1922 competition for the Tribune Tower
in Chicago. Over 250 entries were submitted, with the winning design a Gothic fantasy by
Howells & Hood.New York’s zoning regulations of 1916 suggested the need to control the
height and use of buildings, protecting the public interest and assuring investors of future
stability. The result was a new skyscraper style in which a series of set-backs maximized light
and air. As commercial buildings grew larger, they also accommodated more activities. This
process of coordinated concentration culminated in three blocks of intricate spaces for varied
uses at New York’s Rockefeller Center (Reinhard & Hofmeister with Harvey Wiley Corbett and
Raymond Hood, 1927–1935).In 1932 a seminal exhibition, Modern Architecture, at New York’s
Museum of Modern Art sought to establish a new canon. This austere, functional approach,
supposedly anonymous and oblivious to the traditions of place, came to be called the
International Style. A minor part of the exhibition (Lewis Mumford was curator) alluded to
housing reform, a central aspect of modernism in Europe. Under the impetus of the New Deal,



the government produced a range of modern buildings, usually designed under the auspices of
federal agencies, including the TVA complexes in Appalachia, WPA service buildings across
the country, Greenbelt towns, and PWA housing projects—of which Oskar Stonorov and Albert
Kastner’s Carl Mackley Houses in Philadelphia (1932–1934) were the most ambitious.At the
end of World War II a cooler, more anonymous imagery characterized American skyscraper
design, largely derived from the modernist aesthetic of Ludwig Mies van der Rohe. The “glass
box” epitomized the corporate world of business, including architectural offices such as
Skidmore, Owings, and Merrill. The latter firm produced Lever House in New York (1952), the
Crown Zellerbach Building in San Francisco (1959), and the Hancock Center (1970) and the
104-story Sears Tower (1974) in Chicago.Similar themes also characterized residential design.
Developers platted winding streets for vast suburban enclaves in the 1920s. Such settlements
often adhered to a historical style such as the Spanish or English colonial, as well as
covenants and zoning restrictions that proscribed certain ethnic groups or commercial
activities. Among the best-known planned communities were the Country Club District outside
Kansas City (Edward Tanner for J. C. Nichols, 1922), Sunnyside Gardens in Queens (Stein &
Wright for the City Housing Corporation, 1924–1928), and Radburn, New Jersey (Stein &
Wright, 1928–1929). Critics admired the combination of architectural, social, and
environmental controls, especially the separation of automobile and pedestrian thoroughfares
and the distinctive shopping district.Even more rationalized, large-scale development
characterized architecture and building after World War II. The Urban Renewal Act of 1954
provided federal funds for acres of new luxury apartments, office buildings, and convention
centers in downtown blighted areas. The prototypical suburb of Levittown, New York, used
mass production techniques to produce thousands of identical versions of each year’s model
home. Entire new towns like Reston, Virginia, and Columbia, Maryland, orchestrated a mixture
of housing types and recreational facilities. Victor Gruen’s vast mall at Southland, outside
Minneapolis (1956), brought suburban shopping and social life under one air-conditioned roof,
with abundant parking all around.The postwar era brought celebrity to several architects, the
most revered being Frank Lloyd Wright. Beginning in the Midwest with his early-twentieth-
century prairie houses and culminating with the Guggenheim Museum in New York (1956–
1959), Wright’s long career encompassed virtually every region and building type, as well as
continual innovations in both technology and design. Two other “expressionistic” architects of
the era also deserve mention. Eero Saarinen’s work involved monumental corporate structures,
including the General Motors Technical Center outside Detroit (1948–1956) and the TWA
Terminal at Kennedy Airport (1956–1962). Louis Kahn represents the more intellectual side of
architectural heroism during the 1960s, both in his somewhat stirring but rather opaque
statements and in his major commissions: the Richards Medical Research Building in
Philadelphia (1957–1961), the Salk Institute at La Jolla (1959–1965), and the Kimball Art
Museum in Fort Worth (1966–1972).Architectural pluralism now became more pronounced
than ever. As skyscrapers reached new heights, they displayed an extraordinary variety of
colors and ornamental motifs. The reuse of historical buildings became a common spectacle—
notably in “festival marketplaces” such as Boston’s Quincy Market (built by Alexander Parris in
1826, adapted for the Rouse Company by Benjamin Thompson & Associates in 1974–1978).
Robert Venturi’s buildings and writings celebrated American popular culture in all its
diversity.Perhaps the most significant example of architecture in the 1980s was New York’s
Battery Park City. Stanton Eckstut’s design guidelines, developed in 1979, broke from the
modernist megastructure that had been proposed a decade earlier. Instead he looked to the
existing city, adopting its most successful architectural elements, landscaped spaces, and



street grid to provide a sense of continuity; a variety of architects and developers were then
brought in, so that buildings would display a rich diversity of responses to the architectural
controls. The result, in the best of the American architectural tradition, was both exuberant and
well planned, romantic and modern.William H. Jordy and William H. Pierson, Jr., American
Buildings and Their Architects, 4 vols. (1972–1980); Leland M. Roth, A Concise History of
American Architecture (1979); Gwendolyn Wright, Building the Dream: A Social History of
Housing in America (1981).Gwendolyn WrightSee also Balloon-Frame House; City Planning;
Housing; Johnson, Philip; Levittowns; Pei, I. M.; Suburbanization; Sullivan, Louis H.;
Urbanization; Wright, Frank Lloyd.ARMED FORCESThe most important historical influence
shaping the armed forces of the United States has been the abruptness of their transition from
a merely peripheral involvement in international politics to a center-stage role of dauntingly
large responsibilities.Through most of its history, the U.S. Army and the colonial forces that
preceded it were not instruments of foreign policy but tools for the domestic task of protecting
settlements against the North American Indians. When World War II broke out in Europe in
1939, the army was still mainly deployed for constabulary tasks, patrolling the Mexican border
and policing colonial subjects in the Philippine Islands. Until nearly the end of the nineteenth
century, the navy similarly was less an instrument of foreign policy than a device for showing
the flag in support of private American business ventures around the world. Although the navy
began to take on diplomatic significance sooner than the army, neither of the armed forces was
prepared by its history for sudden elevation during World War II to international
preeminence.The military institutions of the United States have their roots in the militia systems
of the British colonies before 1776. Because of dangers posed by the Indians and the rival
colonial powers, all the colonies that were to form the United States except Quaker
Pennsylvania compelled their citizens to become part-time soldiers under universal military
service laws applying to males of appropriate age. (Even Pennsylvania created a voluntary
militia in 1755 and made military service virtually compulsory in 1775.) The deficiencies of a
part-time soldiery for campaigns extended in time or geography led to supplementing the militia
with the British regular army, beginning on an important scale in 1755, early in the French and
Indian War.Thus the United States inherited from the colonial era a dual military tradition of
citizen-soldiers and regulars. The United States established a standing army modeled on the
British regulars, first in the Continental army of the revolutionary war, growing out of legislation
of the Second Continental Congress of June 14, 1775. This army was almost completely
disbanded by the Confederation Congress on June 2, 1784, but the next day Congress
authorized the creation of a new, albeit small force that the government of the Constitution
inherited in 1789 and that became the nucleus of the Regular Army. The United States also
accepted the compulsory-service militia legacy, particularly with the Second Amendment to the
Constitution, which went into effect in 1791.For defense against foreign enemies, it was
intended that the militia would be mobilized to reinforce the Regular Army, which remained
small throughout the nineteenth century; it numbered fewer than twenty-five thousand as late
as the eve of the Spanish-American War of 1898. Much of the time, however, Americans
perceived the Regular Army and the militia less as complementing each other than as rivals.
From the military dictatorship that followed the English Civil War, from the English Whig
ideology that regarded standing armies as inherent threats to liberty, and from the memory of
the vexatious quartering of British regulars in America after the French and Indian War, which
helped precipitate the Revolution, American politics derived an anti-standing-army tradition.But
Indian troubles along with friction with Great Britain and France during the French Revolution
and the Napoleonic Wars prevented the anti-standing-army tradition from prevailing altogether.



Furthermore, the compulsory-service militia declined before the Civil War because a rhetorical
preference for citizen-soldiers over professionals became an insufficient motive for enforcing
universal military training once the Indian frontier had receded westward. The rivalry between
citizen-soldiers and professionals remained alive, however, as volunteer militia companies
sprang up all over the United States in the first half of the nineteenth century. These companies
achieved a remarkable vitality, and their drill competitions became a vehicle for expressing
rivalries among towns and cities before the heyday of organized athletics.Possessing such
military forces, both the secessionist and the loyal states had the means to begin the Civil War
in 1861, the volunteer companies providing the core of both armies. They were later
supplemented by conscription, in what became the first American war of mass armies, over 2
million men eventually serving in the Union forces and some 750,000 in the Confederate
forces. The Regular Army of the United States, only about 16,000 strong when the Civil War
began, found itself playing only an inconspicuous role in the war.The role was not unimportant,
however, for the Regular Army had been growing increasingly professional. The U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, founded in 1802, had after the War of 1812 added to what was
essentially an engineering curriculum a solid foundation of schooling in tactical practice and
strategic thought. The West Point influence encouraged officers to continue their studies after
graduation, and some visited Europe to observe armies there. By the Civil War, both armies
were commanded, organized, and administered with considerable professional skill largely by
officers drawn from the Regular Army.After the war, the emphasis on educated professionalism
as a criterion of officership intensified. Gen. William Tecumseh Sherman, commanding general
of the army from 1869 to 1883, was a vigorous exponent of military education and encouraged
the formation of schools for the various combat arms to advance the professional education of
their officers beyond West Point’s undergraduate curriculum.The navy also took steps toward
refining officer professionalism. At the U.S. Naval Academy, founded at Annapolis, Maryland, in
1845, the technical mastery of seamanship took priority over military study, which the navy had
little need for until the Civil War. Its single-ship duels in the Quasi-War with France in 1798–
1800 and the War of 1812, its commerce-raiding in the latter war, and its major peacetime
function of showing the flag required little strategic or military insight. But the blockading and
capturing of Confederate ports and, after the war, the first intimations of American participation
in world politics provided the impetus for establishing the Naval War College at Newport,
Rhode Island, in 1884.The War College helped transform the navy from a loose collection of
individual ships into coordinated squadrons organized around battleships and designed to
contend for command of the seas against potential enemies. Although the navy could not yet
challenge the preeminence of the British Royal Navy, its transformation had progressed far
enough by 1898 to achieve spectacular successes in the war with Spain.Although the army
had preceded the navy in developing officer professionalism, by 1898 it was lagging behind.
After the Civil War, it mostly reverted to its constabulary role and waged occasional small wars
against the Indians. The closing of the frontier brought with it a sense of directionlessness.
After the war with Spain, Secretary of War Elihu Root strove to reorganize the army for a role in
advancing American world power, by improving the command system through the General
Staff Act of 1903 and establishing the Army War College in Washington the same year.
Nevertheless, the fact that large-scale participation in battle in World War I was delayed until its
final six weeks suggests how little the army was prepared for its role on the world stage.The
navy had taken another step ahead of the army when the Naval Act of 1916 set the goal of
building a navy second to none. The Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 gave international
confirmation to the parity of the U.S. Navy with the British Royal Navy, with the Imperial



Japanese Navy ranking a close third. Japanese dissatisfaction with this rank, however, was
among the factors that led the American and Japanese navies to spend the 1920s and 1930s
planning for a war for naval mastery of the Pacific. On the American side, a conspicuous
feature of the planning was the rise in strategic importance it accorded to the U.S. Marine
Corps; to wrest mastery of the western Pacific from the Japanese, numerous islands would
have to be conquered to serve as intermediate bases, and to that end the marines made
amphibious assault their specialty.The performance of the armed forces in World War II was
highly impressive, especially given the recency of their preparation for the exercise of first-rank
military power. The marines assaulted the Pacific islands with exemplary efficiency. The navy
operated effectively at distances no steam-powered navy had ever mastered. The Coast
Guard, which in wartime moves from the Department of the Treasury into the navy, contributed
much to antisubmarine warfare. The army, embarrassed by its performance in World War I, had
engaged during the interwar years in economic mobilization planning that helped American
industry become the economic bulwark of the entire Allied coalition.For all that, the American
performance in World War II also displayed difficulties inherited from the nation’s military past,
some of which still persist. The historic tensions over the appropriate orientation of the army
gave it a strategy and a force structure not entirely consistent with each other. The strategy
called for an overwhelmingly powerful invasion of German-occupied Europe as early in the war
as possible. After that strategy was invoked on June 6, 1944, however, an army still designed
primarily for mobility found itself not well suited for prolonged large-scale combat and for
absorbing heavy casualties, and the German army was able to hold the Americans and British
to lengthy stalemates.The tendency for ground fighting to degenerate into costly deadlock
encouraged experimentation with the Army Air Forces’ offer of a cheaper way to victory
through strategic bombing of the enemy’s economic and urban centers. Such bombing against
Germany was remarkably successful when in 1944–1945 it was concentrated on the synthetic
petroleum industry, imposing a paralysis that would have compelled Germany to surrender
even if it had not been invaded. But strategic bombing inevitably entailed the killing and
maiming of civilians, contrary to the international law of war; and it hardened the national
conscience, so that attacks on civilians became increasingly acceptable. By March 1945 the
Army Air Forces were routinely bombing Japanese cities not only to eliminate particular
industries but to wreak total destruction, a process that culminated in the atomic bombing of
Hiroshima and Nagasaki in August 1945.The atomic bombs precipitated Japan’s surrender, so
that American strategic bombing had produced a second triumph. Thus it is not surprising that
when the postwar cry for demobilization rapidly broke up the armed forces that had peaked at
some 12 million men and women at the close of the war, national security policy began to rely
almost solely on atomic weaponry. In keeping with the resulting emphasis on air power, the
U.S. Air Force became a separate service under the National Security Act of 1947, and an Air
Force Academy was established in Colorado and an Air War College in Alabama. The three
services were federated in the Department of Defense in 1949.The post-1945 reliance on
nuclear weapons yielded to the demonstration in the Korean War of 1950–1953 that such
weapons were unsuitable for use in limited wars. Accordingly “conventional” military strength
was revived at levels that have been maintained ever since except for expansion during the
Vietnam War of 1965–1973. By 1989, the army had 800,000 active soldiers with 850,000 in the
National Guard and reserves; the navy, 590,000 active sailors with 200,000 reserves; the
marines, 190,000 members with 50,000 reserves; and the air force, 600,000 active personnel
with 275,000 in the Air National Guard and reserves.Yet the conventional forces did not fight
either the Korean or the Vietnam War with exemplary success. The army in particular has



never resolved its historic dilemma of whether to prepare mainly for large-scale war or for
smaller campaigns. After its experience in World War II, it was restructured for a sustained
struggle in Europe against the Soviet Union; but the wars it actually fought were of a different
kind. Meanwhile the rapid diversification of sizes and varieties of nuclear weapons encouraged
planning for their limited, “tactical” use, though this entailed the danger of escalation into a
nuclear holocaust.By 1990 the armed forces were faced with a very different predicament: the
cold war seemed to be ending. If it did, there would end also the central purpose that had
sustained them for more than a generation, the focus on the Soviet Union as a major military
rival. Should this central purpose be lost, it would be only the latest in a series of nearly
revolutionary dislocations for the armed forces since the 1940s.These dislocations had
included the full integration of blacks in the armed forces. After serving in the colonial and
revolutionary war forces, blacks had been officially excluded from the army and the marines—
though tolerated by the navy—until the Civil War. Then they served in segregated units, often
relegated to menial labor, until an executive order of President Harry S. Truman on July 26,
1948, integrated the armed services; it was not completely implemented, however, until the
Korean War.The dislocations also encompassed the acceptance of women into the armed
forces. Women were admitted as nurses and as navy “yeomen (F)” to the number of 11,000 in
World War I, and on a much larger scale but still in auxiliary units in World War II, reaching a
peak strength of 271,000 out of some 12 million. By 1989 women numbered 251,000 of the
active-duty personnel and were almost fully integrated, although still for the most part barred
from combat. The rapid expansion of their numbers coincided with the end of the military draft
on January 27, 1973, which signified yet another jarring change. Accustomed since 1940 to
drawing men from the compulsory Selective Service System, the armed forces now had to
learn how to recruit enough volunteers. This change still causes debate reaching to the
fundamental issue of the responsibilities of democratic citizenship.Amid much change,
however, one important fact remains. The fears of the Founding Fathers that the military must
be a threat to liberty have never materialized. In the early years, such fears revolved around a
military coup d’état. After World War II, the fears were more subtle, envisaging a subversion of
democracy through the immensely enhanced influence of a permanently large military
establishment in alliance with the industrial interests that supplied it. Throughout, however, the
armed forces have remained faithful to an apolitical acceptance of civilian supremacy. Never
have they posed a substantial threat to a stable democracy.Allan R. Millett and Peter
Maslowski, For the Common Defense: A Military History of the United States, 1607–1983
(1984); Geoffrey Perret, A Country Made by War: From the Revolution to Vietnam—the Story
of America’s Rise to Power (1989).Russell F. WeigleySee also Conscientious Objection;
Conscription; Draft Riots; Mahan, Alfred Thayer; Nuclear Weapons: Origins and Legacy; and
entries for individual wars, military leaders.ARMORY SHOWThe Armory Show, the informal
title of the International Exhibition of Modern Art held at New York’s Sixty-ninth Regiment
Armory in 1913, was the country’s most influential exhibit of painting and sculpture. Attended
by 300,000 in New York and at subsequent traveling exhibits in Chicago and Boston, its
purpose was to introduce the work of antiacademic artists from both sides of the Atlantic
“usually neglected by current shows.”One-third of the sixteen hundred pieces were by
European artists, and it was the avant-garde nature of these European entries rather than the
largely conventional American majority that was responsible for the exhibit’s controversial
reception and historic impact. The Armory Show surveyed modern movements that included
impressionism, postimpressionism, fauvism, and cubism. It provoked furious debate. Marcel
Duchamp’s cubist painting, Nude Descending a Staircase, inspired the much-quoted



comparison to “an explosion in a shingle factory,” and in Chicago effigies of Henri Matisse and
Constantin Brancusi were hanged.Exposing American provincialism, the Armory Show
introduced the public to modernism and spawned American collecting on an international level.
The exhibit’s further effects, however, surfaced only gradually. Most modern art remained
suspect in the eyes of the public. Museums resisted housing it, and another thirty years would
pass before it had much impact on American painting and sculpture.See also Painting and
Sculpture.ARMSTRONG, LOUIS(1900–1971), trumpeter and singer. A product of New
Orleans’s rich musical culture, Armstrong took up the cornet in his early teens and was soon
playing in parades with the Colored Waifs’ Home band and in local nightspots. His tutor on the
instrument was Joseph “King” Oliver, who later asked Armstrong to join his Creole Jazz Band
in Chicago in 1922. Armstrong made his first recordings with this ensemble the following year,
but since he played second cornet to Oliver’s lead, he rarely can be heard soloing.In 1924
Armstrong married pianist Lillian Hardin and went to New York to join Fletcher Henderson’s
orchestra. With this ensemble he established himself as a brilliant soloist whose virtuosity and
rhythmic dynamism set new standards for instrumental jazz performance. His reputation
increased through a series of recordings made in Chicago between 1925 and 1928 with
groups of New Orleans musicians variously titled Louis Armstrong’s Hot Five or Hot Seven. On
such records as Struttin’ with Some Barbecue, Potato Head Blues (both 1927), and West End
Blues (1928), the young Armstrong displayed the hallmarks of a fully formed trumpet style and
a mature musical conception; his purity of tone, dazzling speed, daring breaks, rhythmic drive,
and startling imagination were unprecedented and, to some extent, remain
unequaled.Armstrong also emerged as a singer on the Hot Five and Hot Seven recordings, a
role that he would assume more and more in the years ahead. When fronting his own
orchestra in the 1930s and early 1940s, or when appearing with his All Stars, a small, New
Orleans-styled combo, from 1947 until 1971, Armstrong alternated between singing in his
characteristically husky voice and taking trumpet solos with the same penetrating sound and
rhythmic assurance that marked his recordings of the twenties.Gradually Armstrong—known to
many by his nickname “Satchmo”—developed his stage persona as a genial performer of
popular songs (“Mack the Knife,” “Hello, Dolly”) and New Orleans standards. This image
eclipsed his earlier radical innovations in jazz. But Armstrong himself may not have seen a
great dividing line in his career nor perceived a conflict between the roles of artist and
entertainer. Coming from a city whose musicians traditionally valued direct emotional
expression more than innovation for its own sake, and from a generation of jazz musicians who
functioned, by and large, as popular entertainers, Armstrong carved out a career typical for his
place and time. The extraordinary aspects came from the profound impact he made on other
musicians, the joy he brought to listeners the world over, and the sincerity, dignity, and love of
life he conveyed in all his performances.Louis Armstrong, Satchmo: My Life in New Orleans
(1954; reprint, 1986); Max Jones and John Chilton, Louis: The Louis Armstrong Story, 1900–
1971 (1971).Mark TuckerSee also Jazz; Music.ARMY-MCCARTHY HEARINGSThe Army-
McCarthy hearings dominated national television from April to June 1954. A subcommittee of
the Senate Committee on Government Operations was seeking to learn whether Senator
Joseph R. McCarthy had used improper influence to win preferential treatment for Pvt. G. David
Schine, a former member of the senator’s staff who had been drafted. McCarthy
countercharged that the army was trying to derail his embarrassing investigations of army
security practices through blackmail and intimidation.The congressional hearings were among
the first to be televised, and they captured national attention because of McCarthy’s notoriety.
The camera made clear his methods and manner, greatly weakening his popular support and



leading to his censure by the Senate on December 2, 1954.The word McCarthyism has
become synonymous with the practice of publicizing accusations of treason and disloyalty with
insufficient evidence.See also Anticommunism; McCarthy, Joseph R.ARNOLD,
BENEDICT(1741–1801), Continental army general and traitor. Arnold was born in Norwich,
Connecticut, the son of a merchant, who had married into Connecticut aristocracy but failed in
business, took to strong drink, and was unable to support the family. Apprenticed to his
mother’s cousins, Arnold nevertheless managed to free himself to fight in the French and
Indian War. He then entered business for himself.The American Revolution tapped Arnold’s
capacities for leadership and gave him the fame he craved, but it also provided an outlet for his
greed and selfishness. He joined in the war as head of a Connecticut militia company, and
upon receiving news of the Battles of Lexington and Concord, he marched the group to Boston.
But not wanting to join in a siege, he participated instead in the American attempt to capture
Fort Ticonderoga. It was Ethan Allen and his Green Mountain Boys, however, who took the fort,
depriving Arnold of the glory a victorious command would have brought.Arnold’s next effort
demonstrated his strong will and immense talent as a leader. The expedition against Canada,
one part of which he led, would have taxed the abilities of any man. The main part of the drive
carried his force of about a thousand men through the Maine wilderness, hampered by driving
rainstorms, flooding rivers, and nearly impassable forests. They reached Quebec and joined in
an unsuccessful assault on the night of December 30, 1775, under Gen. Richard Montgomery.
Arnold was wounded in the battle and forced to retire.When, in 1777, British general John
Burgoyne led his forces into the New York wilderness, Arnold was with Horatio Gates, the
commander of the opposing American army. Arnold did not get along with Gates, and after
expressing his disapproval of the general’s plans, he was ordered to the rear. He did not
remain there for long but joined in the Battle of Bemis Heights on October 7, 1777. Here he
performed brilliantly with the dash and recklessness that made his troops love him.Wounded
again, he was given command of Philadelphia in June 1778 after the British evacuation of the
city. There his combativeness embroiled him in clashes with other commanders, and his
acquisitiveness led to corruption in his command. A court-martial followed, and he was in effect
cleared of most of the charges, though not all. Gen. George Washington issued a reprimand,
which angered him and probably played a part in his decision to sell himself to the
enemy.Arnold, whose first wife had died, was married again, this time to nineteen-year-old
Peggy Shippen of an important Philadelphia family. She took part in the conspiracy to betray
West Point, where Arnold had taken command in August 1780. The plot had begun in
Philadelphia the year before and was discovered in September 1780. Arnold first contacted the
British in May 1779. His motives were personal, not political: he was greedy, always looking for
money, and hard-pressed to keep up a style of life he could not really afford. He also resented
what he took to be a lack of appreciation by Congress and the government of Pennsylvania,
which questioned his administration of Philadelphia. He chose Joseph Stansbury, a Loyalist
shopkeeper in Philadelphia, to convey his messages to the British general Sir Henry Clinton,
who relied on Maj. John André, his adjutant general, to handle negotiations. Arnold’s demands
for payment varied, but in August 1780 Clinton agreed to £20,000 if Arnold’s betrayal led to the
capture of West Point and three thousand troops. The plot was discovered when André,
carrying incriminating papers, was seized September 23, 1780, by New York militia near
Tarrytown while he attempted to return from a meeting with Arnold. Arnold fled to General
Clinton in New York City and an army he expected would honor his talents. He was
disappointed, however, for he never received a major command. His new masters did not trust
him.After the war he lived for a short time in New Brunswick but went to England in 1791 where



he died ten years later. Since 1780, Arnold’s name has been synonymous in the United States
with betrayal and treason.James Thomas Flexner, The Traitor and the Spy: Benedict Arnold
and John André (1953; 2nd ed., 1975); Carl Van Doren, Secret History of the American
Revolution (1951).Robert MiddlekauffSee also Revolution.ARTHUR, CHESTER A.(1829–
1886), twenty-first president of the United States. Born in Vermont, Arthur graduated from
Union College in Schenectady, New York, and taught school before moving to New York City,
where he was admitted to the bar in 1854.An antislavery Whig, Arthur joined the Republican
party at its birth. He was appointed engineer in chief on the New York governor’s military staff
in 1861 and then became quartermaster general of New York because of his honesty and
efficiency. He served until the Republicans lost the governorship in 1862. After the Civil War,
Arthur helped build Roscoe Conkling’s political organization as collector of the Port of New
York, where he was responsible for collecting two-thirds of the nation’s tariff revenue. Arthur
mastered the tariff laws and within the limits imposed by the spoils system brought some
efficiency to the customhouse. Nevertheless, President Rutherford B. Hayes removed him from
office in 1878, believing that partisan considerations were his central concern.Out of office but
not out of politics, Arthur became chairman of the New York Republican State Committee and
in 1880 was nominated for the vice presidency to balance the ticket headed by James A.
Garfield. The Republicans won the election, but after Garfield was assassinated, Arthur
became president in September 1881.To the surprise of his many detractors, Arthur was an
able chief executive. In damning him as a mere machine politician, his critics ignored the fact
that he was an intelligent man who had run the largest federal office in the country. Despite a
tendency to procrastinate, Arthur grew in the presidency and was able to meet its demands. He
never became a born-again civil service reformer, but preferred instead an efficient partisan
government service to one selected by open competitive examinations. It took the Republican
defeat in state and congressional elections in 1882 to induce him to support the Pendleton Civil
Service Reform Act (1883), the most important legislation passed during his administration.
Drawing on his expertise, Arthur condemned the existing tariff. But when he failed to convince
Congress to make the 20 to 25 percent reduction his tariff commission advocated, he signed
the aptly named “Mongrel” Tariff into law (1883). Arthur vetoed the outrageous pork-barrel
rivers and harbors bill of 1882 (a thinly disguised raid on the Treasury), only to see Congress
pass it over his veto. He signed legislation excluding Chinese laborers from the United States,
supported appropriations to modernize the navy, and personally supervised a sumptuous
refurbishing of the White House.Arthur was a dandy in dress and a gourmand at the table, but
he was neither happy nor healthy when president. He grieved over the death in 1880 of his wife
and suffered the debilitating effects of Bright’s disease, particularly after 1882. As part of his
effort to hide his condition from the public, he did nothing to stop those striving to nominate him
in 1884. Their efforts failed, however, partly because he lacked charisma and partly because
he was too much of a spoils politician to win reform support, yet too sound an administrator to
suit party regulars.Justus D. Doenecke, The Presidencies of James A. Garfield & Chester A.
Arthur (1981); Thomas C. Reeves, Gentleman Boss: The Life of Chester Alan Arthur (1975).Ari
HoogenboomSee also Chinese Exclusion Act; Civil Service Reform; Elections: 1880;
Tariff.ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION(1781–1788), the first written constitution of the United
States, superseded by the Constitution in 1788. From the beginning of the American
Revolution, Congress felt the need for a stronger union and a government powerful enough to
defeat Great Britain. During the early years of the war this desire became a belief that the new
nation must have a constitutional order appropriate to its republican character. A fear of central
authority inhibited the creation of such a government, and widely shared political theory held



that a republic could not adequately serve a large nation such as the United States. The
legislators of a large republic would be unable to remain in touch with the people they
represented, and the republic would inevitably degenerate into a tyranny. To many Americans
their union seemed to be simply a league of confederated states, and their Congress a
diplomatic assemblage, representing thirteen independent polities.The impetus for an effective
central government lay in wartime urgency, the need for foreign recognition and aid, and the
growth of national feeling. Altogether six drafts of the Articles were prepared before Congress
settled on a final version in 1777. Benjamin Franklin wrote the first and presented it to
Congress in July 1775. It was never formally considered. Later in the year Silas Deane, a
delegate from Connecticut, offered one of his own, which was followed still later by a draft from
the Connecticut delegation, probably a revision of Deane’s.None of these drafts contributed
significantly to the fourth version written by John Dickinson of Pennsylvania, the text that after
much revision provided the basis for the Articles approved by Congress. Dickinson prepared
his draft in June 1776; it was revised by a committee of Congress and discussed in late July
and August. The result, the third version of Dickinson’s original, was printed to enable
Congress to consider it further. In November 1777 the final Articles, much altered by this long
deliberative process, were approved for submission to the states.By 1779 all the states had
approved it except Maryland, but prospects for acceptance looked bleak, because claims to
western lands by other states set Maryland in inflexible opposition. Virginia, the Carolinas,
Georgia, Connecticut, and Massachusetts claimed by their charters to extend to the “South
Sea” or the Mississippi River. The charters of Maryland, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware,
and Rhode Island confined those states to a few hundred miles of the Atlantic. Land
speculators in Maryland and these other “landless states” insisted that the West belonged to
the United States, and they urged Congress to honor their claims to western lands. Maryland
also supported the demands because nearby Virginia would clearly dominate its neighbor
should its claims be accepted. Eventually Thomas Jefferson persuaded his state to yield its
claims to the West, provided that the speculators’ demands were rejected and the West was
divided into new states, which would be admitted into the Union on the basis of equality with
the old. Virginia’s action persuaded Maryland to ratify the Articles, which went into effect on
March 1, 1781.Not all issues had been settled with ratification, however. A disagreement over
the appointment of taxes forecast the division over slavery in the Constitutional Convention.
Dickinson’s draft required the states to provide money to Congress in proportion to the number
of their inhabitants, black and white, except Indians not paying taxes. With large numbers of
slaves, the southern states opposed this requirement, arguing that taxes should be based on
the number of white inhabitants. This failed to pass, but eventually the southerners had their
way as Congress decided that each state’s contribution should rest on the value of its lands
and improvements. In the middle of the war, Congress had little time and less desire to take
action on such matters as the slave trade and fugitive slaves, both issues receiving much
attention in the Constitutional Convention.Article III described the confederation as “a firm
league of friendship” of states “for their common defence, the security of their liberties, and
their mutual and general welfare.” This league would have a unicameral congress as the
central institution of government; as in the past, each state had one vote, and delegates were
elected by state legislatures. Under the Articles, each state retained its “sovereignty, freedom,
and independence.” The old weakness of the First and Second Continental Congresses
remained: the new Congress could not levy taxes, nor could it regulate commerce. Its revenue
would come from the states, each contributing according to the value of privately owned land
within its borders.But Congress would exercise considerable powers: it was given jurisdiction



over foreign relations with the authority to make treaties and alliances; it could make war and
peace, maintain an army and navy, coin money, establish a postal service, and manage Indian
affairs; it could establish admiralty courts; and it would serve as the last resort on appeal of
disputes between the states. Decisions on certain specified matters—making war, entering
treaties, regulating coinage, for example—required the assent of nine states in Congress, and
all others required a majority.Although the states remained sovereign and independent, no
state was to impose restrictions on the trade or the movement of citizens of another state not
imposed on its own. The Articles also required each state to extend “full faith and credit” to the
judicial proceedings of the others. And the free inhabitants of each state were to enjoy the
“privileges and immunities of free citizens” of the others. Movement across state lines was not
to be restricted.To amend the Articles the legislatures of all thirteen states would have to agree.
This provision, like many in the Articles, indicated that powerful provincial loyalties—and
suspicions of central authority—persisted. In the 1780s—the so-called Critical Period—state
actions powerfully affected politics and economic life. For the most part, business prospered
and the economy grew. Expansion into the West proceeded and population increased. National
problems persisted, however, as American merchants were barred from the British West Indies
and the British army continued to hold posts in the Old Northwest, American territory under the
Treaty of Paris. These circumstances contributed to a sense that constitutional revision was
imperative. Still, national feeling grew slowly in the 1780s, although major efforts to amend the
Articles in order to give Congress the power to tax failed in 1781 and 1786. The year after the
failure of 1786, the Constitutional Convention met in Philadelphia and effectively closed the
history of government under the Articles of Confederation.Merrill Jensen, The Articles of
Confederation: An Interpretation of the Social Constitutional History of the American
Revolution, 1774–1781 (1940); Jack N. Rakove, The Beginnings of National Politics: An
Interpretive History of the Continental Congress (1979).Robert MiddlekauffSee also
Continental Congresses; Philadelphia Convention; Republicanism.ASHCAN SCHOOLThe
Ashcan school of art evolved during the early years of the twentieth century in New York City.
The core of the movement was formed by “the Eight”—Robert Henri, Arthur B. Davies, Maurice
Prendergast, Ernest Lawson, William Glackens, Everett Shinn, John Sloan, and George Luks—
a diverse group of painters opposed to academism who exhibited together in 1908. Another
central figure, George Bellows, joined the movement later. Their rebellion against academic art
led several to play key roles in organizing the iconoclastic Armory show (1913) and in founding
the Society of Independent Artists (1917).Conservative in style, the Ashcan paintings were
revolutionary in content. Departing from the staid portraiture and genteel landscapes of the
nineteenth century, the artists focused on urban scenes, particularly those exposing the
shabbier aspects of city life. Their intent, however, was not muckraking social commentary but
the portrayal of urban vitality. Four of the original members had begun their careers as
newspaper illustrators, and their paintings exhibited the gritty realism, informality, and rapid
execution of visual reportage. With such unprepossessing titles as The Wrestlers, The
Shoppers, and Hairdressers’ Window, Sixth Avenue, their paintings captured spontaneous
moments in everyday events.Also known as the New York Realists, they were reviled by critics
as the “revolutionary black gang” and the “apostles of ugliness.” The other, originally pejorative
label—Ashcan school—became the standard term for this first important American art
movement of the twentieth century.See also Painting and Sculpture; Progressivism.ASIA-U.S.
RELATIONSSince around 1500, the countries and peoples of Europe (and later the United
States) and the rest of the world have met, collided, and influenced one another, in the process
transforming not only themselves but also the international order. Both Americans and Asians



have played major roles in this transformation.When Americans achieved their independence,
the new nation defined itself as an entity willing and capable of defending itself, as an
economic system with expanding territorial and commercial horizons, and as a social order
characterized by certain values and proclivities. It fitted into the international order also at
various levels: it was a military presence in a world consisting of military powers, an economic
organization participating in global commercial activities, and a culture exemplifying such
principles as freedom and human rights in an international community that had lost a sense of
cultural unity.What was the relevance of Asia to such a nation? The countries of Asia had
defined their own identities and their own world system. They were less military than economic
entities; their armed power, compared with the West’s, was designed primarily for maintaining
domestic order, whereas their resources (population, minerals, agricultural products,
manufactured goods) in combination surpassed those in Europe. Culturally, East Asian
countries subscribed to a Confucian tradition, which, though it had gone through as much
transformation as Christianity, provided legitimacy to political authority and social order. In
other parts of Asia, Buddhism, Hinduism, and Islam played a similar role.The West and the
non-West came into more extensive contact in the late eighteenth century than earlier, and the
contact deepened steadily thereafter. Western countries’ superior military technology and
organization enabled them to establish their outposts overseas; the Industrial Revolution
facilitated, and also necessitated, the penetration of non-Western markets; and the new
democratic ideology as well as the religious fervor that accompanied both the Industrial
Revolution and the Democratic Revolution led thousands of Westerners to travel and
proselytize abroad to save non-Westerners from their “moral darkness.”The initial American
encounter with Asia had little of the military character. The country’s independence, security, or
power did not depend on anything happening in Asia or on establishing some control in that
part of the world. The United States did have a small squadron in Asian waters, and more
ships were added as occasion demanded. In the mid-nineteenth century, American naval
power impressed itself upon Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans, and already Hawaii was being
developed as a key base. Still, the role of the gunboats was primarily to protect Americans in
Asia—merchants, consuls, and missionaries—not to entrench American power in that part of
the world. Rarely did Asians feel threatened by America, as distinguished from Britain, Russia,
or France. The two expeditions to Japan undertaken by Commodore Matthew C. Perry (1853,
1854) may have been an exception, but they were diplomatic missions to persuade the
Japanese to render assistance to shipwrecked American whalers and to consent to the coming
of some American merchants. As such they were more an economic and a cultural
phenomenon than a military, strategic one.Americans from the very beginning were conscious
of the economic opportunities in Asia. Initially their role was that of broker. American sailors
and merchants took European goods to Asian ports and returned with teas, silks, and
chinaware. There was little that the United States itself produced that could be marketed in
Asia, and for this reason the American-Asian trade was never as important as that with other
regions during most of the nineteenth century. Quick fortunes were made, to be sure, by New
England merchants or by consular officials (Townsend Harris was a conspicuous example)
who took advantage of the differential rates of exchange between gold and silver or invested
heavily in the opium trade. But these were transient phenomena, and the trade with Asia was
only a small fraction of America’s overall commerce. Still, the lure of the Asian (especially
Chinese) market was always there, and this, more than any strategic calculations, served to
keep that part of the world alive in the American consciousness. Ultimately, this lure was part of
the process of the West’s industrialization, which increased its share of the world



manufacturing output from 29 percent in 1800 to 86 percent in 1900, whereas Asia’s declined
from 57 to 10 percent. Here clearly was an opportunity not to be overlooked. Americans, either
as shippers or as manufacturers, wanted to be part of the process that was creating a global
economic system.It was, nevertheless, in the cultural realm that the American presence in Asia
became most conspicuous. Far more than as a potential market, Asian countries invited
Americans culturally. Culture, defined anthropologically, refers to “structures of meaning” that
serve to establish a community or social order among individuals. Why American culture
produced men and women eager to traverse the oceans in order to transform other cultures is
a fascinating question, and even more intriguing is the primacy of Asia in this endeavor. There
was something in Asian culture that persuaded Americans that they had a mission to reach out
there and help change it. Protestant missionaries constituted a constant stream going out to
Siam, Burma, China, Japan, and Korea, and their number at the end of the nineteenth century
amounted to over three thousand. They were joined by educators, scientists, explorers, and
others who taught young men and women of Asia or served Asian governments as advisers.
Precisely because the United States did not maintain a significant military or commercial
presence in Asia, the thousands of private individuals educating Asian children, preaching
Christianity, and advising local governments on projects ranging from the writing of a
constitution to the building of a railway defined U.S.-Asian relations as primarily cultural. It
cannot be said that they Americanized Asia; rather, they played a part in the Westernization of
many Asian countries. Still, in such areas as women’s education or in combating “feudal”
customs like foot-binding, concubinage, or idolatry, Americans in Asia made a crucial
contribution.So far the story has been unidirectional. The contact between America and Asia
did not have as much impact upon the former as on the latter. This began to change in the last
years of the nineteenth century, and in the present century America’s destiny has become
more and more affected by developments in, and activities by, Asian countries.One already
sees this in the Spanish-American War of 1898. Although originating in Cuba, the war involved
the United States in the Philippines where insurgents were struggling for liberation from
Spanish rule. American naval operations against the Spanish fleet in Manila made it virtually
impossible for U.S. forces to stand aloof from internal events. Similarly, political crises in Hawaii
following the overthrow of the monarch in 1893, coupled with Japanese ambitions there (Tokyo
wished to protect its immigrants in the islands), forced America’s hand. The resulting
annexation of the Philippines and Hawaii signaled the intrusion of faraway developments upon
American national life.American security now became partially dependent upon the geopolitical
situation in Asia and the Pacific, especially Japan’s rapid naval buildup, penetration of the
Asian continent, and alliance (in 1902 and thereafter) with Britain. By the same token, the
growth of the United States as a naval and colonial power had serious strategic implications for
Japan. To simplify the complex evolution of U.S.-Japanese competition that eventuated in the
war of 1941–1945, the uneasy balance (from around 1900 to the First World War) in the Pacific
was followed by the emergence of the two countries as the hegemonic naval powers in the
Pacific, each developing war plans against the other. But at the Washington and the London
naval conferences of 1921–1922 and 1930, they decided to check the arms race and build a
more stable relationship on the basis of reduced naval forces. This changed again during the
1930s, when Japan augmented its military power and sought to establish a greater measure of
control over the Asian continent than it had before, and the United States slowly but firmly
resisted these moves and rebuilt its own forces. The confrontation that came in 1941 pitted a
nation trying to establish control over China, Southeast Asia, and the western Pacific against
another that stood in its way and was reinforcing its power in Hawaii, the Philippines, and



(through military advisers and aid) China.In the meantime, economic relations between
America and Asia had become much closer. Although American trade continued to be largely
oriented toward Europe, Asia did begin to play an increasingly important role as a market for
industrial products, cotton, kerosene, and wheat. American exports to China and Japan
expanded phenomenally during and following the First World War, accounting for over a third of
these countries’ imports in the 1920s. The United States, in turn, provided a good market for
Asian commodities. American purchases of silk and silk goods composed the largest portion of
Japan’s export trade. The deepening interdependence was further promoted by the infusion of
American capital and technology, both badly needed for Japanese industrialization as well as
for China’s reconstruction after the country had been devastated by internal strife following the
fall of the Manchu dynasty in 1911.These economic ties did not disappear in the 1930s during
the world depression. If anything, because of the economic crisis, Americans became even
more interested in Asian markets, and the Chinese continued to count on American capital and
technology. The Japanese imported increasing quantities of American trucks, aircraft, and oil.
In the end, however, economic relations became incorporated into the power-level relationship,
with the United States anxious to help China resist Japanese aggression, while Japan decided
to free itself from its dependence on America by creating an East Asian “coprosperity sphere.”
Thus in the story leading up to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941,
economics played a symbolic role; Japan was opting out of a relationship of interdependence
for an autarky, while the United States insisted on an “open door” in Asia and the Pacific, free
from Japanese military domination.During this period the cultural aspect continued to be of real
importance to all countries involved. Americanization of Asia proceeded apace; educators,
doctors, engineers, and other experts flocked to China as it belatedly began its modernization
programs. The U.S. government as well as private institutions invited thousands of students
from China, and these students, upon returning home, became agents of cultural
transformation. There were fewer American teachers in Japan or Japanese students in
America, but American influence was conspicuous through hundreds of movies shown in
Japanese cities, in political ideologies that affected the movement for democratization during
the 1920s, and in popular entertainment areas such as baseball, jazz, and dance halls. These
instances of Americanization did not abate in China or in Japan throughout the 1930s; only on
the eve of Pearl Harbor did Japanese authorities ban (not totally successfully) the showing of
American films or the sale of American books.American society and culture, too, came under
some Asian influence, although it was much more limited in scope. Most important was the
presence of Asian immigrants in the United States. Although composing less than one-tenth of
1 percent of the American population, Chinese and Japanese immigrants and their offspring,
especially on the West Coast and in Hawaii, helped transform the physical and cultural
landscape of these lands. Their impact often aroused American hostility and gave rise to racist
propaganda. One should also note the beginning, after the First World War, of Asian studies in
the United States. Serious attempts were made in the interwar years to train young Americans
in the study of Chinese and Japanese history and politics. They joined Chinese and Japanese
students and scholars in the United States as bridge builders, and they continued to serve in
that capacity even during the Pacific war as the nation called on them to interpret Japanese
behavior, translate Chinese documents, or otherwise prepare for a more stable pattern of U.S.-
Asian relations after the war.The history of these relations since 1945 shows a continuity with
past patterns. Economically and culturally, Americans and Asians have vastly expanded their
interconnections, whereas in the strategic area there have been as many twists and turns as
there were before the war. Japan, defeated and demilitarized, was now an insignificant factor,



and even after it regained its sovereignty in 1952, its security was defined within the framework
of an alliance with the United States. China, however, emerged as America’s antagonist as the
communist leadership, establishing a new regime in 1949, entered into an alliance with the
Soviet Union. The U.S.-Chinese antagonism developed into a major confrontation in Korea
where their forces collided in 1950, and in Vietnam where Chinese-assisted Vietminh and
American-supported South Vietnamese fought a long war till the latter’s defeat in 1973. Both
these wars pitted American power in defense of the status quo against forces in Asia
determined to challenge it.In the meantime, European colonialism steadily receded, to be
replaced by independent countries in South and Southeast Asia. But these countries, as well
as China and the two Koreas, were no less committed to augmenting military power than the
United States, with the result that the whole region of Asia and the Pacific became increasingly
militarized. At the same time, however, geopolitical considerations led America and China to
come together, to create between them some sort of balance so that together they might check
the growth of Soviet power. Compared with the situation before the war, it is clear that the
United States was far more extensively involved in Asia militarily and strategically. In that
process, tens of thousands of Americans were killed, even while millions of Chinese, Koreans,
and Vietnamese suffered losses of life, property, and economic resources.Fortunately, this has
not been the only story of postwar Asian-U.S. relations. Since World War II the whole region
has witnessed real economic growth. Starting from the devastation wrought by the war, the
countries of Asia have registered the most rapid economic growth of any part of the world.
During the 1980s the region’s share in the world’s output increased from 10 to 20 percent.
Undoubtedly, the United States has contributed to this development, first through the postwar
programs of rehabilitation assistance, then by providing capital and technology for
industrialization, and, perhaps most crucial, by purchasing huge quantities of Asian products.
All this has created greater economic interdependence than was ever dreamed of. Some,
especially manufacturers and labor unions in the United States, worry about excessive
interdependence, which they interpret as America’s becoming more and more dependent on
Asian manufactured products and on Asian capital as well. But any drastic change in the near
future is unlikely.Of even greater significance has been the cultural interconnectedness.
Postwar Asian countries, whether one is talking of defeated Japan occupied by American
forces or of China cautiously opening its doors to American visitors, have been infused with
American cultural influences, ranging from fast foods and movies to ideas of democracy and
human rights, from popular sports to scholarly treatises. For their part, Asians have made
themselves conspicuous in American society through their sheer numbers—there are now
more Asian immigrants and refugees coming to the United States than from any other part of
the world—as well as their activities as grocers, restaurateurs, artists, scholars, and just plain
neighbors. Asians now compose more than 2 percent of the American population, and they
have already made some significant entry into the worlds of American business, law,
academia, and the mass media. This, too, is a culmination of earlier trends, although the extent
to which American society has been Asianized would never have been dreamed of by prewar
generations.In the course of two centuries Americans and Asians have contributed to
promoting contact between the West and the non-West, in the process transforming
themselves as well as the world. The West has become more Asian, and the non-West more
American. That is the ultimate significance of the history of American-Asian relations.Michael
H. Hunt, The Making of a Special Relationship: The United States and China to 1914 (1983);
Akira Iriye, Across the Pacific: An Inner History of American-East Asian Relations (1967).Akira
IriyeSee also Chinese Exclusion Act; Dollar Diplomacy Gentlemen’s Agreement Japanese-



American Relocation; Korean War; Open Door Policy; Philippines; Spanish-American War;
Vietnam War; World War II.ASSOCIATION (1774)The Association of 1774, created by the First
Continental Congress on October 20 of that year, arose in response to the Quebec Act and the
so-called Coercive Acts, all passed by Parliament in the spring of 1774. The Association
committed the American colonies to a boycott of trade with Great Britain until these laws were
repealed. As Association members, the colonies agreed not to import goods from Great Britain,
Ireland, or the West Indies or East India tea from anywhere in the world and to end American
participation in the slave trade. If these actions failed to lead to repeal, the Association would
move in September 1775 to prohibiting exports to Great Britain, Ireland, and the West Indies.
To reduce the impact of nonimportation, the colonies agreed to support domestic industry,
especially wool manufacture, and to encourage “frugality, economy, and industry” among their
citizens. Profiteering from shortages was prohibited. The Association empowered an elected
committee in each community to make periodic inspections and publicize its findings, so that
violators of the agreement could be condemned and ostracized.The nonimportation,
nonconsumption, nonexportation agreement was seen by many Patriots as the last alternative
to armed rebellion. Many believed that the economic pressure of suspending trade would
arouse British public opinion, forcing a repeal of the contested laws. Through the winter of
1775, the program gradually took shape. Creating the machinery for enforcement moved the
colonies further into the realm of self-government, and the elected committees opened
opportunities for public officeholding for many outside the communities’ traditional leadership.
Public support of the agreement was fairly consistent, although episodes of noncompliance in
the major ports led to numerous clashes and occasional violence. By April 1775, the plan was
in operation in twelve of the thirteen colonies, but the outbreak of fighting at Lexington and
Concord ended this last effort to express the colonies’ resistance economically and politically
rather than through force of arms.See also Coercive Acts; Quebec Act; Revolution.ASTAIRE,
FRED(1899–1987), dancer and actor. Astaire first performed as a child in vaudeville with his
sister, Adele, and later the team was very successful on Broadway. In 1933, Astaire, now
performing alone, made his first film, Flying Down to Rio, for RKO. It was an immediate
success, and he went on to make forty more movie musicals. After 1958 he produced and
directed four award-winning television musical specials, appeared in numerous television
acting roles, wrote an autobiography, and played in straight acting roles in eight films. Astaire’s
dancing and choreography were sophisticated, the technique always hidden by his debonair
charm as a performer. Astaire films continue to be shown throughout the world, and his
dancing has come to be associated with the best of the American style, admired by such
classical artists as Rudolf Nureyev and Mikhail Baryshnikov.Known as a perfectionist, Astaire
created some of his finest dances in collaboration with dance director Hermes Pan, although
he also worked with choreographers like Roland Petit, Eugene Loring, and many others. A
musician as well as a dancer, Astaire was able to oversee musical arrangements, making sure
they were tailored to fit the needs of the dancing. His most famous partnership was with Ginger
Rogers. If others of his partners, like Eleanor Powell, Rita Hayworth, Cyd Charisse, and Vera
Allen, were technically better dancers, it was Rogers whose persona and movements seemed
to fit with Astaire’s in beautiful complement. The image of the two locked in an embrace,
twirling across a highly polished floor, came to symbolize ideas about dance and romance for
many in their audiences.Astaire made the dance number the culmination of the plot, and by
giving dance the honored position, he turned movie dancing into a fine art. He always directed
his own dance numbers and tended to create within certain genres—like the romantic ballroom
dance, tap competitions, tap solos, and solos with props. It was said that he could dance with



anyone—and anything. One of his famous dances involving props is “Say It with
Firecrackers” (Holiday Inn, 1942, Paramount), in which he sets off firecrackers, smoke, and
small explosive charges with his feet. Another is a mad duet with a drum set in “Nice Work If
You Can Get It” (Damsels in Distress, 1937, RKO).Astaire made many innovations in the
filming of dance, including filming the entire body of the dancer and capturing the dance’s
continuity by filming it from beginning to end in a single take. In love with movement, Astaire
said that either the camera would dance—or he would. An example of his use of camera
movement is his well-known dance in Royal Wedding (MGM, 1951) in which he appears to
dance on the walls and ceiling of a room; actually, the entire room and the camera were turning
around him in a kind of gigantic squirrel cage.It is a testament to Fred Astaire’s artistry that no
matter how clever the devices, they were always made to serve the dance, for he never
sacrificed integrity for the special effect. He is still the finest director of dance on film, and his
contributions to the art as well as his own dancing on film remain unparalleled.John Mueller,
Astaire Dancing: The Musical Films (1985).Sally SommerSee also Dance; Movies.ASTOR,
JOHN JACOB(1763–1848), fur trader, businessman, and real estate investor. Astor began life
as one of twelve children of a poor German butcher and died the richest man in America. The
making of a great fortune was the aim and purpose of Astor’s life, and he accomplished it by
dominating the American fur trade and investing his profits in the real estate of burgeoning
New York City. Shortly before his death, Astor was asked if he would have done anything
differently with his life. He is supposed to have replied that his only regret was not having
bought all of Manhattan.Astor was born in the small town of Waldorf, near Heidelberg,
Germany. At twenty he followed his older brother Henry to New York, arriving with hardly a
penny. He became a clerk to a fur trader and mastered that business quickly. His employer was
impressed with Astor’s intelligence and energy and entrusted him with more and more
responsibilities, including buying furs upstate and selling them in London.Before long Astor
was operating on his own account and prospered at once. He began putting his profits into
Manhattan real estate, investing nearly $7,000, a large sum of money in those days, between
1789 and 1791. Astor’s strategy was to buy, very cheaply, land that lay far beyond the
developed area of the city and then to wait for the city’s rapid growth to reach his lots. In 1803,
for instance, he paid $25,000 for seventy acres located more than an hour’s ride north of what
were then the city’s physical limits. By the 1870s the land was worth $20 million to the Astor
family. Today the area is known as Times Square.Because China was an excellent market for
furs in 1800, Astor entered the China trade and earned large profits from it, often as much as
$50,000 from a single voyage. In 1808 he established the American Fur Company to exploit the
newly acquired Louisiana Purchase and the Pacific Northwest. He built a trading post at the
mouth of Oregon’s Columbia River in 1811, naming it Astoria. This grand scheme fell apart
when one of Astor’s ships was lost at sea and the War of 1812 cost him the support of his
allies in Canada. It was Astor’s one great failure.Regardless, Astor turned the War of 1812 to
good account when he made the federal government, desperate for cash, a large loan, paying
only about forty cents on the dollar for government bonds. As always it was the increase in his
fortune that mattered to Astor; patriotism did not deter him from driving any but the hardest of
bargains.By the end of the 1820s Astor had a near monopoly of the American fur trade, but he
realized that because of the vagaries of fashion and rising costs, the trade was becoming less
profitable. He sold out all his fur interests in 1834 and spent the last fourteen years of his life
speculating in New York real estate.When Astor died in New York, he left an estimated $40
million, a sum several times larger than any other American fortune of the day. He left nearly all
of it to his son, but gave $400,000 to establish the Astor Library, one of three that would later



merge to form today’s great New York Public Library.Kenneth W. Porter, John Jacob Astor,
Business Man (1931); David Sinclair, Dynasty: The Astors and Their Times (1984).John Steele
GordonSee also Robber Barons.ATLANTIC CHARTERPresident Franklin D. Roosevelt and
Prime Minister Winston Churchill of Great Britain issued the Atlantic Charter after a conference
aboard USS Augusta at Placentia Bay, Newfoundland, on August 9, 1941. Originally designed
to rally support for the war effort, it later became a blueprint for the postwar world.The charter
announced that the signatories sought no additional national territory and recognized the right
of all peoples to choose their own form of government and to approve any territorial changes
that might affect them. It also guaranteed all nations the right to trade and navigate anywhere
in the world and called for international cooperation to promote improved labor standards,
economic advancement, and social security. The object was to make sure that “all the men in
all the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want.” Finally, Churchill and
Roosevelt called for the disarmament of the Axis powers, pending the establishment of a
“permanent system of general security,” a system later codified by the United Nations
Charter.See also World War II.ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSIONThe Atomic Energy
Commission (AEC), established by the Atomic Energy Act of 1946, was given a monopoly on
the development of nuclear energy. David E. Lilienthal, previously head of the Tennessee Valley
Authority, was its first chairman. In 1954, revisions of the Atomic Energy Act allowed private
industry to participate in the development of nuclear technology and gave the AEC regulatory
powers in the areas of public health and safety and national security as related to nuclear
energy. Because the dual tasks of the AEC—regulation and promotion—often came into
conflict, Congress separated the two functions.Throughout the 1960s and 1970s the nuclear
energy industry grew larger, leading to greater work loads for the regulators. Reaction against
this growth and the fact that one agency both created and regulated the industry prompted
passage of the Energy Reorganization Act of 1974, which replaced the AEC with the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and the Energy Research and Development Administration.See also
Nuclear Power.AUDUBON, JOHN JAMES(1785–1851), artist and ornithologist. Audubon was a
self-taught naturalist and artist who became the most famous of all nature painters after he had
failed as a businessman. The illegitimate son of a French sea captain, he was born in Santo
Domingo (now Haiti) and brought up in France where, as a schoolboy, he made rudimentary
drawings of the local birds. He immigrated to the United States at the age of eighteen and set
up as a storekeeper on the Kentucky frontier. But he became more and more absorbed in
watching, studying, and drawing America’s birds, and this distraction, along with unlucky
investments, sent him into bankruptcy in 1819.Largely through his own observations, he had
made himself a first-rate field ornithologist. His understanding of birds, along with his talent as
a draftsman, gave his drawings and paintings a full-bodied, dramatic reality that made the stiff
profiles of other bird artists seem lifeless and archaic. Working as a teacher and itinerant
painter—and with the help of his wife, Lucy, who showed a storybook loyalty to her often
difficult husband—he saved enough money to undertake publication of his work. In 1826,
unable to find support at home, he went to Europe where his paintings delighted the English
and impressed the French. His birds, an English critic wrote, “in their motion and at rest, in their
play and in their combats, singing, running, beating the air, skimming the waves ... are real and
palpable images of the New World.” In Paris, the eminent scientist, Georges Cuvier, declared
that the paintings were “the greatest monument ever erected by art to nature.”A natural
salesman and showman, Audubon played the role of the American woodsman for the English,
walking around London in his fringed leather jacket, slicking his hair with bear grease, telling
romantic stories of the frontier. This was playacting, but Audubon was an expert huntsman and



rifleman, at home in the wilderness and with the Indians whom he amused by playing his fiddle
and flute around their campfires. An innate elegance and an animated mind put him at ease
with the English upper classes on whom he relied to subscribe to his work. In a dozen
extraordinary years, he completed and published his Birds of America with its 435 life-size,
elephant folio engravings (done by a gifted craftsman, Robert Havell). He sold about a hundred
sets in England and some seventy-five in the United States, where his European success
made him a kind of hero. Back in America in 1838, he published a smaller octavo edition of
Birds, which opened his work to a wide public, and with his son, John Wodehouse, did
paintings for a companion work, The Viviparous Quadrupeds of North America.Visionary in his
ambition, Audubon was single-minded and methodical in his working methods. He traveled all
over the United States to observe and collect birds, measured and dissected them, made
careful field sketches. All this, in the final paintings, gave his birds an authentic presence,
enhanced by the direct colors and the natural backgrounds (some of which were done by other
artists). His voluminous and invaluable field notes were published as Ornithological
Biography.Although sometimes criticized for being inaccurate and overly dramatic, Audubon’s
paintings are ornithologically honest, faithful to nature and to the basic object of any zoological
illustration, which is to present an identifiable image of the subject. It is nature, of course, that
dictates Audubon’s art, but his monumental work suggests, just as much, that Audubon’s art
often dictates to nature.Alice Ford, John James Audubon (1965); Francis Hobart Herrick,
Audubon the Naturalist (1938).Joseph KastnerSee also Painting and Sculpture.AUSTIN,
STEPHEN F.(1793–1836), colonizer and “Father of Texas.” Born in Virginia, Austin moved with
his family to Missouri in 1798 but spent most of his life on the farthest edges of the western
frontier.The economic collapse that followed the panic of 1819 changed the direction of
Austin’s life. When the family’s ventures, including a bank and lead mines, failed, Austin moved
to Arkansas where he held a territorial judgeship, and his father, who had become a Spanish
subject when he first moved to Missouri, turned his attention to Spanish Texas. In December
1820, Moses Austin traveled to San Antonio, where he obtained permission to colonize three
hundred American families in Texas. He died, however, before he was able to recruit the
colonists.Although he lacked enthusiasm for his father’s scheme, Stephen Austin acceded to
his father’s dying wish and dedicated himself to the fulfillment of the colonization plan. In 1822
he established the first authorized American settlement on Texas’s Gulf coast, along the rich
bottomlands of the Brazos, Colorado, and Bernard rivers. When Mexico won its independence
from Spain, the validity of Austin’s Spanish grant was brought into question. Austin carried his
case to Mexico City, where, after a year of uncertainty, he received not only confirmation of his
grant but also broad political powers over the colonists. He continued to influence local
governmental affairs after Texas was united with the Mexican state of Coahuila. Under the
terms of Mexico’s liberal colonization policy, which Austin helped draft, he expanded his
settlement by an additional nine hundred families. Although contracts were drawn by the
Mexican government with other empresarios (as the colonizers were called), Austin was the
most successful. He was largely responsible for a law that allowed slaves to be brought into
Texas even though Mexico had abolished slavery, and he was instrumental in providing Texas
with a judicial system. In 1831–1832, he served as a member of the Coahuila and Texas
legislature. The growth and stability of the early American settlements in Texas was primarily
due to Austin’s energy, foresight, and good relations with the Mexican government. He
developed a land system, dealt with the Indians, mapped the area, encouraged economic
development, established schools, and promoted commerce with the United States.When he
moved to Texas, Austin had become a Mexican citizen and always remained loyal to Mexico.



Although he tried to stand aloof from the revolutionary movements that afflicted the Mexican
republic, he was ultimately drawn into them. In 1832, he supported Santa Anna in the latter’s
effort to overturn the central government, and in the following year, he became involved in the
movement to create a separate state government in Texas. Although he doubted the
expediency of the movement, he was chosen to carry the appeal to the Mexican capital. Not
only was he not successful, but upon his arrival in Mexico City he was thrown into prison for
over a year. When Austin returned to Texas in 1835, he was drawn into the Texas
Revolution.After a trip to the United States to secure support for the new Texas Republic, he
was defeated by Sam Houston for president. At the time of his death, Austin had accepted
appointment as Texas’s secretary of state. Although Texans had often expressed their
impatience with Austin’s caution, his temporizing attitude toward the Mexican authorities, and
his sense of loyalty to Mexico, he was revered following his death as one of Texas’s founding
fathers.Stephen F. Austin, Papers, ed. E. C. Barker, 4 vols. (1924–1928); Eugene C. Barker, The 
Life of Stephen F. Austin, Founder of Texas, 1793–1836 (1925; reprint, 1968).Robert W.
JohannsenSee also Mexico-U.S. Relations; Texas Revolution and
Annexation.AUTOMOBILESAlthough the automobile was to have its greatest social and
economic impact in the United States, it was initially perfected in Germany and France toward
the end of the nineteenth century by such men as Nicolaus Otto, Gottlieb Daimler, Carl Benz,
and Emile Levassor.The 1901 Mercedes, designed by Wilhelm Maybach for Daimler Motoren
Gesellschaft, deserves credit for being the first modern motorcar in all essentials. Its thirty-five-
horsepower engine weighed only fourteen pounds per horsepower, and it achieved a speed of
fifty-three miles per hour. But as late as 1909, with the most integrated automobile factory in
Europe, Daimler employed some seventeen hundred workers to produce fewer than a
thousand cars per year.Nothing illustrates the superiority of European design better than the
sharp contrast between this first Mercedes model and Ransom E. Olds’s 1901–1906 one-
cylinder, three-horsepower, tiller-steered, curved-dash Oldsmobile, which was merely a
motorized horse buggy. But the Olds sold for only $650, putting it within reach of middle-class
Americans, and the 1904 Olds output of 5,508 units surpassed any car production previously
accomplished. The central problem of automotive technology over the first decade of the
twentieth century would be reconciling the advanced design of the 1901 Mercedes with the
moderate price and low operating expenses of the Olds. This would be overwhelmingly an
American achievement.Bicycle mechanics J. Frank and Charles E. Duryea of Springfield,
Massachusetts, had designed the first successful American gasoline automobile in 1893, then
won the first American automobile race in 1895, and went on to make the first sale of an
American-made gasoline car the next year. Thirty American manufacturers produced 2,500
motor vehicles in 1899, and some 485 companies entered the business in the next decade. In
1908 Henry Ford introduced the Model T and William C. Durant founded General Motors.The
new firms operated in an unprecedented seller’s market for an expensive consumer goods
item. With its vast land area and a hinterland of scattered and isolated settlements, the United
States had a far greater need for automotive transportation than the nations of Europe. Great
demand was ensured, too, by a significantly higher per capita income and more equitable
income distribution than in European countries.Given the American manufacturing tradition, it
was also inevitable that cars would be produced in larger volume at lower prices than in
Europe. The absence of tariff barriers between the states encouraged sales over a wide
geographic area. Cheap raw materials and a chronic shortage of skilled labor early
encouraged the mechanization of industrial processes in the United States. This in turn
required the standardization of products and resulted in the volume production of such



commodities as firearms, sewing machines, bicycles, and many other items. In 1913, the
United States produced some 485,000 of the world total of 606,124 motor vehicles.The Ford
Motor Company greatly outpaced its competitors in reconciling state-of-the-art design with
moderate price. Cycle and Automobile Trade Journal called the four-cylinder, fifteen-
horsepower, $600 Ford Model N (1906–1907) “the very first instance of a low-cost motorcar
driven by a gas engine having cylinders enough to give the shaft a turning impulse in each
shaft turn which is well built and offered in large numbers.” Deluged with orders, Ford installed
improved production equipment and after 1906 was able to make deliveries of a hundred cars
a day.Encouraged by the success of the Model N, Henry Ford was determined to build an even
better “car for the great multitude.” The four-cylinder, twenty-horsepower Model T, first offered in
October 1908, sold for $825. Its two-speed planetary transmission made it easy to drive, and
features such as its detachable cylinder head made it easy to repair. Its high chassis was
designed to clear the bumps in rural roads. Vanadium steel made the Model T a lighter and
tougher car, and new methods of casting parts (especially block casting of the engine) helped
keep the price down.Committed to large-volume production of the Model T, Ford innovated
modern mass production techniques at his new Highland Park, Michigan, plant, which opened
in 1910 (although he did not introduce the moving assembly line until 1913–1914). The Model
T runabout sold for $575 in 1912, less than the average annual wage in the United States. By
the time the Model T was withdrawn from production in 1927, its price had been reduced to
$290 for the coupe, 15 million units had been sold, and mass personal “automobility” had
become a reality.Ford’s mass production techniques were quickly adopted by other American
automobile manufacturers. (European automakers did not begin to use them until the 1930s.)
The heavier outlays of capital and larger volume of sales that this necessitated ended the era
of easy entry and free-wheeling competition among many small producers in the American
industry. The number of active automobile manufacturers dropped from 253 in 1908 to only 44
in 1929, with about 80 percent of the industry’s output accounted for by Ford, General Motors,
and Chrysler, formed from Maxwell in 1925 by Walter P. Chrysler. Most of the remaining
independents were wiped out in the Great Depression, with Nash, Hudson, Studebaker, and
Packard hanging on only to collapse in the post-World War II period.The Model T was intended
to be “a farmer’s car” that served the transportation needs of a nation of farmers. Its popularity
was bound to wane as the country urbanized and as rural regions got out of the mud with
passage of the 1916 Federal Aid Road Act and the 1921 Federal Highway Act. Moreover, the
Model T remained basically unchanged long after it was technologically obsolete. Model T
owners began to trade up to larger, faster, smoother riding, more stylish cars. The demand for
basic transportation the Model T had met tended increasingly in the 1920s to be filled from the
backlog of used cars piling up in dealers’ lots as the market became saturated.By 1927
replacement demand for new cars was exceeding demand from first-time owners and multiple-
car purchasers combined. Given the incomes of the day, automakers could no longer count on
an expanding market. Installment sales had been initiated by the makers of moderately priced
cars in 1916 to compete with the Model T, and by 1925 about three-quarters of all new cars
were bought on time. Although a few expensive items, such as pianos and sewing machines,
had been sold on time before 1920, it was installment sales of automobiles during the twenties
that established the purchasing of expensive consumer goods on credit as a middle-class habit
and a mainstay of the American economy.Market saturation coincided with technological
stagnation: in both product and production technology, innovation was becoming incremental
rather than dramatic. The basic differences that distinguish post-World War II models from the
Model T were in place by the late 1920s—the self-starter, the closed all-steel body, the high-



compression engine, hydraulic brakes, syncromesh transmission, and low-pressure balloon
tires. The remaining innovations—the automatic transmission and drop-frame construction—
came in the 1930s. Moreover, with some exceptions, cars were made much the same way in
the early 1950s as they had been in the 1920s.To meet the challenges of market saturation
and technological stagnation, General Motors under the leadership of Alfred P. Sloan, Jr., in the
1920s and 1930s innovated planned obsolescence of product and put a new emphasis on
styling, exemplified in the largely cosmetic annual model change—a planned triennial major
restyling to coincide with the economics of die life and with annual minor face-liftings in
between. The goal was to make consumers dissatisfied enough to trade in and presumably up
to a more expensive new model long before the useful life of their present cars had ended.
Sloan’s philosophy was that “the primary object of the corporation ... was to make money, not
just to make motorcars.” He believed that it was necessary only that GM’s cars be “equal in
design to the best of our competitors ... it was not necessary to lead in design or to run the risk
of untried experiments.” Thus engineering was subordinated to the dictates of stylists and cost-
cutting accountants. General Motors became the archetype of a rational corporation run by a
technostructure.As Sloanism replaced Fordism as the predominant market strategy in the
industry, Ford lost the sales lead in the lucrative low-priced field to Chevrolet in 1927 and 1928.
By 1936 GM claimed 43 percent of the U.S. market; Ford with 22 percent had fallen to third
place behind Chrysler with 25 percent. Although automobile sales collapsed during the Great
Depression, Sloan could boast of GM that “in no year did the corporation fail to earn a
profit.” (GM retained industry leadership until 1986 when Ford surpassed it in profits.)The
automobile industry had played a critical role in producing military vehicles and war matériel in
the First World War. During World War II, in addition to turning out several million military
vehicles, American automobile manufacturers made some seventy-five essential military items,
most of them unrelated to the motor vehicle. These materials had a total value of $29 billion,
one-fifth of the nation’s war production.Because the manufacture of vehicles for the civilian
market ceased in 1942 and tires and gasoline were severely rationed, motor vehicle travel fell
dramatically during the war years. Cars that had been nursed through the depression long after
they were ready to be junked were patched up further, ensuring great pent-up demand for new
cars at the war’s end.Detroit’s Big Three carried Sloanism to its illogical conclusion in the
postwar period. Models and options proliferated, and every year cars became longer and
heavier, more powerful, more gadget-bedecked, more expensive to purchase and to operate,
following the truism that large cars are more profitable to sell than small ones. Engineering was
subordinated to the questionable aesthetics of nonfunctional styling at the expense of economy
and safety. And quality deteriorated to the point that by the mid-1960s American-made cars
were being delivered to retail buyers with an average of twenty-four defects a unit, many of
them safety-related. Moreover, the higher unit profits that Detroit made on gas-guzzling “road
cruisers” were made at the social costs of increased air pollution and a drain on dwindling
world oil reserves.The era of the annually restyled road cruiser ended with the imposition of
federal standards of automotive safety (1966), emission of pollutants (1965 and 1970), and
energy consumption (1975); with escalating gasoline prices following the oil shocks of 1973
and 1979; and especially with the mounting penetration of both the U.S. and world markets first
by the German Volkswagen “bug” (a modern Model T) and then by Japanese fuel-efficient,
functionally designed, well-built small cars.After peaking at a record 12.87 million units in 1978,
sales of American-made cars fell to 6.95 million in 1982, as imports increased their share of
the U.S. market from 17.7 percent to 27.9 percent. In 1980 Japan became the world’s leading
auto producer, a position it continues to hold.In response, the American automobile industry in



the 1980s underwent a massive organizational restructuring and technological renaissance.
Managerial revolutions and cutbacks in plant capacity and personnel at GM, Ford, and
Chrysler resulted in leaner, tougher firms with lower break-even points, enabling them to
maintain profits with lower volumes in increasingly saturated, competitive markets.
Manufacturing quality and programs of employee motivation and involvement were given high
priority. The industry in 1980 undertook a five-year, $80 billion program of plant modernization
and retooling. Functional aerodynamic design replaced styling in Detroit studios, as the annual
cosmetic change was abandoned. Cars became smaller, more fuel-efficient, less polluting, and
safer. Product and production were being increasingly rationalized in a process of integrating
computer-aided design, engineering, and manufacturing.The automobile has been a key force
for change in twentieth-century America. During the 1920s the industry became the backbone
of a new consumer goods-oriented society. By the mid-1920s it ranked first in value of product,
and in 1982 it provided one out of every six jobs in the United States. In the 1920s the
automobile became the lifeblood of the petroleum industry, one of the chief customers of the
steel industry, and the biggest consumer of many other industrial products. The technologies of
these ancillary industries, particularly steel and petroleum, were revolutionized by its demands.
The automobile stimulated participation in outdoor recreation and spurred the growth of
tourism and tourism-related industries, such as service stations, roadside restaurants, and
motels. The construction of streets and highways, one of the largest items of government
expenditure, peaked when the Interstate Highway Act of 1956 inaugurated the largest public
works program in history.The automobile ended rural isolation and brought urban amenities—
most important, better medical care and schools—to rural America (while paradoxically the
farm tractor made the traditional family farm obsolete). The modern city with its surrounding
industrial and residential suburbs is a product of the automobile and trucking. The automobile
changed the architecture of the typical American dwelling, altered the conception and
composition of the urban neighborhood, and freed homemakers from the narrow confines of
the home. No other historical force has so revolutionized the way Americans work, live, and
play.In 1980, 87.2 percent of American households owned one or more motor vehicles, 51.5
percent owned more than one, and fully 95 percent of domestic car sales were for
replacement. Americans have become truly auto-dependent. But though automobile ownership
is virtually universal, the motor vehicle no longer acts as a progressive force for change. New
forces—the electronic media, the laser, the computer, and the robot probably foremost among
them—are charting the future. A period of American history that can appropriately be called
the Automobile Age is melding into a new Age of Electronics.James J. Flink, The Automobile
Age (1988); David L. Lewis and Lawrence Goldstein, eds., The Automobile and American
Culture (1983).James J. FlinkSee also Ford, Henry; Iron and Steel Industry; Model T Ford; Oil
Industry; Sit-Down Strikes; Suburbanization; Vacations and Resorts.AVIATIONAmericans have
always been fascinated by the possibility of flight. On June 24, 1784, only seven months after
Pilatre de Rozier and the Marquis D’Arlandes became the first human beings to fly, thirteen-
year-old Edward Warren rose above the streets of Baltimore aboard a balloon constructed by
Peter Carnes, a lawyer and tavern keeper from Maryland. During the next century, balloons
became a familiar sight, but the gaily decorated gasbags were captives of the wind. Navigating
in air with the freedom of the birds came only with the invention of the airplane.During the
1890s Octave Chanute and Samuel Pierpont Langley helped set the stage for achieving
winged flight. In 1896, Langley, the secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, launched a series
of large, steam-powered model aircraft on flights of up to three-quarters of a mile over the
Potomac River. Several months later, Chanute, a civil engineer, led a band of assistants into



the dune country east of Chicago, where they flew a series of manned gliders, including an
advanced biplane.Wilbur and Orville Wright, the proprietors of a bicycle shop in Dayton, Ohio,
wrote to Langley and Chanute in 1899–1900, requesting information on aeronautics and
announcing their decision to conduct their own tests. They made the world’s first powered,
sustained, and controlled flights with a heavier-than-air flying machine at Kitty Hawk, North
Carolina, on December 17, 1903. Unwilling to risk unveiling their technology without the
protection of a patent and a contract for the sale of airplanes, the Wrights did not make their
flights in public until 1908. By that time, photographs and descriptions of their machine had
inspired other pioneers to follow their lead.Glenn Hammond Curtiss, a motorcycle builder from
New York, emerged as their most important American rival. Flying in a competition in France in
1909, Curtiss won the first James Gordon Bennett trophy competition with a speed of forty-six
miles per hour. In spite of the Wrights’ legal efforts to curb his activity, Curtiss had, by 1914,
established himself as the most successful of all American aircraft manufacturers.American
aeronautical hegemony was short-lived, however. With war looming, European leaders were
quick to recognize the military potential of the technology and to encourage its development by
sponsoring speed, altitude, and distance competitions, establishing aerial units in their armed
forces, and creating laboratories to conduct research and development programs.During World
War I, the nation that had given birth to the airplane only fourteen years before scarcely
qualified as a third-rate aeronautical power. American pilots flew into combat aboard airplanes
designed and, for the most part, manufactured in Europe. In spite of some success in the
production of training craft and engines, the performance of the fledgling aircraft industry was
disappointing.Postwar congressional investigations underscored the problems of a limited
market and high research and development costs faced by airframe and engine manufacturers.
Recognizing the growing importance of the airplane to national defense and prestige, federal
officials took a series of steps between 1915 and 1940 designed to strengthen and regulate
the aviation industry.Established by Congress in 1915, the National Advisory Committee on
Aeronautics (NACA) conducted programs of research and development that by 1925 had
demonstrated the value of basic research. Technical reports issued by the agency introduced
U.S. aircraft designers to a host of improvements, including revolutionary airfoils; improved
propellers, engines, and instruments; and various streamlining techniques. Specialists
experimented with wing flaps and other high-lift devices and explored innovative construction
techniques and new materials.American engineers made use of the information provided by
the NACA, university researchers, and organizations dedicated to flight research. By the
1930s, a new generation of low-wing, streamlined, all-metal airplanes were flowing off their
drawing boards. Aircraft like the Boeing 247, the Douglas DC-3, and the Sikorsky, Martin, and
Boeing flying boats marked the return of the United States to a position of world aeronautical
leadership.Congressional leaders had taken steps to ensure that there would be a market for
the new airplanes. The Kelly Air Mail Act of 1925 authorized the use of private companies for
the delivery of air mail. Most American airlines trace their lineage back to contract mail carriers;
postal subsidies were an important source of income during the years when paying
passengers were few and far between.The government also regulated commercial aviation.
The Air Commerce Act of 1926 created a Bureau of Aeronautics within the Commerce
Department, which had limited regulatory authority and was charged with establishing aids to
aerial navigation. The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 and the Civil Aeronautics Board and Civil
Aeronautics Administration (1940) worked to improve passenger safety, route markings, and air
traffic control systems.The time between the wars was the golden age of American aviation.
The products of companies like Lockheed, Boeing, Douglas, and Northrop were instantly



recognizable by small boys from coast to coast. The pilots who flew higher, faster, and farther—
fliers like Charles Lindbergh, Amelia Earhart, Jimmy Doolittle, Wiley Post, Richard Byrd, and
Howard Hughes—were the heroes of what everyone referred to as the air age.The airplane, an
instrument of commerce, also gave birth to total war during the years 1939–1945. Traditional
definitions of the battlefield lost their meaning in an age when fearful destruction could be
rained on the enemy’s heartland. Attacks from the sky directed against Guernica (1937),
Nanking (1937), Warsaw (1939), Pearl Harbor (1941), and a hundred other places climaxed
with the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic bombs in 1945. From the great
carrier battles of the Pacific to the fierce combat fought four miles up in the sky over Europe,
the products of American aircraft builders carried the day.Traditional piston-engine, propeller-
driven aircraft technology reached its height during the Second World War. But far more
revolutionary was the turbojet engine, which opened the way to much higher speeds. After the
war the pressure of international tension between the United States and the Soviet Union led
to increased defense spending and a drive for supremacy in the field of aerospace technology.
The steady flow of military funding for flight research and development resulted in a string of
technological triumphs, from the first faster-than-sound flight by the Bell X-1 in 1947 to the
launch of the first successful U.S. satellite by a modified army ballistic missile in 1958.The real
impact of the airplane on the postwar world, however, came in the field of commercial
transportation. By 1950 the airliner was well on the way to replacing the railroad and the ocean
liner as the primary means of long-distance travel. The entry of the first turbojet airliners into
scheduled service in 1952 literally accelerated the pace of the air transport revolution. The first
three decades following the end of World War II were especially good years for the American
airframe and engine industry, with the jet-propelled products of Boeing, McDonnell-Douglas,
Lockheed, and other U.S. firms dominating the international air routes.The result of the postwar
air transport boom was nothing short of a social revolution. Regional and local airlines and air
freight operations joined the giant international air carriers to create an aerial network linking
every corner of the globe. The economic, social, and political consequences included the
creation of global markets, opportunities for global travel undreamed of a generation before,
and increasing cultural homogeneity.For U.S. carriers, however, the era of growth and optimism
came to an end in the 1970s, as the industry became plagued by a seemingly endless stream
of problems. The airlines suffered from labor unrest at every level from the cockpit to the
control tower, corporate mismanagement, airport congestion, skyrocketing fuel costs,
increasingly crowded skies, and public concern over issues ranging from safety and service to
air and noise pollution.Industry leaders also had to accommodate to a changing political
environment. The proponents of the Airline Deregulation Act of 1978 hoped to encourage
competition and increased efficiency by decreasing government controls and abolishing the
Civil Aeronautics Board, for forty years the principal regulatory agency in the field of
commercial aviation.Initially, the measure did attract new competitors into the field and led to
lower ticket prices. But deregulation brought with it a new set of difficulties. Increasingly
congested hub airports, circuitous routing, greater passenger crowding, the loss of service to
small towns, discriminatory and rapidly changing fare structures, longer working hours for flight
crews, and the temptation to risk operating with narrower safety margins were but a few of the
problems the industry struggled with.Beyond its importance to national defense and the
movement of freight and passengers around the globe, the aerospace industry became the
single most important factor driving technological advance in a wide variety of fields. The great
breakthroughs in materials science and technology, electronics, and computer sciences were
inextricably linked to the needs of aviation and space flight. In eight short decades after Kitty



Hawk, the aerospace enterprise changed the world in myriad ways and enormously expanded
our vision of the possible.Roger Bilstein, Flight in America, 1900–1983 (1984); C. H. Gibbs-
Smith, Aviation: An Historical Survey (1985).Tom D. CrouchSee also Armed Forces; Earhart,
Amelia; Lindbergh, Charles A.; Wright, Wilbur, and Wright, Orville.BBACON’S
REBELLIONLong-standing tensions between small freeholders and the elite of the Virginia
colony burst suddenly into the open in 1676. The elite had previously remained united to
maintain its hold on the best lands of the colony and other privileges. That changed, however,
in April. Free men who lived along the James River had become convinced that Governor
William Berkeley’s plans to protect them from Indian assaults were inadequate and decided to
mount their own campaign, which Nathaniel Bacon, a wealthy planter, agreed to lead. Bacon
and his men made few distinctions among Indian tribes, killing friends and foes alike.Governor
Berkeley invited Bacon to come to Jamestown, but Bacon’s demand for a commission
convinced the governor that Bacon posed a greater threat to the colony than the Indians. The
men under Bacon’s command were former indentured servants who had received land grants
after completing their indentures. Virginia’s elite had long feared that the grievances of free
men, servants, and slaves would boil over into open rebellion. Berkeley therefore charged
Bacon and his men with treason.When Bacon arrived in Jamestown with five hundred men on
June 6, he was arrested. Then, having reestablished his authority, the governor pardoned
Bacon. But Bacon was not appeased. He and several of his men confronted the governor and
demanded a commission and authorization to recruit an army. Berkeley agreed and fled to the
Eastern Shore. Bacon spent three months raising volunteers and plundering the estates of
Berkeley loyalists.Ironically, Berkeley made fears of a class revolt a self-fulfilling prophecy. He
promised freedom to servants who joined his ranks in an unsuccessful attempt to raise troops
to return to Jamestown. Bacon made the same offer to the servants and slaves of Berkeley’s
supporters. After degenerating into random plundering, Bacon’s Rebellion ended with his death
on October 26, probably of dysentery. When British ships arrived with men to restore order, all
Bacon’s men, except eighty slaves and twenty servants, surrendered.See also Rebellions;
Southern Colonies.BAKER, ELLA(1903–1986), civil rights activist. Baker was born in Virginia
and at the age of seven moved with her family to Littleton, North Carolina, where they settled
on her grandparents’ farm—land they had worked as slaves. Her aunt was a midwife and her
mother active in the church, so Baker grew up around women engaged in community work. Her
mother prodded her into attending Shaw University in Raleigh, from which she graduated in
1927.Baker hoped to attend graduate school but first went to New York City to live with family.
The Great Depression dashed her hopes of higher education, and she became involved in
community activities. By 1932 she had become national director of the Young Negroes
Cooperative League, a branch of the Works Progress Administration (WPA). She also worked
during this period as a waitress, a factory worker, and a journalist.In 1938 Baker became a
field secretary in the South with the National Association for the Advancement of Colored
People (NAACP). Her rapport with southern rural folk, her willingness to talk with rather than at
her potential recruits, gave Baker an edge in the NAACP’s campaign for members. But by 1946
she was decidedly out of step with the conservative male ministerial leadership of the
organization; her blunt manner, deep, booming voice, and formidable presence were disturbing
to ministers accustomed to more docile “sisters.” When a niece required care, Baker took the
girl back with her to New York City and resigned from her NAACP post, ostensibly for personal
reasons. Many urged her to voice her concerns about egocentric leadership within the
organization, but she refused to fuel dissent and reaffirmed her loyalty by serving as president
of the Manhattan NAACP in 1954.Baker returned South to work with the Southern Christian



Leadership Conference (SCLC) established during the Montgomery bus boycott of 1955–1956
and headed by Martin Luther King, Jr. Following sit-ins at lunch counters in Greensboro, North
Carolina, in February 1960 she organized a youth leadership meeting for Easter weekend at
her alma mater. Hundreds responded to her call. Baker engineered the conference so that
students controlled the agenda, defying the established black leaders who attempted to coopt
the activists. Baker thus helped the students establish an independent network, the Student
Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC). Shortly thereafter, she quit SCLC to work with
SNCC, being more in tune with its collectivist, nonhierarchical leadership. During the struggle
for voting rights in the South, Baker remained at the core of the movement, delivering the
keynote address at the 1964 Jackson convention of the Mississippi Freedom Democratic party
—formed in protest against the segregated mainstream political parties.Baker remained active
well into the 1970s, and, indeed, in her seventies and eighties, she was fighting for liberation in
Africa, struggling against racial intolerance in America, and working for many organizations
and causes, especially in Harlem. She was a source of wisdom for her old comrades and an
inspiration for the young.“Ella Baker,” in G. J. Barker Benfield and Catherine Clinton, eds.,
Portraits of American Women (1991); Ellen Cantarow and Susan O’Malley, Moving the
Mountain: Women Working for Social Change (1980).Catherine ClintonSee also Civil Rights
Movement; National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; Southern Christian
Leadership Conference; Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee.BAKER,
JOSEPHINE(1906–1975), performer and civil rights activist. Born and raised in poverty in the
black ghetto of St. Louis, Baker left home at thirteen to tour on the southern vaudeville circuit.
By fifteen she had joined the company of Shuffle Along, a musical comedy by Noble Sissle and
Eubie Blake, which was the twenties’ most successful black theatrical enterprise. She played
with great skill the comic chorus girl, the one at the end of the line too dumb to remember the
words and too uncoordinated to keep up with the others. When Shuffle Along closed, Baker
appeared in Sissle and Blake’s next Broadway production, Chocolate Dandies. She was noted
in New York as a comedienne, often wearing blackface makeup in the minstrel show
tradition.This seemed likely to be her destiny, but in 1925, she joined the cast of La revue
nègre in Paris. Baker danced bare-breasted and became an immediate star. Next, at the Folies
Bergère, she danced the Charleston and the shimmy in skimpy outfits, including a skirt of
bananas that became her signature costume. Repeatedly cast as the local girl with whom the
French colonist falls in love, she seemed the perfect object for colonialist fantasies, sexy yet
good-natured. Although she was introducing American jazz dancing to Europe, many saw her
not as an American but as a representative of French colonial Africa—so much so that she was
made queen of France’s Colonial Exposition of 1931 until it was pointed out to the organizers
that America was no French colony.Gradually Baker transformed herself into a glamorous
European star. Her act, comparable to that of other French music hall performers, did not
present her as stereotypically black. But when she tried to project this persona in New York’s
Ziegfeld Follies in 1935, she was a flop—America was not ready for a glamorous black star.
She returned to France and became a citizen when she married a Frenchman in 1937.During
World War II, Baker worked for Charles de Gaulle’s Free French, providing cover for a military
intelligence officer and later serving as a spokesperson for the cause in North Africa. For her
work, she was awarded the Croix de Guerre and the Medal of the Resistance.In her later
years, she developed into a masterful nightclub performer, singing as well as dancing.
Increasingly she used her celebrity as a platform for civil rights activities in the United States.
On a 1951 American tour she insisted on a nondiscrimination clause in her contracts,
effectively integrating nightclubs across the country. Through a much-publicized incident at



New York’s Stork Club, she focused attention on discrimination against blacks in restaurants
and nightclubs. And by taking up the cause of Willie McGee, a black man sentenced to death
for raping a white woman, she helped increase the public’s awareness of race-based
inequalities of punishment.Baker adopted twelve children of different races and nationalities,
seeking thereby to demonstrate the possibility of interracial harmony. She made the children
the centerpiece of a large entertainment complex built around her country home in the
Dordogne, though in the process, she went bankrupt.Baker was the first black woman to
achieve international stardom. Her success in Europe was a source of joy and inspiration to
many African-Americans, and her example encouraged some to look to France for life beyond
the color bar. When Baker, who continued to perform all her life, died at sixty-nine, she was
given a state funeral as a war hero.Phyllis Rose, Jazz Cleopatra: Josephine Baker in Her Time
(1989; paperback ed., 1991).Phyllis RoseSee also Expatriates and Exiles; Jazz; Musical
Theater.BAKER V. CARRBaker v. Carr (1962) was a Supreme Court case involving the
apportionment of seats in state governing bodies. Tennessee was using sixty-year-old district
boundaries in electing members of its legislature, despite the fact that they no longer reflected
the true distribution of the population. By keeping old election district boundaries, it allotted
rural citizens greater proportional representation than their counterparts in the growing cities.
Not only did outdated apportionment ease the reelection of incumbent legislators; it also
conveniently watered down the voting power of ethnic minorities and blacks who lived in the
cities (often the only blacks permitted to vote). The number of Memphis voters electing one
state representative was ten times the number of voters electing a representative in a rural
district.The Court had formerly considered state apportionment a “political question,” better
resolved by the legislative branch. “Courts ought not to enter this political thicket,” it ruled in
Colegrove v. Green (1946). In his 1962 majority opinion, however, Justice William J. Brennan,
Jr., declared that a case involving “a political right” did not necessarily hinge on “a political
question.” Courts could direct that district boundaries be redrawn to ensure citizens political
rights, but where the lines would be drawn should be resolved politically by the elected
branches. By implying the unconstitutionality of apportionment schemes of many states, the
case prompted a flood of lawsuits contesting legislative districting. In resolving these later
cases, the Court eventually established the principle of equal representation: “one man, one
vote.”See also Suffrage.BALANCHINE, GEORGE(1904–1983), choreographer and founder-
director of the New York City Ballet. Born in St. Petersburg and a graduate of the former
Imperial Theatrical School, Balanchine created his first dances in the experimentalist era that
followed the Russian Revolution. From the first, he was recognized as a major talent,
provocative and avant-garde in his reworking of classical movement. In 1924, he left Russia
permanently and in the next decade choreographed for émigré companies, including
Diaghilev’s famed Ballets Russes and his own Les Ballets 1933.In 1934, at the invitation of
Lincoln Kirstein, the department store heir and jack-of-all-arts who now became his
indefatigable patron, Balanchine settled in the United States. Initially, their efforts to establish a
permanent American company met with little success, although the School of American Ballet,
founded soon after Balanchine’s arrival, survived to become the country’s most influential
training academy, which it remains today. The organization of the Ballet Society in 1946 and,
two years later, of the New York City Ballet brought a happy reversal of fortune. With a
permanent company at his disposal, Balanchine now embarked on the adventure that secured
his position as the foremost choreographer of twentieth-century ballet.The Balanchine style
that emerged in the 1940s and 1950s rested firmly on classical technique, even as it wed this
technique to distinctly modernist concerns. Although Balanchine choreographed a number of



story ballets (his 1954 Nutcracker started the rage for this Christmas entertainment), his
greatest works dispensed with narrative and scenery. Abstract, embedding their themes in
daring and original images, they insisted on the primacy of movement in the creation of dance
meaning. Thus, in Theme and Variations (1947), Symphony in C (1948), and Gounod
Symphony (1958), he honored classical style by transforming it: speeding it up, complicating it,
ridding it of inessentials. Balanchine’s “leotard” ballets, so-called because the dancers wore
practice clothes, proved even more revolutionary. Stark, anguished, set to music by Hindemith,
Stravinsky, and Webern, they charted new territory in their exploration of sexuality. Created in
the postwar years, The Four Temperaments (1946), Agon (1957), and Episodes (1959) remain
powerful statements of modernity.Balanchine’s influence over American ballet has been
immense. Under his direction, the New York City Ballet became a great international company.
He gave his works freely to American regional companies, especially those directed by former
NYCB dancers, thereby creating a body of work analogous to a national repertory. He left a
definitive mark on ballet technique, stressing speed and definition, especially in the use of the
legs and feet, characteristics now associated with American ballet generally. “Ballet is woman,”
he was fond of saying, and in countless roles, he displayed his mastery of the female dance
and his ability to develop female talent, above all the slim, musical, technically accomplished
“Balanchine ballerina.” He formed many outstanding dancers, including Lew Christensen,
Maria Tallchief, Tanaquil LeClerq, Melissa Hayden, Edward Villella, Allegra Kent, Jacques
D’Amboise, Gelsey Kirkland, Merrill Ashley, and Suzanne Farrell, regarded by many as his last
and greatest muse.Lincoln Kirstein, The New York City Ballet (1973); Bernard Taper,
Balanchine: A Biography, rev. ed. (1984).Lynn GarafolaSee also Dance.BALDWIN,
JAMES(1924–1987), African-American novelist and social critic. Born in Harlem, Baldwin grew
up poor and unhappy, especially after his mother’s marriage in 1927 to a domineering
fundamentalist minister from New Orleans who seemed to hate his stepson. As a boy, he read
prodigiously. He also became, in his teens, a junior minister whose oratory attracted a growing
congregation. He subsequently lost his faith, however, and left Harlem to work in New Jersey.
His experience of racism and segregation there drove him to Greenwich Village where he
found a somewhat more congenial racial climate and more opportunities for writing.In 1947,
Baldwin began his literary career with book reviews in the Nation and New Leader and
attracted attention with an article on black-Jewish relations and a short story in Commentary.
Seeking greater personal freedom, he moved to Paris in 1948. In his essay “Everybody’s
Protest Novel,” about Harriet Beecher Stowe’s Uncle Tom’s Cabin and Richard Wright’s Native
Son, he questioned the use of fiction to advocate social change. In 1953, Baldwin published his
first novel, the largely autobiographical Go Tell It on the Mountain. Set in Harlem, the book
recounted the difficulties of his adolescence and his struggles with his stepfather. Notes of a
Native Son (1955), a collection of essays, commented skillfully on racism in America, and his
novel Giovanni’s Room (1956) was one of the boldest treatments of homosexuality in American
literature to that time.In 1956, Baldwin returned home to observe the burgeoning civil rights
movement. A long trip through the South resulted in a series of highly rhetorical essays, which,
collected in Nobody Knows My Name (1961) and The Fire Next Time (1963), led to his
recognition as a major American essayist and a leading critic of racism. Between these books
came Another Country (1962), a sensational, best-selling novel about racism, love, and
sexuality. The three books established Baldwin as an international celebrity, sought out by the
press and traveling among homes in France, Turkey, and the United States.In 1964, his
controversial drama Blues for Mister Charlie, about one of the most heinous crimes of the civil
rights era, ran for 150 performances on Broadway. Some critics found it complex, but others



thought it confused and propagandistic. Another play, The Amen Corner, first staged in 1955
and revived on Broadway in 1968, drew on his religious background and left unsettled the
question of his competence as a dramatist. His later novels, none of which achieved the
success of his earlier work, included another study of the sixties in America, Tell Me How Long
the Train’s Been Gone (1968), the best-selling If Beale Street Could Talk (1974), and perhaps
his most ambitious book, Just Above My Head (1979). The last, especially, testified to
Baldwin’s continuing fascination with homosexuality and with the place of music, especially
gospel, in black culture; it also reflected the less confrontational attitude of his later years. His
nonfictional writing was collected in The Price of the Ticket (1985).Especially in his earlier
novels and essays, Baldwin brought to the often turbulent American discussion of race an
almost unsurpassed understanding of its various psychological nuances and consequences.
His complicated sense of himself as an artist, a black American, a homosexual, and a man of
religion (even after he lost his faith) was well served by high intelligence, distinct literary ability,
and a will toward love, peace, and reconciliation in spite of the rage and bitterness that racism
inspired. His best work continues to afford keen insights into perhaps the most intractable of
American social problems.John W. Roberts, “James Baldwin,” in Trudier Harris and Thadious
M. Davis, eds., Dictionary of Literary Biography (1985), 33:3–16; Fred L. Standley, “James
Baldwin,” in J. M. Brook, ed., Dictionary of Literary Biography (Yearbook, 1987) (1988), 219–
225.Arnold RampersadSee also Literature.BALLINGER-PINCHOT CONTROVERSYThe
Ballinger-Pinchot controversy was a dispute during the Taft administration in 1909 between
Secretary of the Interior Richard A. Ballinger and the head of the Forestry Service in the
Department of Agriculture, Gifford Pinchot. An appointee and personal friend of William
Howard Taft’s predecessor, Theodore Roosevelt, Pinchot was a passionate conservationist
who, along with the previous secretary of the interior, James A. Garfield, had helped carry out
Roosevelt’s policy of withdrawing millions of acres from the public domain. These policies had
antagonized many western senators and their constituents, who wanted the land kept available
for mining, lumber, and grazing leases. Ballinger, a Taft appointee, had, in his previous position
at the General Land Office, shown sympathy for the westerners’ point of view.Soon after taking
office, Ballinger identified a group of water-power sites, totaling a million acres, which Garfield
and Pinchot had made unavailable for leases by designating them as ranger stations. Arguing
that their actions had been improper, Ballinger returned the land to the public domain. Pinchot
immediately launched a crusade against Ballinger. He spoke against him in public meetings
and supported the claim of Louis Russell Glavis, the new commissioner of the General Land
Office, that Ballinger had improperly overlooked collusion in the settlement of certain Alaskan
land claims during his tenure in the Land Office. Pinchot also provided most of the information
for two articles in Collier’s magazine attacking Ballinger. These actions caused Taft to dismiss
him.In the investigation that followed, Ballinger was exonerated, but Pinchot’s close
identification with Roosevelt and with the popular cause of conservation attracted wide
sympathy, especially among the insurgent Republicans in Congress, helping to set the stage
for the Progressives’ bolt from the Republican party in 1912.See also Conservation and
Environmental Movements; Public Land Policy.BALLOON-FRAME HOUSEIn 1833, a
breakthrough in building technology revolutionized the construction of private homes, making
them affordable to middle- and low-income families and ultimately allowing the proliferation of
suburbs nationwide over the next 150 years. This innovation was the balloon-frame
house.Home construction previously was arduous and expensive. Houses were built using
stout pieces of lumber fitted together with heavy joints. For example, the traditional New
England frame house was built using hardwood beams connected with mortise-and-tenon



joints fastened by hand-cut dowels or hand-wrought nails. An entire frame wall was fitted on
the ground and then lifted into place by a crew of about twenty laborers. These homes were
durable but expensive and unwieldy to construct, requiring much labor and the expertise of
skilled craftsmen.Then the balloon frame was developed, making its first appearance in
Chicago. Partially a result of the incipient industrialization occurring in the young nation, the
balloon frame was based on much lighter precut two-by-four-inch studs positioned sixteen
inches apart and held together by factory-produced nails. Although light, the frame was very
strong and able to withstand heavy winds, since the stress was spread over a large number of
studs. The factory production of nails and mill cutting of standardized lumber reduced costs
and increased availability of materials to individual builders. These houses were constructed
quickly and easily, requiring only two workers using basic carpentry techniques. The method
allowed many urban workers in America to build their own homes, in contrast to Europe where
traditional construction techniques kept the rates of homeownership low for most of the
nineteenth century.Over the next few decades, home building was transformed from a
specialized craft into an industry, as entrepreneurs produced house plan pattern books and
even prefabricated building materials in mass quantities based on the balloon-frame method.
Throughout the country, single-family homes became affordable to Americans who were
previously unable to purchase what had been a luxury. Balloon-frame construction has
persisted, with most homes today, whether stucco, wood, stone, or brick, based on this
method.See also Architecture; Housing; Suburbanization.BANCROFT, GEORGE(1800–1891),
historian, politician, diplomat. Bancroft won both popular success and critical acclaim with the
1834 publication of the first volume of his History of the United States of America. The tenth
volume (1874) brought the narrative up through the success of the American Revolution. None
of his other works has the stature of the History; his last, Martin Van Buren (1889), is little more
than a campaign biography published forty-five years too late, and his first, Poems (1823),
demonstrates only that Bancroft was wise to choose history as his muse.As a politician,
Bancroft was a Jacksonian Democrat; as a historian, he believed in progress, Providence, and
an innate American will to liberty and self-government. His convictions found expression in
rhetorical set pieces scattered throughout the History and also affected its structure, as
Bancroft concentrated on those features of the colonial era that prefigured later events. Beliefs
so in tune with the romantic nationalism of the Jacksonian era helped make him a best-seller in
his own century but have led some modern readers, less receptive to historical presentism and
purple prose, to underestimate his virtues as a historian.In 1820, Bancroft, a graduate of
Harvard, was one of the first Americans to obtain a doctorate in Germany, where he studied at
Göttingen under the historian August Heeren who thought that history was a science and must
always be based on primary sources. Bancroft’s books reflect his mastery of primary sources,
with later editions including European sources to which he gained access as a
diplomat.Although his father was a prominent Unitarian minister in Massachusetts, Bancroft
himself was not a success in the pulpit in his few trials after his return from Germany. After a
brief career as a schoolmaster, he devoted himself primarily to history and politics. His
popularity as a historian helped make him an asset to his party, and his involvement with public
affairs helped enrich his understanding of politics past. Bancroft held the important patronage
post of collector of the Port of Boston (1838–1840) and played an important role in the
nomination of James K. Polk in 1844. As secretary of the navy (1845–1846) under Polk, he
helped establish the U.S. Naval Academy. He was especially happy as U.S. minister to Great
Britain (1846–1849) and Prussia (1867–1874). During the Civil War, he was a War Democrat
and supported Lincoln in 1864. He delivered the memorial oration on Lincoln to a joint session



of Congress in 1866.Bancroft received many honors: he was granted floor privileges in the U.S.
Senate in 1879 and was elected president of the fledgling American Historical Association in
1886. Nevertheless, he was something of an anachronism as both statesman and scholar in
his later years. His real place is with an earlier period, when historical scholarship was still a
branch of literature. His special gift was for the narrative synthesis needed to make a long and
complicated story into an intelligible whole.Russel B. Nye, George Bancroft, Brahmin Rebel
(1944; reprint, 1972).Robert H. CanarySee also History and Historians;
Literature.BANKINGNot banks but merchants were the sources of money and credit in the
colonial period of American history (1607–1783). It was only after independence that the first
commercial bank received a charter of incorporation—the Bank of North America, in 1781.
British merchant banking houses stood at one end of a long chain of credit that stretched to the
American frontier. They gave short-term (less than a year) credits to American merchants who
then extended them to wholesalers of their imports, and the wholesalers passed them on to
both urban and rural retailers—country stores and wandering peddlers.When the Constitution
went into effect in 1789 the nation boasted three commercial banks, the Bank of North
America, chartered by Congress at the behest of Robert Morris, the superintendent of finance,
and two state banks, those of Massachusetts and New York. The primary function of these and
later commercial banks was the making of short-term loans, which they did either by issuing
their own bank notes or by creating a deposit in the name of the borrower (opening an account
to the person’s credit) and dispersing checks to draw against it. Since the bank notes were
promises to pay specie to the bearer on demand, banks had to maintain adequate reserves in
order to do so. Defining adequacy, however, was no easy task, and numerous banks were
forced into bankruptcy because they had overexpanded their loans and
discounts.Conservatism was the hallmark of the earliest commercial banks. The thinking of the
time favored the establishment of a single quasi-governmental bank in each state that would
operate in the public interest under private management. The overriding fear of political leaders
was that excessive numbers of banks or loans too much in excess of specie reserves would
hobble the taxing and spending functions of government by swamping the economy in
depreciated paper. Political leaders also recalled very well the wild inflation resulting from
unrestrained governmental issues of continental and state bills of credit (paper money) during
the Revolution, and in the Constitution they barred the states from issuing them.The
management of the first Bank of the United States (BUS), chartered by Congress in 1791,
reflected these concerns. Although the BUS was a large commercial bank providing loans to
the private sector as well as to government, its board of directors managed the institution in a
highly conservative manner. Balance sheets for the years 1792–1800 reveal a generally high
degree of success in maintaining the Bank’s specie reserves. The ratio between bank notes in
circulation and specie holdings was quite small.Growing population and trade, however,
created a need for comparable growth in the volume of money and credit—for a policy of
accommodation rather than restraint. Sharp increases in the number of state banks and in their
authorized capital stock represented a response to this need. During the life of the first BUS
(1791–1811) banks chartered by the states increased in number from 5 to 117, and their
combined capital stock went from $4.6 million to almost $66.3 million.The British raid on
Washington in 1814 induced banks throughout the country (except in New England) to
suspend specie payments. The bank note currency circulated at a variety of discounts from
place to place, and since the government was compelled to accept it for taxes and imposts, the
public finances became so disordered as to threaten the operations of the federal government.
It was in this context of nationwide inflation and governmental derangement that Congress



decided to charter a second BUS (1816–1836). The expectation was that the institution would
be able to force the state banks to resume specie payments and restore soundness to the
currency.The Bank’s success in achieving those objectives is mainly attributable to its president
Nicholas Biddle (1823–1836). The mechanism was simple. The nation’s currency was largely
made up of bank notes, most of it placed in circulation by state banks, so payments made to
the federal government were likely to be in that form. And far more payments were made to
that government than to any other transactor of business in the nation. In consequence, the
government deposited large quantities of state bank notes in the BUS and its branches, which
therefore were creditors of the state banks and as such could insist on payment in specie. This
threat, or its implementation, induced the state banks to keep their loans and discounts within
bounds, which in turn enabled them to redeem their notes in specie at par.But the BUS could
not succeed equally well in both its fiscal and its monetary functions. If, as a great commercial
bank, larger than any other and receiver of the government’s deposits as well, it could succeed
in maintaining sound money, it could not at the same time make available to the expanding
population and economy the credit that was needed. The nation’s money was good, but there
was not enough of it. Wholesale price indexes for all commodities from 1790 to 1860 reveal a
long-term downward drift that commenced in 1820 and lasted till the eve of the Civil War, a drift
that was interrupted only by speculative surges in the mid-1830s and mid-1850s. The policy of
restraining credit expansion in the interests of monetary stability was the wrong policy for the
times.Not surprisingly, that policy was vigorously opposed by political forces determined not to
renew the Bank’s charter. Although the “bank war” (1829–1832) between the administration of
President Andrew Jackson and the supporters of the Bank had other elements—most notably,
Jackson’s deep conviction that hard money rather than paper was the only sound money and
that the economic power of the Bank threatened democratic government—it was Secretary of
the Treasury Roger B. Taney’s belief in free competition that led him to stop the deposit of
government funds in the Bank in 1833. Moreover, he objected to the Bank’s power to restrain
the country’s economic development. The enactment of the Free Banking Act by New York in
1838 and later by other states reflected the same views. Previously, the states had granted
charters to banks only by special legislative acts that were semimonopolistic in
nature.Meanwhile, since the government had stopped depositing its funds (mainly state bank
notes) in the BUS, that institution lost its power to influence the volume of business done by the
state banks. Freed of restraint, the latter increased in number from 506 in 1834 to 901 in 1840
and 1,601 by the time of the Civil War. Some of these “pet” banks were for a while selected
depositories of federal funds, but in the main those funds were deposited at sub-treasury
offices in major cities. These offices represented an effort in the 1840s and 1850s to establish
an independent system that would separate the operations of the U.S. Treasury from any
connection with the banks. The effort was unsuccessful, however. The system fell far short of
the purposeful influence over money and credit that a central bank would have been able to
exercise. The vacuum created by the federal government’s withdrawal was later filled by the
large Wall Street banks.The effort to divorce government from the banking system came to an
end in 1862 because of the chaotic condition of the currency caused by the government’s need
to finance the costs of the Civil War. The National Bank Act of 1863 invited state banks to take
out federal charters, thereby becoming known as national banks. Each was required to buy
government bonds in an amount equal to one-third of its paid-in capital stock. The bonds had
to be deposited with the U.S. Treasurer, who then turned over to the bank bank notes equal to
90 percent of the current market value of the bonds. To discourage undue credit expansion the
act required national banks to keep reserves not only against their bank notes but also against



their deposit liabilities. The amount of reserves depended on the size and location of the
national banks. Small “country banks” had to maintain reserves of at least 15 percent of their
notes and deposits. Reserves for large banks in “reserve cities” and for the “central reserve
city” of New York were 25 percent (in 1887 Chicago and St. Louis were added to the category
of central reserve cities).The growth of the national banking system was slow until Congress
imposed a prohibitive 10 percent tax on state bank notes in 1865. By the late 1860s the new
system covered about three-fourths of the nation’s banking resources. The triumph was a brief
one, for state banks possessed advantages over national banks—the latter being prohibited by
law from making loans on real estate, for example. By the early 1870s the deposits of
nonnational commercial banks roughly equaled those of national banks and from then until
through the 1980s the deposits of the two classes of banks remained about equal in size.Other
disadvantages, indeed defects, of the new system proved more important. Arbitrary limits
placed by the law on the quantity of national bank notes that could be issued were soon
removed by the Resumption Act of 1875, but the scheme by which the notes were apportioned
by Comptroller of the Currency Hugh McCulloch resulted in a maldistribution injurious to the
less populous states of the South and Midwest (the less advanced states needed more rather
than less currency because of the ability of more developed ones to use checks and other
credit instruments for business transactions). A more serious defect resulted from the
pyramiding of reserves in the national banks of New York City, but even more important was
the system’s inability to do anything about periodic shortages of cash and credit. The entire
system was based on cash reserves and the total amount of cash could not be quickly altered.
What was lacking was a central institution that could hold the reserves of the commercial
banks and, above all, could increase those reserves. It was in response to these needs that
Congress passed the Federal Reserve Act in December 1913.Instead of setting up a single
powerful central bank, however, the act divided the nation into twelve districts and established
a regional central bank in each. The nine-member boards of directors of the district Federal
Reserve banks are subject to the direction of a seven-member Board of Governors appointed
(since 1935) by the president and sitting in Washington. The system’s prime instrument of
governance is its Open Market Committee, which meets about every three weeks to determine
the monetary policy mix it believes best calculated to promote economic growth while
dampening inflationary pressures.Although far from infallible, these determinations are highly
influential because most of the country’s banking resources are subject to the board’s
regulations. (National banks were required by law to become members of the system.) Member
banks—now classified as “reserve city” and “other” banks—are required to keep their reserves
in the Federal Reserve Bank of the district in which they are located. The amount of reserves
may range, for reserve city banks, between 10 and 22 percent of their demand deposits, and
for “other” banks, between 7 and 14 percent. By raising or lowering percentages within these
ranges the Board of Governors can either discourage or encourage member bank credit
expansion.But this is a blunt instrument that is seldom used. More sensitive are two other
techniques available to the Fed. One is known as “open market operations,” which consist of
purchases or sales of government securities by the manager of the system’s Open Market
Committee, a vice president of the Federal Reserve Bank of New York. Purchases
automatically increase and sales decrease the reserves of the member banks, thus permitting
loan expansion or compelling contraction, respectively. The other involves altering the interest
rate charged on loans and advances by Federal Reserve banks to member banks. These
techniques affect the quantity of money and its cost—factors of great importance to the
investment decisions of business managers, and hence to the tone of the national



economy.The present-day powers of the Federal Reserve System owe much to legislation
enacted in response to the system’s inability to prevent widespread bank failures in the early
years of the Great Depression. (President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s initial reaction to the failures
was to issue an executive order in March 1933 temporarily suspending banking activities
throughout the country and forbidding dealings in gold. No bank could reopen for business until
its condition had been examined by the secretary of the treasury—in the case of member
banks of the Federal Reserve—or by state authorities—in the case of state-chartered
nonmember banks. Congress then followed with a law designed to get at the roots of the
failures.)The Glass-Steagall Banking Act of 1933 established the Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation and required all members of the Federal Reserve System to insure their deposits.
The act also increased the authority of the twelve Federal Reserve district banks to control the
amount of credit extended to their members and prohibited the payment of interest on demand
deposits to discourage outlying banks from sending large sums to New York—where they
might feed speculation in securities by being re-lent on the call loan market. In addition, the act
required that banks belonging to the Federal Reserve divorce themselves from their security
affiliates—necessitating that they choose between deposit and investment banking—and
empowered the Federal Reserve Board to regulate bank loans secured by the collateral of
stocks or bonds. Finally, partners or executives of security firms were barred from serving as
directors or officers of commercial banks. For more than half a century this legislation secured
bank depositors from loss. Regretfully, massive failures in the nation’s savings and loan
institutions in the late 1980s—many of them tinctured by fraud and mismanagement—revealed
deficiencies in federal deposit insurance, requiring both a huge federal bailout of more than
$150 billion and structural changes in the insurance program. At the beginning of the 1990s the
latter had not yet been provided.Milton Friedman and Anna J. Schwartz, A Monetary History of
the United States, 1867–1960 (1963); Bray Hammond, Banks and Politics in America from the
Revolution to the Civil War (1957).Stuart BrucheySee also Bank of the United States; Bank
War; Independent Treasury; Specie Circular.BANK OF THE UNITED STATESThe Bank of the
United States was established in 1791 to serve as a repository for federal funds and as the
government’s fiscal agent. Initially proposed by Alexander Hamilton, the First Bank was granted
a twenty-year charter by Congress in spite of the opposition of the Jeffersonians to whom it
represented the dominance of mercantile over agrarian interests and an unconstitutional use of
federal power. The Bank, based in Philadelphia with branches in eight cities, conducted
general commercial business as well as acting for the government. It was both well managed
and profitable, but it won the enmity of entrepreneurs and state banks, who argued that its
fiscal caution was constraining economic development. Others were troubled by the fact that
two-thirds of the bank stock was held by British interests. These critics, working with agrarian
opponents of the bank, succeeded in preventing renewal of the charter in 1811, and the First
Bank went out of operation.Soon, however, problems associated with the financing of the War
of 1812 led to a revival of interest in a central bank, and in 1816, the Second Bank of the
United States was established, with functions very much like the first. The Second Bank’s initial
years were difficult, and many felt that its mismanagement helped bring on the panic of 1819.
Popular resentment led to efforts by several states to restrict the Bank’s operations, but in
McCulloch v. Maryland (1819), the Supreme Court held that the Constitution had granted
Congress the implied power to create a central bank and that the states could not legitimately
constrain that power.This decision did not settle the controversy, however. State banks and
western entrepreneurs continued to criticize the Bank as an instrument of federal control and
of eastern commercial interests. In 1832, Senator Henry Clay, a longtime supporter of the



Bank, was running for president against Andrew Jackson, who was up for reelection. Clay
persuaded the Bank’s president, Nicholas Biddle, to apply early for rechartering, thus injecting
the issue into the campaign. Congress approved the renewal, but Jackson (who distrusted
banks) vetoed it, campaigned on the issue, and took his electoral victory as a mandate for
action. Starting in 1833, he removed all federal funds from the Bank. When its charter expired
in 1836, the Second Bank ended its operations as a national institution. It was reestablished as
a commercial bank under the laws of Pennsylvania, where it continued to operate until its
failure in 1841.See also Banking; Bank War; Jackson, Andrew; McCulloch v. Maryland.BANK
WARThe Bank War was the name given to the campaign begun by President Andrew Jackson
in 1833 to destroy the Second Bank of the United States, after his reelection convinced him
that his opposition to the bank had won national support. (The Second Bank had been
established in 1816, as a successor to the First Bank of the United States, whose charter had
been permitted to expire in 1811.) In 1832, Jackson had vetoed a bill calling for an early
renewal of the Second Bank’s charter, but renewal was still possible when the charter expired
in 1836; to prevent that from happening, he set out to reduce the bank’s economic power.
Acting against the advice of congressional committees and over the opposition of several
cabinet members, and after replacing two resistant secretaries of the treasury with a more
amenable appointee (Roger Taney), Jackson announced that, effective October 1, 1833,
federal funds would no longer be deposited in the Bank of the United States. Instead, he began
placing them in various state banks; by the end of 1833, twenty-three “pet banks” (as they were
popularly known) had been selected.The president of the Bank, Nicholas Biddle, anticipating
Jackson’s actions, began a countermove in August 1833; he started presenting state bank
notes for redemption, calling in loans, and generally contracting credit. A financial crisis, he
thought, would dramatize the need for a central bank, ensuring support for charter renewal in
1836. In fact, Biddle’s campaign appears to have had less effect than either his supporters or
his detractors believed at the time, but the Bank War became a matter of intense debate in
Congress, in the press, and among the public. Deputations of businessmen descended on
Washington, complaining about business conditions and seeking an end to the Bank War,
while administration spokesmen argued that Biddle’s capacity to disrupt the economy only
highlighted the dangers of a central bank. The federal deposits were not returned to the
Second Bank, and its charter expired in 1836. President Jackson had won the Bank War.See
also Banking; Bank of the United States; Jackson, Andrew.BANNEKER, BENJAMIN(1731–
1806), African-American scientist. Banneker was the country’s first important black scientist,
and his accomplishments were vital to abolitionists combating late-eighteenth-century claims of
innate African inferiority. The son of free African-Americans, Banneker lived his entire life on
the Maryland tobacco farm he inherited from his father. His mechanical and scientific genius
appeared early. Although he had received only a few winters’ education at a country school, he
constructed a striking clock of hand-carved wooden parts. This feat of untutored craftsmanship
—he had never seen such a clock—brought him local fame.At about age fifty-seven, Banneker
borrowed astronomical instruments and texts from a Quaker neighbor, George Ellicot. Working
alone, he soon grasped the principles of calculus and spherical trigonometry that were
necessary to construct an astronomical almanac—a virtually unheard-of feat of self-education.
This accomplishment led to plans by abolition societies in Pennsylvania and Maryland to
publish Banneker’s almanac as a testimony to the intellectual capabilities of Africans.In 1791,
the surveyor appointed to lay out the boundaries of the District of Columbia employed
Banneker as his assistant. This appointment was, in itself, used to advantage in the campaign
to undermine the arguments about blacks’ mental inferiority. In a reference to ruminations



about African inferiority in Thomas Jefferson’s Notes on the State of Virginia, one newspaper
reported the appointment of Banneker, “an Ethiopian whose abilities as surveyor and
astronomer already prove that Mr. Jefferson’s concluding that that race of men were void of
mental endowment was without foundation.”After three months of surveying in the field,
Banneker returned to preparing an almanac for 1792. It was the manuscript of this volume that
he sent to Secretary of State Jefferson, along with a letter that represents one of the most
effective protests against slavery written by an African-American in the early national period.
Although he was a retiring and extremely modest man, Banneker, in this letter, was at pains to
counter Jefferson’s reflections on African inferiority. He also reminded Jefferson of his stated
belief that “all men are created equal”—an “invaluable doctrine” that Jefferson was violating “in
detaining by fraud and violence so numerous a part of my brethren under groaning captivity
and cruel oppression.” Jefferson’s ambiguous reply declared his wish to “see such proofs as
you exhibit, that nature has given to our black brethren, talents equal to those of the other
colors of men.” He ignored Banneker’s strictures about continuing to hold slaves,
however.Banneker’s first published almanac included a biographical sketch by one of his chief
sponsors, James McHenry, who indicated that the issuing of the almanacs was part of the
political program of a group of abolitionists, many of them Quakers. McHenry described
Banneker’s achievements as evidence that “the powers of the mind are disconnected with the
colour of the skin.” At least twenty-nine editions of his almanacs appeared between 1791 and
1796 in Philadelphia, Baltimore, Wilmington, Petersburg, Trenton, and Richmond.Banneker
continued to compute the astronomical calculations for his almanacs until 1804, although no
almanacs were published after 1797. When he died in 1806 on his farm, he was known
throughout the United States and abroad as the “African astronomer.”Silvio A. Bedini, The Life
of Benjamin Banneker (1984).Gary B. NashSee also Abolitionist Movement; Free Negroes,
1619–1860; Science and Technology.BARBARY WARSThe Barbary states (Morocco, Algeria,
Tunis, and Tripolitania) were small kingdoms, nominally under the rule of the Ottoman Empire
but actually autonomous. Pirates from these states, during the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries, harassed merchant shipping in the Mediterranean and nearby Atlantic Ocean,
selling their booty and enslaving or ransoming the prisoners. Although the British navy could
have wiped out the pirates, Great Britain chose instead to let them remain as a threat to its
maritime rivals, while purchasing protection for itself with a modest annual tribute.Until the
Revolution this arrangement protected American ships as well, but with independence, the
United States began to suffer substantial losses from raids. There was some talk of an
international military action, but Congress was unwilling to invest the necessary funds. Instead,
a treaty with Morocco (June 28, 1786) guaranteed payment of an annual tribute; by 1797,
similar treaties had been made with the other Barbary states. The latter agreements held until
1815, but in 1801 the pasha of Tripoli increased his demands and, being refused, declared war
against the United States on May 14. President Thomas Jefferson, who had opposed the initial
Tripolitan agreement, responded by sending warships to the Mediterranean. Sustained action
began in 1803 under the leadership of Comdre. Edward Preble. In February 1804, Lt. Stephen
Decatur became a hero by retaking and destroying the Philadelphia, a U.S. frigate Tripolitania
had captured a few months earlier. An extended blockade ended the Tripolitan War, and the
peace treaty (June 4, 1805) stipulated no further tribute payments.During the War of 1812, the
dey of Algiers declared war on the United States, claiming insufficient tribute. An Algerine
expedition was launched on May 10, 1815, under Captain Decatur. After his prompt capture of
two enemy ships, a treaty was signed on June 30, guaranteeing the future security of U.S.
vessels without the payment of tribute. Similar agreements were soon made with Tunis and



Tripolitania, and U.S. ships suffered no further attacks.BARNUM, PHINEAS T.(1810–1891),
showman, impresario, and author. Barnum, who was born poor of Yankee stock in rural
Connecticut, grew up with a burning desire to make good. After various false starts in
speculative business ventures, his career prospered when he took over the tour of a former
slave, Joice Heth, who claimed to be more than 160 years old and to have been George
Washington’s nurse. Barnum’s gift for publicity enabled him to make profits where others had
failed, and as Joice Heth’s manager he hit on the technique of encouraging disbelief as well as
credulity. A temperance advocate, the only liquid that he enthusiastically purchased was
printer’s ink, for he was an early master of incessant and ingenious advertising.After the Joice
Heth affair, and a few setbacks in his career, Barnum toured the United States in the 1840s
and 1850s with a series of fabled show business attractions, from the amiable midget Tom
Thumb to the Swedish soprano Jenny Lind. He also opened the most successful private
museum of curiosities in the country, after purchasing two rival institutions. There, on Broadway
in New York City, Barnum’s American Museum drew thousands annually to see its fossils,
specimens, historical relics, what were then called “freaks of nature,” and performances in the
“lecture room.” Barnum proved just as adept at gauging popular taste in western Europe; he
brought his attractions to Britain and the Continent, exploiting royal favor as he had glorified
democratic opinion.Making, then losing, then making again a fortune, Barnum also dabbled in
business, in lecturing, in real estate (both in Bridgeport, where he lived, and in the Far West),
in politics (he was an abolitionist, a Republican, and an unsuccessful candidate for Congress),
and in literature. His books included Humbugs of the World and a much amended
autobiography, expanded annually after he brought out his first edition in mid-career, as well as
various other texts that he hawked as part of his entertainments.In the early 1870s, already
famous and wealthy, Barnum became involved with circus management. Within a few years he
was running the “Greatest Show on Earth,” perfecting, with the help of his younger partner,
James A. Bailey, the three-ring, touring railroad circus. He continued to seek out and purchase
extraordinarily popular attractions, ranging from the elephant Jumbo, the great attraction of the
London Zoo that Barnum imported over the protests of Queen Victoria, to the notorious “White
Elephant” of Siam.At his death Barnum could claim to be one of the most celebrated living
Americans, a pioneer in the creation of mass amusements, who not only had revolutionized
their presentation and publicity but had also produced a philosophy of life to justify them.
Moralizer and moralist both, Barnum laid claim to delivering his compatriots from the “thrall” of
puritanism and in so doing became a cultural hero of the first importance. His posthumous
fame, however, rested largely on the immense popularity of his circus enterprise.Neil Harris,
Humbug: The Art of P. T. Barnum (1973; reprint, 1989); A. H. Saxon, P. T. Barnum: The Legend
and the Man (1989).Neil HarrisSee also World’s Fairs.BARTON, CLARA(1821–1912), founder
of the American Red Cross. Barton was born in Massachusetts and worked briefly as a
schoolteacher. She became a clerk in the U.S. Patent Office in 1854, but lost the job when the
Democrats won the presidency in 1856.With the outbreak of the Civil War, Barton saw the
need for an efficient organization to distribute food and medical supplies to the troops. The
network, Barton believed, had to be disentangled from the bureaucracy of the War Department
and the U.S. Sanitary Commission. Her work of soliciting and distributing supplies and nursing
the wounded was grueling and endless. She once complained to a friend, “I cannot tell you
how many times I have moved with my whole family [the Army] of a thousand or fifteen
hundred and with a half hour’s notice in the night.” Her efforts, however, were much
appreciated at battle sites, especially Antietam and Fredericksburg. At war’s end she set up an
office to sort out the difficult business of locating and identifying prisoners, missing men, and



the dead buried in unmarked graves. But the strain of her work took its toll, and she was
ordered to Europe by her doctor for a rest cure in 1869.While abroad Barton came into contact
with the International Committee of the Red Cross. She participated in relief efforts during the
Franco-Prussian War in 1870–1871, but was forced into temporary retirement by ill health in
1872. After recovering, she campaigned to establish an American branch of the Red Cross,
despite government resistance arising from fears of foreign entanglements. The U.S. Senate,
after years of lobbying, finally ratified the Geneva Convention in 1882, forming the American
Association of the Red Cross. Barton became its president. Her subsequent domestic program
was impressive. The Red Cross provided relief at the Johnstown, Pennsylvania, flood in 1889
and after hurricanes in the Sea Islands off the southeastern coast in 1893. The organization
also marshaled support for international campaigns, sending supplies to Russia during a
famine in 1892 and to Armenia in 1896.Barton, at the age of seventy-seven, distinguished
herself again, this time in Cuba during the Spanish-American conflict. But her presence on the
battlefield called her methods into question and widened a rift between the national Red Cross
and its local chapters. Barton was unwilling to delegate responsibility and her inability to do so
was a drawback sustained within the ranks of the Red Cross. Her inflexibility forced her to
resign in 1904 from the organization she had founded and built. Barton nevertheless remained
active and involved in relief work until her death at the age of ninety-one. Her energy and
commitment to humanitarian causes over a forty-year period has made her a household name,
a symbol of charitable self-sacrifice.Elizabeth Brown Pryor, Clara Barton: Professional Angel
(1987).Catherine ClintonBARUCH, BERNARD M.(1870–1965), businessman called “adviser to
presidents.” Baruch, a minor adviser to Woodrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, Harry S.
Truman, and Dwight D. Eisenhower, was a giant influence upon Democratic congressional
leaders between 1918 and 1948. A man of great wealth gained from speculation on Wall
Street, Baruch was a superb publicist whose influence with the press furthered the causes he
favored, such as anti-inflation policies.He was chairman of the War Industries Board (WIB) in
1918, economic adviser to President Wilson at the Versailles Peace Conference of 1919, and
an éminence grise with Democratic lawmakers from 1926 to 1932, helping to formulate the
bipartisan consensus that passed President Herbert Hoover’s antidepression program in 1932.
Baruch’s influence upon the New Deal was indirect in that President Roosevelt respected his
power. Rexford Tugwell, a New Deal brain truster recalled Roosevelt’s telling him that “Baruch
owned—he used the word—sixty congressmen.” It was that apparent power that compelled
Roosevelt to add Baruch’s crony, Hugh S. Johnson, to the brain trust during the 1932
campaign. Johnson later became head of the National Recovery Administration, a peacetime
version of the War Industries Board. Later, Roosevelt told Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins
that Baruch had “lots of influence on the Congress still.... He helps out tremendously in
keeping the more wild members of Congress, the Southern members of Congress...
reconciled.”A conservative opposed to New Deal welfare state legislation, Baruch nevertheless
rationalized the New Deal as a humane and political necessity, and Roosevelt shrewdly saw to
it that Baruch’s influence was represented in industrial and agricultural recovery programs. The
Agricultural Adjustment Administration was modeled on the cooperation strategy of the WIB
and was led by George Peek, another WIB veteran and Baruch crony. Yet neither Johnson nor
Peek lasted out Roosevelt’s first term. Although by 1936 Baruch was only on the fringes of
power, his support for the repeal of the undistributed profits tax in 1938 dealt a heavy blow to
New Deal tax policy.Baruch’s influence with Congress endured, and in addition Eleanor
Roosevelt and various New Deal administrators respected his views on rearmament to meet
the rise of fascism in Europe and Asia. To symbolize his disagreement with the lack of speed



and comprehensiveness of Roosevelt’s preparedness program during 1938–1941 (and his
exclusion from its policymaking and administration), Baruch told reporters that his Washington
office was a park bench in Lafayette Square across the street from the White House. During
World War II—while in his seventies—he was at the height of his fame as “adviser to
presidents” and the “park bench statesman.”President Truman put aside his personal dislike of
Baruch and appointed him chairman of the U.S. delegation to the U.N. Atomic Energy
Commission, where he presented the “Baruch Plan” for creating an international atomic energy
development authority. Truman hoped that Baruch would sell the idea to Congress and the
American public, but the Soviets rejected it. An advocate of stabilization planning so as not to
distort the economic system during a war, Baruch deplored Truman’s unwillingness to resort to
price controls during the Korean War. In 1952, although he had been a Democrat most of his
life, Baruch endorsed Dwight D. Eisenhower for president.Bernard M. Baruch, The Public Years
(1960); Jordan A. Schwarz, The Speculator: Bernard M. Baruch in Washington, 1917–1965
(1981).Jordan A. SchwarzSee also World War I.BASEBALLOne of America’s most distinctive
spectator sports, baseball seems always to have lived more in myth than in history. Children in
England and the United States had been playing variants of the game—known also as
rounders, one o’ cat, and base— for years when, in 1845, some young men in Manhattan
organized themselves into the Knickerbocker Base Ball Club and wrote down the rules of the
game they were playing. Twenty years later dozens of baseball clubs in New York and
Brooklyn, and their journalist brethren, had made what they called the “national pastime” more
popular than cricket, and the metropolis had become the country’s first baseball
powerhouse.As baseball clubs were transformed into entertainment businesses and
instruments of civic boosterism, so grew their need for first-rate players who could attract
paying crowds. The remarkable undefeated season of the nationally touring Cincinnati Red
Stockings in 1869 paved the way for baseball’s full-blown professionalization in the 1876
formation of the National League of Professional Base Ball Clubs. Although distinctions
between players and their clubs (now really small businesses) had been hardening for years,
the National League formalized the division—which has continued until the present. Baseball
soon outdistanced other spectator sports in popularity and contributed to the sports boom of
the 1880s and 1890s.Late nineteenth-century baseball resembled the Gilded Age business
world. Owners moved the clubs frequently, while rival leagues—essentially small cartels—
sprung up and competed for players and spectators. The National League either defeated its
opponents outright or incorporated them into a subordinate national structure of minor leagues.
Not until 1901 was the National League forced to accept the American League, the only other
surviving major league.Leagues controlled access to spectators by granting franchises.
Owners and leagues controlled the players through labor practices that combined elements of
chattel slavery (the infamous reserve rule) and freewheeling industrial capitalism: blacklisting,
fines, salary limits and reductions, even the use of Pinkerton spies.The reserve clause, initiated
in 1879 and inserted into every player’s contract, gave his employer the right to reserve his
services for the following year, and every subsequent year, unless the player was traded, sold,
or released from his contract. Players fought the reserve rule, most notably when the
Brotherhood of Professional Base Ball Players launched its own Players’ League in 1890.
When the players’ financial backers sold them out to the National League, baseball owners
triumphed and ruled organized baseball virtually unchallenged for eighty-five years. They were
aided by a series of bizarre Supreme Court rulings that baseball was not interstate commerce
and therefore not bound by federal antitrust law.In 1975 an arbitrator ruled that the reserve
clause applied for only one year and players, as “free agents,” regained their negotiating power;



salaries quickly reached unheard-of levels. Owners retaliated in 1981 but were soundly
defeated by a players’ strike. Then in the late 1980s they conspired (illegally, an arbitrator held)
to limit salary offers to free agents.After a twenty-year period of franchise movement, league
expansions, and the creation of divisions within leagues, baseball became organizationally
stable again in the late 1970s. Attendance grew dramatically throughout the 1980s, as more
people attended major league baseball games (over 50 million per year at the end of the
decade) than at any other time in the game’s history.Baseball has been America’s most
popular sport for so long mainly because it has successfully straddled some of the nation’s
most important cultural divisions. Though it was born among the respectable working class and
sporting middle class, the game’s cultural antecedents lay in the boisterous street culture of
saloon-based volunteer fire companies, militias, theater partisans, street gangs, and political
factions.The National League explicitly appealed to more middle-class audiences by requiring
its teams to charge fifty cents, ban the sale of alcohol, and refuse to play on Sundays. The rival
American Association appealed to immigrant and working-class audiences by charging a
quarter, selling liquor, and playing Sunday ball.Despite the outrage with which baseball officials
and writers treat baseball’s occasional betting scandals (in 1865 and 1877 as well as more
famously in the 1919 “Black Sox” scandal and the 1989 banishment of Pete Rose), the game
has never been completely free of the sporting underworld of gambling and lowlife. Even
though they are men with extraordinarily disciplined athletic skills, ballplayers—like most
professional entertainers—frequently behave badly off the field. Alongside the game’s
reputation as an upright, all-American pastime, its culture continues to have a whiff of the
unrespectable.Baseball has also had an archaic aura throughout most of its history—the
heyday of modern industrializing America. It enshrined craft excellence at precisely the time
industrialists were destroying craft production. As the traditional foundations of manhood were
subjected to enormous strains, the mostly young men who played baseball worried about
devoting so much time to a child’s game and tried to distinguish their “manly sport” from
“boyish play.” Although baseball’s origins are urban, its myth is powerfully, stubbornly rural.
While city populations swelled in the late nineteenth century, and mass entertainment was born
at places like Coney Island, baseball fans flocked to watch a game featuring individuals,
isolated and surrounded by the green grass of ballparks.Fans—driven by memories of
timelessness, of a pointless game taken with great seriousness, of individual heroism that
serves the team—seek an emotional past in the game. That is why they dislike the fact that
players make money for playing baseball and why they usually prefer myth to history.It is also
why fans identify so strongly with a home team, frequently throughout their lives. The game
internalizes the play of home and away: danger abroad, the safety of “home.” Baseball owners
have skillfully promoted their businesses by relying on (sometimes creating) rivalries within and
between cities and towns. The presumptuously named World Series, baseball’s postseason
showcase begun in 1903, effectively built on league loyalties as well. For partisans of the New
York Yankees and Brooklyn Dodgers in the 1940s and 1950s, such rivalry was additionally
charged by class, racial, and ethnic identification.Baseball’s history has been intimately linked
to the development of the press and media. Sportswriters were some of the game’s key early
promoters. In the 1920s radio created a national, immediate audience for Babe Ruth’s home
run feats. As televised baseball concentrated spectators’ attention on the major leagues in the
1950s and 1960s, most of the minor leagues collapsed. The largest source of concentrated
income in the game, television both fueled and shaped the business of baseball. Indoor
stadiums, astroturf, divisions within leagues, the designated hitter, World Series schedules,
and lights at Wrigley Field were all due to the demands and power of television.Baseball had



never been a racially integrated sport, though a few blacks played in the major leagues until the
color line hardened and forced them out in the late 1880s. African-American ballplayers and
entrepreneurs organized their own loosely structured touring teams, and the 1920s saw the
formation of Negro Leagues. Some of the finest ballplayers played in these leagues, which
reached their peak in popularity at the end of World War II.The major league color barrier was
breached in 1947 by the careful planning and daring of Brooklyn Dodgers general manager
Branch Rickey and the courage, self-control, and baseball skill of Jackie Robinson, whom
Rickey invited to pioneer with his team. Robinson’s talents and legendary aggressiveness
made him into one of the best second basemen who ever played the game.Currently, baseball
is integrated in that there are large numbers of African-American and Latin players; it is not
unusual for a starting lineup to have a minority of whites. Still, the higher echelons—managers,
general managers, and owners—are almost completely white, and there are many fewer
African-American catchers and pitchers than there are outfielders and first basemen.Bill
James, The Bill James Historical Baseball Abstract (1988); Roger Kahn, The Boys of Summer
(1973); Lawrence S. Ritter, The Glory of Their Times: The Story of Baseball’s Early Years Told
by the Men Who Played It (1966).Warren GoldsteinSee also Mays, Willie; Rickey, Branch;
Robinson, Jackie; Ruth, Babe; Spectator Sports.BAY OF PIGS INVASIONThe Bay of Pigs
affair was an unsuccessful invasion of Cuba on April 17, 1961, at Playa Girón (the Bay of Pigs)
by about two thousand Cubans who had gone into exile after the 1959 revolution. Encouraged
by members of the CIA who trained them, the invaders believed they would have air and naval
support from the United States and that the invasion would cause the people of Cuba to rise
up and overthrow the regime of communist Fidel Castro. Neither expectation materialized,
although unmarked planes from Florida bombed Cuban air bases prior to the invasion. Cuban
army troops pinned down the exiles and forced them to surrender within seventy-two hours.The
Eisenhower administration planned the Bay of Pigs attack, training anti-Castro Cubans in
Guatemala and obtaining permission from Nicaraguan dictator Anastasio Somoza to launch
the invasion from Puerto Cabezas on Nicaragua’s Atlantic coast. After some hesitation,
President John F. Kennedy allowed it to go forward.At first, the State Department denied any
direct links to the exiles. The true American role did not become public until a few days after
the invasion. President Kennedy assumed full responsibility for what he admitted was a
mistake. Nonetheless, he refused to negotiate a settlement of America’s differences with the
Castro regime.Before and after the invasion, the United States promoted the expulsion of Cuba
from the Organization of American States, attempted an unsuccessful diplomatic quarantine,
and stopped all Cuban exports from entering the United States. Economic and diplomatic
estrangement remained American policy toward Communist Cuba for the indefinite future.See
also Anticommunism; Caribbean-U.S. Relations.BEARD, CHARLES A., AND BEARD, MARY R.
(Charles: 1874–1948; Mary: 1876–1958), historians and social activists. The Beards,
passionately independent-minded social critics, were both born and raised in Indiana and met
as college students at DePauw University in the 1890s. They married in 1900 and departed for
Oxford University in England, where Charles had begun studying the year before and helped
found Ruskin Hall, in which evening and correspondence courses were offered to working-
class people. Throughout their lives as scholars, both believed that learning was sterile unless
it was aimed at progressive social change, an approach that crystallized during their two-year
sojourn in England where they absorbed the thinking of cooperative socialists. Mary, influenced
by Emmeline Pankhurst (soon to become renowned for suffrage militance), focused her
interests on the problems of women workers and on their acquiring the vote as a remedy.The
couple returned to New York City in 1901 and enrolled in graduate school at Columbia



University, Mary remaining only briefly. Charles earned a Ph.D. (1904) in political science and
was hired as lecturer in history; in 1907 he was appointed to a new chair in politics and
government.Policymaking, constitutional change, and municipal reform absorbed both Beards
during the 1910s. Concentrating on votes for women from 1910 to 1917, Mary was a prime
mover in the militant Congressional Union, which became the National Woman’s party; she
also wrote an overview, Women’s Work in Municipalities (1915). Charles, a leader at the New
York Bureau of Municipal Research, produced an astounding ten books in history and political
science between 1904 and 1919, in addition to many shorter pieces. Joining the swell of the
“New History” at Columbia and influenced by iconoclastic works in political science and
economics by Arthur Bentley, Edwin Seligman, and James Allen Smith, he shattered academic
complacency with An Economic Interpretation of the Constitution of the United States (1913),
which analyzed the Founders’ motives according to their economic interests rather than their
abstract political principles. This and his further works, such as Economic Origins of
Jeffersonian Democracy (1915), were seen as muckraking attempts to unveil the underlying
engines of politics; they became classics of a non-Marxist economic interpretation of history.A
fervent, witty, and magnetic teacher, and a principled defender of free speech, Charles Beard
resigned from Columbia in 1917 to protest the university’s failure to reappoint several
professors who opposed U.S. involvement in World War I. (He himself supported the American
war effort.) Thereafter the couple were unaffiliated with any institution of higher education,
although Charles remained prominent in academic circles and was president of the American
Political Science Association in 1926 and the American Historical Association in 1933.In 1927
the Beards published their acclaimed two-volume The Rise of American Civilization, a work,
said Richard Hofstadter, that “did more than any other ... of the twentieth century to define
American history for the reading public.” The couple also collaborated on America in
Midpassage (1937) and The American Spirit (1942), as well as three textbooks. Amid
increasing renown for her work with her husband, Mary Ritter Beard emerged in the 1930s as
an insistent spokeswoman for the importance and utility of women’s history. She published On
Understanding Women (1931), an overview of women’s part in Western civilization and edited
two collections of documents. Between 1935 and 1940 she headed an (ultimately
unsuccessful) effort to found a World Center for Women’s Archives. A pioneering thinker
“obsessed” with the history of women from her suffragist days, she had an ambivalent relation
to the feminists of the 1930s and 1940s. She scorned their view that men had dominated
women through history and contended instead for recognition of woman’s force in constructing
civilization, a view explicated in Woman as Force in History (1946).During the 1930s Charles
Beard turned increasingly to international relations. Distressed with the failure of World War I to
achieve world peace or end imperialism, he directed his efforts toward preserving U.S.
neutrality and encouraging rational domestic economic planning during the depression crisis.
In The Open Door at Home (1934), The Idea of National Interest (1934), and Giddy Minds and
Foreign Quarrels (1939), he expressed these concerns, which culminated in his opposition to
U.S. entry into World War II and the writing of his last (harshly criticized) works, American
Foreign Policy in the Making, 1932–1940 (1946) and President Roosevelt and the Coming of
War (1948). Although outspoken noninterventionists, both Beards were vigorous antifascists;
nonetheless, Charles was vilified during the war for his views. His advocacy of an engaged
practice of history, symbolized in his presidential address to the American Historical
Association in 1933, “Written History as an Act of Faith,” came under fire as a result.After
Charles Beard died in 1948, Mary Beard lived for another decade, writing two more books, The
Force of Women in Japanese History (1953) and The Making of Charles A. Beard (1955). Both



controversial public figures, the Beards are best remembered as distinguished historians
whose purposeful readings of the past were intended to change the present and future.Nancy
F. Cott, A Woman Making History: Mary Ritter Beard through Her Letters (1991); Ellen Nore,
Charles A. Beard: An Intellectual Biography (1983).Nancy F. CottSee also Feminist Movement;
History and Historians; Progressivism.BEECHER, CATHARINE(1800–1878), educator and
writer. Older sister of Harriet Beecher Stowe and Henry Ward Beecher, and eldest child of
Lyman Beecher, Catharine Beecher in the 1840s was the best-known member of her large and
prodigiously active family. Her life was shaped by the same issues that governed theirs: the
transformation of American religious life from Puritan to evangelical values, the national crisis
over slavery, western migration and settlement, and profound changes in middle-class
American domestic life.Resisting her father’s powerful religious influence, Beecher directed her
creativity into more secular channels. Yet throughout her long career as an educator of women,
an advocate for the feminization of the teaching profession, and a publicist for women’s power
in family life, she invoked religious sanctions for the innovations she promoted.Beecher never
really enjoyed teaching, but like many American women in the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries—especially those who did not marry—she used it as a means of obtaining economic
independence and as a route to other forms of social influence. For example, her first school,
Hartford Female Seminary, became well known for its stirring religious revivals in the 1820s,
which Beecher herself helped lead. Her success as an educator reflected the enormous
increase in common schooling that accompanied the tremendous growth in American
population and its geographic expansion during the first half of the nineteenth century.
Although the main reason women replaced men as teachers in the nation’s common schools
was their willingness to work for lower wages, Beecher’s writings, such as An Essay on the
Education of Female Teachers (1835) and The Duty of American Women to Their Country
(1845), turned necessity into a virtue by extolling the superior ability of women teachers to
produce moral citizens.Catharine Beecher also became well known as a commentator on
changes taking place in middle-class American family life. She expanded her constituency
beyond the schoolroom to the parlor with such writings as Letters to Persons Who Are
Engaged in Domestic Service (1842), The Evils Suffered by American Women and American
Children: The Causes and the Remedy (1846), The True Remedy for the Wrongs of Women
(1851), Letters to the People on Health and Happiness (1855), and, above all, her often
reprinted Treatise on Domestic Economy (1843). Her name became synonymous with the
expansion of women’s power within the domestic sphere. Some scholars have called this
“domestic feminism,” since it advocated women’s control of their bodies and their immediate life
circumstances. Predictably, she opposed women’s activism in the public domain, particularly in
the antislavery movement.A complex figure embodying many internal contradictions, Beecher,
as a single woman, exemplified the possibilities for personal autonomy available in the
nineteenth century to women who never married. Yet despite all her domestic advice, and
despite her effort to construct a retirement home on the campus of a school she founded in
Milwaukee, she was never able to maintain a home of her own. This rendered her autonomy
problematic for her and for the family members with whom she lived. Nevertheless, within these
constraints Catharine Beecher helped her contemporaries see new social and political
significance in women’s talents as teachers and homemakers.Jeanne Boydston, Mary Kelley,
and Anne Margolis, eds., The Limits of Sisterhood: The Beecher Sisters on Women’s Rights
and Woman’s Sphere (1988); Kathryn Kish Sklar, Catharine Beecher: A Study in American
Domesticity (1973; paperback ed., 1976).Kathryn Kish SklarSee also Education.BELL,
ALEXANDER GRAHAM(1847–1922), inventor and speech teacher. Bell owes his immortality



to his having been the first to design and patent a practical device for transmitting the human
voice by means of an electric current. But Bell always described himself simply as a “teacher of
the deaf,” and his contributions in that field were of the first order.Bell, who was born in
Edinburgh, Scotland, was educated there and at the University of London. He also studied
under his grandfather, Alexander Bell, a noted speech teacher. He taught elocution, assisted
his father, also a speech teacher and noted phonetician, and taught at a school for the deaf in
England, using his father’s methods. In 1870, Bell immigrated with his parents to Canada.Two
years later he established a school for the deaf in Boston, Massachusetts, and the following
year became a professor in speech and vocal physiology at Boston University. While teaching
he experimented with a means of transmitting several telegraph messages simultaneously over
a single wire and also with various devices to help the deaf learn to speak, including a means
of graphically recording sound waves.In 1874 the essential idea of the telephone formed in his
mind. As he later explained it, “If I could make a current of electricity vary in intensity precisely
as the air varies in density during the production of sound, I should be able to transmit speech
telegraphically.” Two years later he applied for a patent, which was granted on March 7, 1876.
On March 10, the first coherent complete sentence—the famous “Mr. Watson, come here; I
want you”—was transmitted in his laboratory.Many others had worked to develop a practical
telephone (the word itself was coined as early as 1849), and in all some six hundred suits were
filed against Bell’s patent. But it was ultimately upheld and he became a very rich man, in part
thanks to his father-in-law, Gardiner G. Hubbard, who organized the first Bell Telephone
Company. That firm evolved in the next few decades into the Bell Telephone System owned by
the American Telephone and Telegraph Company (AT&T).In later years Bell experimented with
a means to detect metal in wounds and with a vacuum-jacket respirator that led to the
development of the iron lung. He helped bring Thomas A. Edison’s phonograph to commercial
practicality and experimented with hydrofoil boats and with airplanes as early as the
1890s.With the wealth derived from the telephone, Bell was able to assist the careers of other
scientists. He also founded and helped finance the journal Science, today the premier
American scientific journal, and the National Geographic Society.While constantly engaged in
scientific experiments, Bell crusaded tirelessly on behalf of the deaf, encouraging their
integration into society with the help of lip-reading and other techniques. In 1890 he founded
the Alexander Graham Bell Association for the Deaf.He died in 1922 at his summer home on
Cape Breton Island, Nova Scotia. People throughout North America were urged to refrain from
making phone calls during his burial so that telephones would remain silent as a tribute.Robert
V. Bruce, Bell: Alexander Graham Bell and the Conquest of Solitude (1973).John Steele
GordonSee also Science and Technology.BELLOW, SAUL(1915- ), novelist. In 1984, when
Bellow returned to his hometown of Lachine, Quebec, and spoke at a ceremony in his honor,
the mayor described him as “le plus grand écrivain de notre epoque”—a claim that few would
dispute. The only American writer ever to win three National Book Awards, the Pulitzer Prize,
and the Nobel Prize (1976), Bellow stands in a line of succession to William Faulkner and
Ernest Hemingway, both Nobel laureates and, in their own idiosyncratic ways, representatives
of the American realist tradition. What distinguishes Bellow from these predecessors is the
international character of his fiction: he is the first American to incorporate the great nineteenth-
century European realists in his work. An heir of Isaac Babel and Isaac Bashevis Singer as
well as of his fellow Chicagoan Theodore Dreiser, Bellow is unique—a Jewish-American writer
who has transcended both identities and become a figure in world literature.Born in Lachine to
Russian immigrants, Bellow was nine when his family moved to Chicago. After graduating from
Northwestern University in 1937, he studied for a semester at the University of Wisconsin



before returning to Chicago. There he found employment with the New Deal Federal Writers’
Project, compiling biographies of midwestern novelists and poets. In the early forties he taught
at Pestalozzi-Froebel Teachers College in Chicago and in 1943 went to work for Mortimer
Adler, indexing ideas for Adler’s Syntopicon.Bellow’s first novel was Dangling Man (1944), a
slender book written in the form of a journal about a disenchanted young man in Chicago
awaiting induction into the army. It was followed by The Victim (1947), a grim novel that
chronicled the tribulations of a Jewish office worker in New York who finds himself shadowed
and hounded by a bullying anti-Semite. These books were stiff, well wrought, earnest—Bellow
later referred to them as his M.A. and his Ph.D.—and they established his reputation in the
New York literary world. But they gave little indication of the profuse, exuberant novels that
were to follow.In Europe on a Guggenheim in the late forties, Bellow stumbled upon the voice
that would sustain The Adventures of Augie March. “All I had to do was to be there with
buckets to catch it,” he recalled. Published in 1953, the novel won Bellow his first National Book
Award.Three years later came Seize the Day, Bellow’s terse masterpiece about the fragile
fortunes of Tommy Wilhelm, a loser adrift on New York’s Upper West Side; and in 1959,
Henderson the Rain King, a manic, picaresque novel that tracks the gigantesque Eugene
Henderson through an Africa that Bellow had never seen. But it was with Herzog (1964) that he
obtained the position of preeminence he has occupied ever since. However entertaining as a
chronicle of its hero’s marital vicissitudes, the book is primarily a novel of ideas. Herzog is at
work on a volume of essays about romanticism, and the novel is energized by his tireless and
high-flown theorizing. In his subsequent novels—Mr. Sammler’s Planet (1969), Humboldt’s Gift
(1975), and The Dean’s December (1982)—Bellow became increasingly ruminative; his
cerebral protagonists, suffused with what Sammler calls “earth-departure objectivity,” are less
obsessed with their private dramas than with the human condition. “The job, once and for all,”
declares Charles Citrine in Humboldt’s Gift, “was to burst from the fatal self-sufficiency of
consciousness and put my remaining strength over into the Imaginative Soul.”Bellow’s
extraordinary range—his book of reportage about Israel, To Jerusalem and Back (1976), and
his numerous uncollected lectures and essays—demonstrates a knowledge of history and an
erudition unrivaled in American literature. He possesses, in the words of Irving Howe, “the most
powerful mind among contemporary American novelists” and the most powerful
imagination.Mark Harris, Saul Bellow: Drumlin Woodchuck (1981).James AtlasSee also
Literature.BENNETT, JAMES GORDON(Senior: 1795–1872; Junior: 1841–1918), editors and
newspaper publishers. James Gordon Bennett roared into the small, tidy world of American
newspaper journalism brandishing his pen like a Highland claymore, and when he was
through, it was a combative arena that he dominated. Born in Scotland, Bennett was an
outsider in his own culture—a seminary-educated Catholic who extended his education by
voracious reading, especially in the emerging romantics. He immigrated to the United States in
1819, lean and hungry, and began to earn a living as a teacher and swift, forceful writer on
assorted cultural, economic, and political topics for newspapers in Charleston and New York
City.In 1835, after a stint as Washington correspondent for the New-York Courier and Enquirer,
Bennett founded the New-York Herald on a capital of five hundred dollars, initially serving not
only as editor-owner but as the entire staff. The Herald appeared daily (a relatively new
practice at the time) and sold for a cent a copy (an even newer idea that Bennett did not invent
but built on brilliantly). Most daringly, the Herald aimed at self-support through a large
circulation and advertising at a time when papers lived only through subsidies by political
parties or the expensive subscriptions of a limited business clientele. Bennett broke new
ground by filling the paper with hitherto-disdained news from police courts, sporting fields,



theaters, and other sources that appealed to “the great masses of the community.” But the
Herald also featured first-rate coverage of national and international events, and it both
reported and made use of the latest technological innovations just as fast as Bennett could
reinvest his growing earnings. By 1860 great steam presses were daily stamping out up to fifty
thousand copies of each day’s paper, and each edition, well written and well illustrated, was full
of the latest news gathered by telegraph, mail trains, and ocean steamers.The dynamo of the
whole enterprise, however, was Bennett. He combined Byronic vanity and canny pragmatism,
wrote daily first-person editorials delivering abrasive opinions on everything, and unblushingly
declared himself the “Napoleon of the newspaper,” the man who had infused it with “life,
glowing eloquence, philosophy, taste, sentiment, wit, and humor.” Though castigated,
horsewhipped, and boycotted at first, he was also irresistibly read, and on his retirement in
1867, the Herald’s annual profits were estimated at $400,000. Bennett did not create the social
circumstances that generated a democratic readership, but his combination of genius and
brass was ideally suited to Jacksonian era journalism.After Bennett died, his son followed
somewhat erratically in his footsteps. Young Bennett had been educated abroad and returned
to the United States to serve in the navy during the Civil War and, at war’s end, to take over the
paper. He continued the senior Bennett’s lavish spending on circulation-building enterprises.
For example, he sent Henry M. Stanley to find David Livingstone in Africa, and he financed an
exploring expedition in Arctic waters. But he lacked his father’s curiosity and zest for
newspapering’s day-in and day-out combination of grind and theater. In 1877, after a domestic
scandal, he moved back to Europe. He kept pumping money into the Herald but also withdrew
prodigal sums to spend on his private pleasures, especially speed. He raced yachts and
horses, and when they came along, balloons, airplanes, and automobiles. In the 1890s the
Herald was outstripped in New York by its brassier young rivals, William Randolph Hearst’s
Journal and Joseph Pulitzer’s World. After Bennett’s death the debt-burdened Herald was
merged in 1922 with the bitterest rival of its early years, the New York Tribune.Oliver Carlson,
The Man Who Made News: James Gordon Bennett (1942); Don C. Seitz, The James Gordon
Bennetts, Father and Son (1928); Bernard A. Weisberger, The American Newspaperman
(1961).Bernard A. WeisbergerSee also Magazines and Newspapers.BERLIN, IRVING(1888–
1989), popular songwriter. Born Israel Baline in Russia, Berlin came to the United States in
1893 and received his first music lessons from his father, a cantor. The young Berlin performed
on the streets of New York’s Lower East Side and as a singing waiter in Chinatown before
taking a job as a song plugger. His first published song was “Marie from Sunny Italy” (1907),
and it was a printer’s error on the cover of the sheet music that gave him the “nom de musique”
of Berlin.Berlin achieved success as a performer in musical revues, which were a popular form
of theatrical and musical entertainment in the United States during the years around World
War I. He sang his own songs in Up and Down Broadway (1910) and composed the music for
the Ziegfeld Follies of 1911, 1919, 1920, and 1927. “Alexander’s Ragtime Band,” for which
Berlin wrote both words and music, became an instant hit, and he composed the music for
Watch Your Step (1914), a show that featured popular dancers Vernon and Irene Castle. He
continued to compose musical revues, some of which were performed in New York’s Music Box
Theater, which he helped build. His famous song “Easter Parade” was composed for the revue
As Thousands Cheer in 1933. World Wars I and II gave Berlin the inspiration for two of his
most popular revues, Yip, Yip, Yaphank! (1918), which included the song “Oh, How I Hate to
Get Up in the Morning,” and This Is the Army (1942).A self-taught pianist and composer, Berlin
published more than fifteen hundred songs. Many were written for musical films that
showcased such entertainers as Bing Crosby and Fred Astaire. He wrote the scores for Top



Hat (1935) and Holiday Inn (1942), which includes “White Christmas,” one of his best-known
songs. Ethel Merman helped popularize many Berlin songs in Annie Get Your Gun (1946) and
Call Me Madam (1950). In 1939, Berlin published “God Bless America,” for which he wrote both
words and music.Just as Berlin’s music captured the ear of Americans, it was often heard at
the White House. He played and sang informally for Franklin D. Roosevelt and his guests after
one of the president’s fireside chats in 1941. The composer wrote “It Gets Lonely in the White
House” in 1948 to commemorate Harry Truman’s election, and he used the song in a later
show, Mr. President (1962). His output included love songs, dance numbers, and humorous
pieces that appealed to Americans’ desire for the singable melodies and upbeat lyrics. Berlin
joined a cast of stars who performed at a special banquet on May 24, 1973, for more than six
hundred prisoners of war recently returned from Vietnam. Gerald Ford awarded Berlin the
Presidential Medal of Freedom on January 10, 1977, in recognition of his long career and
contribution to the popular culture of the United States.Laurence Bergreen, As Thousands
Cheer: The Life of Irving Berlin (1990); David Ewen, The Story of Irving Berlin (1950); M.
Freedland, Irving Berlin (1974).Barbara L. TischlerSee also Jazz; Music; Musical
Theater.BERLIN BLOCKADEThe Berlin blockade was an attempt in 1948 by the Soviet Union
to limit the ability of France, Great Britain, and the United States to travel to their sectors of
Berlin, which lay within Russian-occupied East Germany. The agreement after World War II to
divide Germany and Berlin into occupation zones, with Berlin located deep in the Russian
zone, had come out of the Yalta Conference in February 1945 and had included no
arrangements for access to Berlin. Since then, the relationship between the Soviet Union and
the West had deteriorated steadily, as reflected in disputes at the United Nations, Winston
Churchill’s Iron Curtain speech in March 1946, growing emphasis in U.S. foreign policy on
containment of Russian expansion, Soviet hostility toward the Marshall Plan, and growing
Western commitment to establishing a separate capitalist West Germany.In late 1947,
discussions on Germany broke down over Soviet charges that the Allies were violating the
Potsdam Agreement, and on March 20, 1948, the Soviets withdrew from the Allied Control
Council administering Berlin. Ten days later, guards on the East German border began slowing
the entry of Western troop trains bound for Berlin. On June 7, the Western powers announced
their intention to proceed with the creation of West Germany. On June 24, arguing that if
Germany was to be partitioned, Berlin could no longer be the single German capital, the
Soviets stopped all surface travel between West Germany and Berlin.Within the United States
there was some sentiment for accepting the Soviet logic; many were reluctant to risk war over
maintaining ties to their recent enemies, the Berliners. But the Truman administration was
convinced that losing Berlin would mean losing all of Germany. After a military challenge was
considered and rejected, the Berlin airlift was initiated. Over the next 321 days, Western fliers
made 272,000 flights into West Berlin, delivering thousands of tons of supplies every day. The
effort gained wide public sympathy, and on May 12, 1949, the Soviets, concluding that the
blockade had failed, reopened the borders. East and West Germany were established as
separate republics later that month.See also Cold War; Germany-U.S. Relations.BERNSTEIN,
LEONARD(1918–1990), conductor, composer, pianist, author, and educator. Bernstein, born in
Lawrence, Massachusetts, showed musical talent at a young age. He graduated from Harvard
University, where he studied with Edward Burlingame Hill and Walter Piston, and continued his
studies with Fritz Reiner at the Curtis Institute in Philadelphia. During the summers of 1940 and
1941, he worked at Tanglewood with Serge Koussevitzky, who became his mentor. In 1943, he
became assistant conductor of the New York Philharmonic. On November 14, 1943, Bernstein
stepped in for the ailing Bruno Walter to conduct a nationally broadcast Philharmonic program.



His vigorous, charismatic, and thoroughly prepared performance brought him overnight
fame.Bernstein’s First Symphony, subtitled Jeremiah, was chosen by the New York Music
Critics’ Circle as the best new American orchestral work of 1943–1944. That same season, his
ballet, Fancy Free, with choreography by Jerome Robbins, was introduced by the Ballet
Theater at the Metropolitan Opera House. Its success led Robbins and Bernstein to use the
scenario as the basis for the musical On the Town, which ran for more than a year on
Broadway. In 1954, Bernstein composed his only film score, the brooding, expressionist music
for On the Waterfront.In 1957, Bernstein’s masterpiece, the musical West Side Story, written
with Stephen Sondheim, opened on Broadway to extraordinary critical and popular acclaim.
The same year, he was appointed co-conductor, with Dimitri Mitropoulos, of the New York
Philharmonic. In 1958, he was named music director and chief conductor, positions he held
until 1969, whereupon he was appointed conductor laureate for life. After leaving the
Philharmonic, Bernstein remained active as one of the most successful guest conductors in the
world.Bernstein had a profound effect on American music. As the first world-class musician in
America to build a career in the United States, he brought a new respect to American musical
endeavor. His influence on younger artists cannot be overemphasized.As a conductor,
Bernstein was at his best in the subjective, passionate literature of the romantic and modern
eras, and he had a special affinity for the works of Gustav Mahler, whose music he did much to
popularize. He was a champion of American music, especially the relatively conservative work
of such men as Aaron Copland, William Schuman, and Roy Harris. His podium manner was
balletic and demonstrative; some found it flamboyant.Bernstein wrote three symphonies, four
musicals, a violin concerto, an idiosyncratic theatrical Mass (1971), and two interrelated
operas, Trouble in Tahiti (1950) and A Quiet Place (1983), as well as other minor pieces. His
lighter works are generally considered to be his most successful; Bernstein’s “serious” music
tends toward the ponderous.A gifted pianist, he recorded Copland’s Piano Sonata, as well as
concertos by Mozart, Beethoven, and Ravel, which he conducted from the keyboard. Through
the televised New York Philharmonic “Young People’s Concerts,” which reached millions of
viewers, Bernstein became perhaps the most influential music teacher in history. He published
several books, the best of which is The Joy of Music (1959), a spirited, informal introduction to
the art.Joan Peyser, Bernstein: A Biography (1987); Paul Robinson, Bernstein (1982).Tim
PageSee also Music; Musical Theater.BERRY, CHUCK(1926- ), rock musician and composer.
“If you tried to give rock ’n’ roll another name, you might call it ‘Chuck Berry,’” John Lennon of
the Beatles once said. At the height of Berry’s popularity, in the last half of the fifties, other
singers had more hits, but no one had more influence. During the sixties the Beatles and the
Rolling Stones played a dozen of his songs note for note, and Bob Dylan acknowledged his
debt to Berry as a lyricist.Berry was born in St. Louis into a lower-middle-class black family. He
served three years in reform school on a robbery conviction, earned a certificate in
hairdressing and cosmetology, and then took a job on an auto assembly line to support his wife
and children. By 1953 he was leading a three-piece blues group, which played on weekends. In
1955, his first hit, “Maybelline,” reached the top ten after being plugged by New York disc
jockey Alan Freed, who earned royalties on it by listing himself as the song’s coauthor—an
example of whites exploiting black musicians and of the pervasive corruption in the music
industry at that time.Berry’s greatest hits recounted teenage experiences and frustrations, but
also conveyed the fun of adolescent rebellion. “School Day” (which reached the number 3 spot
on the Billboard charts in 1957) complains about teachers and in retrospect seems to
prophesy the student rebellion of the sixties: “Close your books, get out of your seat/Down the
halls and into the street.” “Sweet Little Sixteen” (number 2 in 1958) presented the breathless



world of a young rock fan. The autobiographical “Johnny B. Goode” (number 8 in 1958)
provides a classic treatment of the small-town-boy-makes-good theme—in this case, as a rock
’n’ roll star. The Voyager I spacecraft, heading out toward distant galaxies, includes among its
messages to other worlds a recording of “Johnny B. Goode.”In 1959, at the peak of his
creativity and popular success, Berry was convicted under the Mann Act and went to prison for
two years. He had few hits after that. In 1972, touring as an “oldies” act, he finally reached
number 1 on the charts with “My Ding-a-ling,” a forgettable novelty song. Its success only
underscored the fact that none of his classic records ever sold as well as those of white
crooners like Pat Boone.As a rock lyricist, Berry was among the best. His lyrics convey an
immense, childlike delight in linguistic play, cataloging the fun and frustrations in the lives of
white teenagers. That these lyrics were the work of a black man in his thirties makes them
especially remarkable. As a guitarist, wrote Robert Christgau, Berry’s style featured a “limited
but brilliant vocabulary of guitar riffs that quickly came to epitomize rock ’n’ roll. Ultimately,
every great white guitar group of the early sixties imitated Berry’s style.”In 1987 he published a
widely praised autobiography. A 1988 feature film, Hail! Hail! Rock ’n’ Roll, available on home
video, documents his career.Chuck Berry, Chuck Berry: The Autobiography (1987); Robert
Christgau, “Chuck Berry,” in Jim Miller, ed., The Rolling Stone Illustrated History of Rock & Roll
(1980).Jon WienerSee also Music.BETHUNE, MARY MCLEOD(1875–1955), educator, civil
rights leader, presidential adviser, and founder of black women’s clubs. Bethune was born in
Mayesville, South Carolina, the fifteenth child of former slaves. More fortunate than her many
siblings, she entered the local Presbyterian Mission School for Negroes, and with the help of
scholarships, part-time jobs, and familial sacrifice she was able to attend, from 1888 to 1894,
Scotia Seminary (now Barber-Scotia College) in Concord, North Carolina. Aspiring to work as
a missionary in Africa, she studied at the Moody Bible Institute in Chicago, graduating in 1895.
The Presbyterian Mission Board, however, turned down her application for a missionary
post.Undaunted, McLeod returned south where she secured a series of teaching positions in
Georgia and South Carolina. She married Albertus Bethune and in 1899 bore a son, Albert
McLeod Bethune. Her husband died soon afterward.Convinced that education was the most
powerful weapon in the fight against black powerlessness and racial subordination, Bethune
settled in Daytona, Florida, where she founded, in October 1904, the Daytona Literary and
Industrial School for Training Negro Girls. Reflecting on her work years later, Bethune recalled,
“The school expanded fast. In less than two years I had 250 pupils.... I concentrated more and
more on girls, as I felt that they especially were hampered by lack of educational opportunities.”
In 1923, however, she agreed to merge with Cookman Institute, a Methodist school for Negro
boys, forming the Bethune-Cookman College.Bethune’s pioneering work in black education
earned national acclaim. In many respects she was as formidable a fund-raiser as Booker T.
Washington. Like him she adhered to an educational philosophy that stressed teacher
preparation, industrial training and domestic arts, good manners, and Christian virtue. She
soon attracted the attention of white political leaders, serving as adviser on black education
and racial affairs in the Coolidge administration. From 1936 to 1945, under the New Deal’s
National Youth Administration, Bethune served as director of the Division of Negro Affairs. She
well understood the need for blacks to marshal political power and acquire advanced education
as strategies in the ongoing struggle for equal rights.In 1935 she founded and served as
president, until 1949, of the National Council of Negro Women (NCNW)—the largest and most
resilient federation of black women’s organizations. The NCNW proposed to collect, interpret,
and disseminate information concerning the activities of black women. The leaders also
desired “to develop competent and courageous leadership among Negro women and effect



their integration and that of all Negro people into the ... life of their communities.” To work
toward these ends, NCNW leaders founded the Aframerican Woman’s Journal, dedicated to
achieving “the outlawing of the Poll Tax, the development of a Public Health Program, an Anti-
lynching Bill, the end of discrimination in the Armed Forces, Defense Plants, Government
Housing Plants and finally that Negro History be taught in the Public Schools of the
country.”Bethune is a pivotal figure in twentieth-century black women’s history. Her life and
work formed a major link connecting the social reform efforts of post-Reconstruction black
women to the political protest activities of the generation emerging after World War II.James J.
Flynn, Negroes of Achievement in Modern America (1970), 228–234; B. Joyce Ross, “Mary
McLeod Bethune and the National Youth Administration: A Case Study of Power Relationships
in the Black Cabinet of Franklin D. Roosevelt,” in John Hope Franklin and August Meier, eds.,
Black Leaders of the Twentieth Century (1982), 191–219.Darlene Clark HineSee also
Education.BILL OF RIGHTSThe roots of the Bill of Rights—the first ten amendments to the
U.S. Constitution—lie deep in Anglo-American history. In 1215 England’s King John, under
pressure from rebellious barons, put his seal to Magna Carta, which protected subjects against
royal abuses of power. Among Magna Carta’s more important provisions are its requirement
that proceedings and prosecutions be according to “the law of the land”—the forerunner of
“due process of law”—and a ban on the sale, denial, or delay of justice.In response to arbitrary
actions of Charles I, Parliament in 1628 adopted the Petition of Right, condemning unlawful
imprisonments and also providing that there should be no tax “without common consent of
parliament.” In 1689, capping the Glorious Revolution (which placed William and Mary on the
throne), Parliament adopted the Bill of Rights. Not only does its name anticipate the American
document of a century later, the English Bill of Rights anticipates some of the American bill’s
specific provisions—for example, the Eighth Amendment’s ban on excessive bail and fines and
on cruel and unusual punishment.The idea of written documents protecting individual liberties
took early root in England’s American colonies. Colonial charters (such as the 1606 Charter for
Virginia) declared that those who migrated to the New World should enjoy the same “privileges,
franchises, and immunities” as if they lived in England. In the years leading up to the break with
the mother country (especially after the Stamp Act of 1765), Americans wrote tracts and
adopted resolutions resting their claim of rights on Magna Carta, on the colonial charters, and
on the teachings of natural law.Once independence had been declared, in 1776, the American
states turned immediately to the writing of state constitutions and state bills of rights. In
Williamsburg, George Mason was the principal architect of Virginia’s Declaration of Rights.
That document, which wove Lockean notions of natural rights with concrete protections against
specific abuses, was the model for bills of rights in other states and, ultimately, for the federal
Bill of Rights. (Mason’s declaration was also influential in the framing, in 1789, of France’s
Declaration of Rights of Man and the Citizen).In 1787, at the Constitutional Convention in
Philadelphia, Mason remarked that he “wished the plan had been prefaced by a Bill of Rights.”
Elbridge Gerry moved for the appointment of a committee to prepare such a bill, but the
delegates, without debate, defeated the motion. They did not oppose the principle of a bill of
rights; they simply thought it unnecessary, in light of the theory that the new federal
government would be one of enumerated powers only. Some of the Framers also were
skeptical of the utility of what James Madison called “parchment barriers” against majorities;
they looked, for protection, to structural arrangements such as separation of powers and
checks and balances.Opponents of ratification quickly seized upon the absence of a bill of
rights, and Federalists, especially Madison, soon realized that they must offer to add
amendments to the Constitution after its ratification. Only by making such a pledge were the



Constitution’s supporters able to achieve ratification in such closely divided states as New York
and Virginia.In the First Congress, Madison undertook to fulfill his promise. Carefully sifting
amendments from proposals made in the state ratifying conventions, Madison steered his
project through the shoals of indifference on the part of some members (who thought the
House had more important work to do) and outright hostility on the part of others
(Antifederalists who hoped for a second convention to hobble the powers of the federal
government). In September 1789 the House and Senate accepted a conference report laying
out the language of proposed amendments to the Constitution.Within six months of the time
the amendments—the Bill of Rights—had been submitted to the states, nine had ratified them.
Two more states were needed; Virginia’s ratification, on December 15, 1791, made the Bill of
Rights part of the Constitution. (Ten amendments were ratified; two others, dealing with the
number of representatives and with the compensation of senators and representatives, were
not.)On their face, it is obvious that the amendments apply to actions by the federal
government, not to actions by the states. In 1833, in Barron v. Baltimore, Chief Justice John
Marshall confirmed that understanding. Barron had sued the city for damage to a wharf, resting
his claim on the Fifth Amendment’s requirement that private property not be taken for public
use “without just compensation.” Marshall ruled that the Fifth Amendment was intended “solely
as a limitation on the exercise of power by the government of the United States, and is not
applicable to the legislation of the states.”The Civil War and Reconstruction brought, in their
wake, the Fourteenth Amendment, which declares, among other things, that no state shall
“deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law.” In those few words
lay the seed of a revolution in American constitutional law. That revolution began to take form in
1947, in Justice Hugo Black’s dissent in Adamson v. California. Reviewing the history of the
Fourteenth Amendment’s adoption, Black concluded that history “conclusively demonstrates”
that the amendment was meant to ensure that “no state could deprive its citizens of the
privileges and protections of the Bill of Rights.”Justice Black’s “wholesale incorporation” theory
has never been adopted by the Supreme Court. During the heyday of the Warren Court, in the
1960s, however, the justices embarked on a process of “selective incorporation.” In each case,
the Court asked whether a specific provision of the Bill of Rights was essential to “fundamental
fairness”; if it was, then it must apply to the states as it does to the federal government.
Through this process, nearly all the important provisions of the Bill of Rights now apply to the
states. A partial list would include the First Amendment’s rights of speech, press, and religion,
the Fourth Amendment’s protection against unreasonable searches and seizures, the Fifth
Amendment’s privilege against self-incrimination, and the Sixth Amendment’s right to counsel,
to a speedy and public trial, and to trial by jury.The original Constitution has been amended a
number of times—for example, to provide for direct election of senators and to give the vote to
eighteen-year-olds. The Bill of Rights, however, has never been amended. There is, of course,
sharp debate over Supreme Court interpretation of specific provisions, especially where social
interests (such as the control of traffic in drugs) seem to come into tension with provisions of
the Bill of Rights (such as the Fourth Amendment). Such debate notwithstanding, there is no
doubt that the Bill of Rights, as symbol and substance, lies at the heart of American
conceptions of individual liberty, limited government, and the rule of law.Irving Brant, The Bill of
Rights: Its Origin and Meaning (1965); Robert A. Rutland, The Birth of the Bill of Rights, 1776–
1791 (1955).A. E. Dick HowardSee also Black, Hugo; Constitution; Freedom of Speech;
Freedom of the Press; Ratification of the Constitution; Madison, James; Mason, George;
Philadelphia Convention.Bill of RightsAmendment I Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of



speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the
government for a redress of grievances.Amendment II A well-regulated militia being necessary
to the security of a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be
infringed.Amendment III No soldier shall, in time of peace, be quartered in any house without
the consent of the owner, nor in time of war, but in a manner to be prescribed by
law.Amendment IV The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and
effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no warrants
shall issue but upon probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, and particularly
describing the place to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.Amendment V No
person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a
presentment or indictment of a grand jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or
in the militia, when in actual service in time of war or public danger; nor shall any person be
subject for the same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb; nor shall be compelled in
any criminal case to be a witness against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law; nor shall private property be taken for public use without just
compensation.Amendment VI In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial, by an impartial jury of the State and district wherein the crime shall
have been committed, which district shall have been previously ascertained by law, and to be
informed of the nature and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses
against him; to have compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor, and to have the
assistance of counsel for his defense.Amendment VII In suits at common law, where the value
in controversy shall exceed twenty dollars, the right of trial by jury shall be preserved, and no
fact tried by a jury shall be otherwise reexamined in any court of the United States, than
according to the rules of the common law.Amendment VIII Excessive bail shall not be required,
nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.Amendment IX The
enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage
others retained by the people.Amendment X The powers not delegated to the United States by
the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to
the people.BIRTH CONTROL“Birth control” was an early-twentieth-century slogan, but it has
become the generic for all forms of control of reproduction. In popular usage it refers
particularly to contraception, but in fact its historical practice cannot be separated from that of
abortion. Attempts to control reproduction have characterized virtually every society of which
we have records. In ancient societies these methods ranged from the magical to the highly
effective and included coitus interruptus, spermicidal douches, homemade pessaries designed
to obstruct the opening of the cervix, and abortions. With the spread of agriculture and the
economic advantages of large families, religious and in some cases secular law increasingly
restricted birth control, with the result that there appears to have been an increase in reliance
on abortion while contraceptive technology and use declined. Both practices were legal in the
United States until the mid-nineteenth century.Starting in the 1830s, a state-by-state drive to
prohibit abortion developed and was largely successful by 1880. It was spurred by a backlash
against the women’s rights movement that reflected anxieties about women deserting their
conventional position as mothers, and by professionalizing physicians eager to restrict their
competition from “irregular” practitioners, many of them offering abortion services. Then in
1873 all birth-control information was specifically included within the definition of the obscene
and was therefore barred from interstate commerce by the federal Comstock Act. Nevertheless
the steady decline of the U.S. birthrate in the nineteenth century suggests that some traditional
birth-control methods were widely used despite legal prohibition, notably, abortion, coitus



interruptus, and douches.Although birth control is ancient, political movements for birth control
are modern, arising in opposition to the prohibitions that began in the early nineteenth century.
There were several movements. The first, neo-Malthusianism, appearing in England in the
early nineteenth century, sought to increase the standard of living among the poor by reducing
births. But the common view that America was underpopulated gave neo-Malthusianism little
support in the United States.Stronger in the United States were birth-control programs rooted
in antebellum reform movements, both secular and religious. They advocated birth control to
control population, to prevent the spread of hereditary disease, to improve the hereditary
“stock” (early versions of eugenics), to liberate women from reproductive drudgery, and
sometimes to permit greater sexual freedom. In the 1820s, neo-Malthusian ideas were
integrated into the experimental socialism associated with Robert Dale Owen and feminist
Frances Wright. These secular socialists were soon joined by religious radicals who also
promoted birth control, but in different forms. The Second Great Awakening had given rise to a
“perfectionist” mode of thought—heretical in relation to orthodox forms of Protestantism
because it emphasized the possibility of perfecting earthly life. Also committed to improving
women’s condition and public health generally, these religious socialists rejected contraception
as artificial and instead tried to effect birth control by changing the nature of sexual activity
itself. For example, the Oneida community in the 1840s, ruled autocratically by John Humphrey
Noyes, practiced male continence, a regimen in which men refrained from ejaculation
altogether, and reproductive sex was practiced only by couples appointed by Noyes for the
purpose of breeding superior people. He and his supporters believed that male continence not
only built self-discipline but heightened sexual pleasure. In the second half of the century, “Free
Lovers” further developed these noncontraceptive forms of birth control, recommending
withdrawal or sexual activity other than intercourse. Feminist socialist physician Alice Stockham
designed a sexual system called “Karezza” that required both men and women to avoid
orgasm and, she believed, intensified and prolonged pleasure.Women’s rights advocates
shared the view that the discipline and self-control required by noncontraceptive birth control
was in itself liberating. By the 1870s, a flourishing feminist movement transformed this tradition
of thought into a new political demand, with the slogan “voluntary motherhood.” Nineteenth-
century feminists continued to oppose contraception and abortion, which, they feared, would
further license predatory male sexual aggression. Instead they recommended abstinence.
Their proposals and rhetoric have been considered prudish, and there is some truth in this
characterization, since they were expressing many women’s negative experiences of
heterosexual sex; yet viewed in their historic context, they can also be characterized as
spokeswomen for women’s sexual liberation. They understood that women could not find and
defend their own sexual desires until they gained the power to reject men’s. At the Free Love
edges of the feminist movement, some advocated greater sexual experience and pleasure for
women, whereas more mainstream women’s rights advocates tended to emphasize the
dangers of licentious sexuality. Their arguments for abstinence as a form of birth control thus
had two meanings: one was voluntary motherhood, opposition to coercive childbearing; the
other was voluntary sex, opposition to men’s traditional prerogatives of demanding sexual
submission from wives. Moreover, some voluntary motherhood advocates developed a critique
of male sexuality, prefiguring much that late-twentieth-century feminists argued regarding the
obsessiveness and dominance embedded in much of what men experience as sexual desire.
Unlike their neo-Malthusian predecessors, voluntary motherhood advocates were not
concerned with population size or with working-class power; they were resolutely pro-
motherhood and, far from challenging the Victorian romanticization of motherhood, they



manipulated it to increase women’s power.At the turn of the century a conservative reaction
against voluntary motherhood agitation set in, focused on the “race suicide” alarm popularized
by President Theodore Roosevelt. Race suicide moralists propagandized against the
“selfishness” of women who avoided their maternal duties by using birth control, deploying
racist fears (in a period of heavy immigration) that “WASP” dominance would be undermined
by the high birthrates of those of “inferior stock.”In the first decades of the twentieth century a
renewed birth-control movement arose among feminists associated particularly with the
Socialist party and the Industrial Workers of the World (IWW) and took a militant turn in
demanding the legalization of contraception. As urban radicals grew more daring sexually, they
discovered the use of vaginal diaphragms in Europe. Emma Goldman of the IWW and
Margaret Sanger of the Socialist party visited clinics in Holland where women were fitted with
diaphragms. When these two women adopted civil disobedience as a means of dramatizing
the issue in the United States, distributing prohibited leaflets about contraception and opening
illegal birth-control clinics, the Left leadership remained uninterested, but rank-and-file women
responded with enthusiasm. Between 1914 and 1918 birth-control leagues developed in every
major city of the United States. When these activists offered contraceptive information and
services, they were deluged with clients. When they were arrested, their political defenses
publicized contraception and created an even more avid demand for it.Shortly after World War I
the birth-control mass movement subsided, victim of the strongly conservative mood that
followed the war. The leader of the main national birth-control organization, Margaret Sanger,
shifted political strategies, downplaying the earlier association of reproductive control with
women’s rights and seeking instead a compromise: legalizing contraception at physicians’
discretion. Birth-control leaders also emphasized the eugenic arguments popular for several
decades, but now in more overtly racist ways, building on fears of high immigrant and black
birthrates to support the case for legalization of contraception. The adoption of statutes
providing for forcible sterilization of the feeble-minded, “degenerates,” and some other groups
by many states (with especial alacrity in the southern states) was also part of this redefinition
of the function of birth control. This compromise was the basis for significant hostility to birth
control among many twentieth-century African-Americans.The World War II period produced
two new birth-control movements: Planned Parenthood and population control. These were
distinct but related. The Planned Parenthood organization, dating from 1942, renewed the
campaign for the legalization and promotion of contraception, arguing primarily that birth
control promoted family stability. Unlike the profamily backlash of the race suicide alarm, these
family planning advocates asserted that marital adjustment must rest on a permissive attitude
toward sex without fear of conception. Planned Parenthood, unlike the voluntary motherhood
movement, endorsed unlimited marital sex and did not raise issues of women’s sexual
exploitation. In its domestic campaigns, the organization promoted small families and planning.
In its international aspects, it argued a renewed neo-Malthusianism: it advocated population
control as a cure for poverty. By 1960 population control had become such an unchallenged
ideology in the United States that many used the phrase interchangeably with the earlier birth
control.In the late 1960s the renewed women’s liberation movement again changed the terms
of understanding of reproduction-control politics. The women’s movement viewed birth control
as part of an overall campaign for women’s self-determination and began to distinguish that
goal from those of family planning or population control. This orientation was influenced by the
introduction of birth-control pills in 1960, which were mass-marketed so successfully that within
a year 1 million women in the United States were using them. The “pill” had a twofold effect: its
availability accustomed a generation of women to sex without fear of reproduction, and feminist



exposure of its health dangers and discomforts, some of them hidden by the great
pharmaceutical companies that were reaping vast profits from this new market, decreased
women’s trust in professionals and sparked a powerful women’s health movement.Intrauterine
devices (IUD) were mass-marketed from the late 1960s, and women’s experience with them
further increased feminist conviction that the FDA, the agency responsible for reviewing the
safety of drugs and medical devices, could not be relied on to protect women. The Dalkon
Shield IUD caused at least twenty deaths and hundreds of thousands of severe infections and
injuries, often creating permanent sterility or other damage. In a victorious class-action suit
brought by the victims, its manufacturer, A. H. Robins, was shown to have ignored warnings of
the dangers from its own staff. The result did not necessarily help the cause of birth control,
however, as nearly all forms of IUD, including those with good safety records, were removed
from the U.S. market.The feminist campaign coalesced around the issue of abortion. The
campaign for legal abortion in the 1960s began not with feminists but with civil libertarians and
physicians, and the Supreme Court decision in Roe v. Wade in 1973 continued the tradition of
defending physicians’ discretion. The women’s movement began to insist on a broader
program, supporting reproductive self-determination and criticizing forced sterilization, unsafe
contraception, and unnecessary hysterectomies and cesarean sections. This movement had
considerable impact, forcing governments to adopt regulations for informed consent in
sterilization procedures, for example.In response a widespread antiabortion movement arose,
organized first by the Catholic hierarchy but soon becoming more ecumenical and receiving
support notably from fundamentalist Protestants. It remains a largely religious movement.
Unlike the nineteenth-century antiabortion movement, which spoke explicitly of prohibiting
abortion in order to enforce women’s domesticity, the late-twentieth-century movement, known
by the slogan “right-to-life,” defined itself as defending the rights of fetuses.By 1990 abortion
had become perhaps the most controversial political issue in the country. Some conservative
courts and state legislatures had sharply limited the right to abortion, especially among the
poor, by establishing or encouraging prohibitions on public funding. In its 1989 Webster
decision the Supreme Court enlarged the area in which state legislatures were allowed to
restrict abortion. A new and safer hormonal abortifacient developed in France, known as
RU-486, had not found a U.S. marketer because of fear of antiabortionists’ retaliation.Birth
control was also implicated in a range of other controversial social and political issues in the
1980s, notably high teenage out-of-wedlock pregnancy rates and AIDS. Some responded to
these problems by calling for increased public education about and availability of birth-control
and prophylactic devices, and the antiabortion lobby continued to argue that the emphasis
should be on chastity instead. The vision of midcentury civil libertarians that birth control might
become a private issue in which no government action is necessary seems distant from the
late-twentieth-century situation.Linda Gordon, Woman’s Body, Woman’s Right: A Social History
of Birth Control in America (1976; rev. ed., 1990); James Mohr, Abortion in America: The
Origins and Evolution of National Policy (1978); Rosalind Pollack Petchesky, Abortion and
Woman’s Choice: The State, Sexuality, and Reproductive Freedom (1984; 2nd ed., 1986).Linda
GordonSee also Abortion; Family; Feminist Movement; Goldman, Emma; Griswold v.
Connecticut; Marriage; Roe v. Wade; Sanger, Margaret; Second Great Awakening; Stanton,
Elizabeth Cady; Wright, Frances.BIRTHRATE AND MORTALITYEvery modern, economically
developed nation has experienced the demographic transition from high to low levels of fertility
and mortality. America is no exception. In the early nineteenth century, the typical American
woman had between seven and eight live births in her lifetime and people probably lived fewer
than forty years on average. But America was also distinctive. First, its fertility transition began



in the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century at the latest. Other Western nations began
their sustained fertility declines in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century, with the
exception of France, whose decline also began early. Second, the fertility rate in America
commenced its sustained decline long before that of mortality did. This contrasts with the more
typical demographic transition in which mortality decline precedes or occurs simultaneously
with fertility decline. American mortality did not experience a sustained and irreversible decline
until about the 1870s. Third, both these processes were influenced by America’s very high level
of net in-migration and also by the significant population redistribution to frontier areas and
later to cities, towns, and suburbs.One particular difficulty for American historical demography
is lack of data. During the colonial period, there was neither a regular enumeration nor vital
registration. Some scholars, however, have conducted family reconstitutions and other
demographic reconstructions using genealogies, parish registers, biographical data, and other
local records, so we do know something about vital rates and population characteristics. In
1790, of course, the federal government commenced the decennial U.S. census, which has
been the principal source for the study of population growth, structure, and redistribution, as
well as fertility prior to the twentieth century. But vital registration was left to state and local
governments. Massachusetts was the first state to institute continuous recording of births,
deaths, and marriages, beginning in 1842 (some individual cities had registered vital events
earlier), but the entire nation was not covered until 1933.For the colonial period, we know more
about population size than other matters, since the British colonial authorities did conduct
some enumerations. The population of the British mainland colonies increased from several
hundred non-Amerindian individuals in the early seventeenth century to about 2.5 million (2
million whites and about half a million blacks) in 1780. Birthrates were high, ranging between
over forty and over fifty live births per one thousand people per annum. The high fertility of
American women attracted comment from late eighteenth-century observers, including
Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Malthus. Mortality rates were probably moderate, with crude
death rates ranging from about twenty per one thousand people per annum to over forty. We
know a good deal about mortality rates in New England, somewhat less about the Middle
Colonies, and least about the South. But apparently mortality was lower from Pennsylvania and
New Jersey northward, and higher in the South. Life expectancy at birth ranged from the late
twenties to almost forty.Information on America’s demographic transition becomes more
plentiful for the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The accompanying table provides summary
measures of fertility and mortality for the period 1800–1980. They include, for fertility, the crude
birthrate, the child-woman ratio (based solely on census data), and the total fertility rate; and,
for mortality, life expectancy at birth and the infant mortality rate. The results are given for the
white and black populations separately because of their very different social, economic, and
demographic experiences.The table indicates the sustained decline in white birthrates from at
least 1800 and of black fertility from at least 1850. Family sizes were large early in the
nineteenth century, being approximately seven children per woman at the beginning of the
century and between seven and eight for the largely rural slave population at midcentury. The
table also reveals that mortality did not begin to decline until about the 1870s or so. Prior to
that, death rates fluctuated, being affected by periodic epidemics and changes in the disease
environment. There is some evidence of rising death rates during the 1830s and 1840s. The
table also shows that American blacks had both higher fertility and higher mortality relative to
the white population, although both groups experienced fertility and mortality transitions. For
example, both participated in the rise in birthrates after World War II known as the baby boom
as well as the subsequent resumption of birthrate declines in the 1960s.Conventional



explanations for the fertility transition have involved the rising cost of children because of
urbanization, the growth of incomes and nonagricultural employment, the increased value of
education, rising female employment, child labor laws and compulsory education, and
declining infant and child mortality. Changing attitudes toward large families and contraception,
as well as better contraceptive techniques, have also been cited. Recent literature suggests
that women were largely responsible for much of the birthrate decline in the nineteenth century
—part of a movement for greater control over their lives. The structural explanations fit the
American experience since the late nineteenth century, but they are less appropriate for the
fertility decline in rural areas prior to about 1870. The increased scarcity and higher cost of
good agricultural land has been proposed as a prime factor, although this is controversial. The
standard explanations do not adequately explain the post-World War II baby boom and
subsequent baby bust. More complex theories, including the interaction of the size of
generations with their income prospects, tastes for children versus material goods, and
expectations about family size, have been proposed.The mortality decline since the late
nineteenth century seems to have been the result particularly of improvements in public health
and sanitation, especially better water supplies and sewage disposal. The improving diet,
clothing, and shelter of the American population over the period since about 1870 also played
a role. Specific medical interventions beyond more general environmental public health
measures were not statistically important until well into the twentieth century. It is difficult to
disentangle the separate effects of these factors. But it is clear that much of the decline was
due to rapid reductions in specific infectious and parasitic diseases, including tuberculosis,
pneumonia, bronchitis, and gastrointestinal infections, as well as such well-known lethal
diseases as cholera, smallpox, diphtheria, and typhoid fever. Nineteenth-century cities were
especially unhealthy places, particularly the largest ones. This began to change by about the
1890s, when the largest cities instituted new public works sanitation projects (such as piped
water, sewer systems, filtration and chlorination of water) and public health administration.
They then experienced rapid improvements in death rates. As for the present, rural-urban
mortality differentials have converged and largely disappeared. This, unfortunately, is not true
of the differentials between whites and blacks.Maris A. Vinovskis, ed., Studies in American
Historical Demography (1979); Robert V. Wells, Uncle Sam’s Family: Issues in and
Perspectives on American Demographic History (1985).Michael R. HainesSee also Birth
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(Jan. 1973): 3–36; Michael R. Haines, “The Use of Model Life Tables to Estimate Mortality for
the United States in the Late Nineteenth Century,” Demography 16, no. 2 (May 1979): 289–
312.BLACK, HUGO(1886–1971), political leader and associate justice, U.S. Supreme Court.
Constitutional experts have lionized Black, contending that he was “one of a handful of great
judges in American history, second only to John Marshall in his impact on the Constitution.”
And indeed Black left a deep impression on the nation’s fundamental document. This seems
remarkable in light of his rural Alabama origins and controversial pre-judicial career.Black first
practiced law in Birmingham and served as a police court judge and county prosecutor there
before entering the U.S. Senate in 1927. His campaign was aided by his brief membership in
the Ku Klux Klan. In the Senate he became a strong supporter of the New Deal and a
tenacious, even ruthless senatorial investigator, particularly of the economically powerful.
When Franklin D. Roosevelt appointed him to the Supreme Court in 1937, critics objected
because of his KKK past; but on the Court he proved to be an active constitutional
populist.Black’s two fondest constitutional hopes were to achieve federal enforcement of the
national Bill of Rights against the states through the Fourteenth Amendment and to bring about
a First Amendment absolutism that would prohibit any restrictions on freedom of speech and
press. Prior to 1925, the federal government had not been authorized to enforce the provisions
of the federal Bill of Rights against state governments. If citizens of New York, for example,
were being denied free speech by the state, their only recourse was to the New York State
Constitution. They had (to use lawyers’ language) “no federal remedy” since the U.S. Bill of
Rights limited only the federal government. To Black’s disappointment, however, the Court
agreed to incorporate federal rights against the states only on a selective basis. As to the First
Amendment rights (“preferred freedoms,” as Black saw them), they were strengthened and
became the core of a freer, more democratic society.Black’s career on the Court went through
two phases. Until 1953, his opinions were frequently liberal dissents, although in 1952 he wrote
the majority opinion in the steel seizure case, voiding President Harry S. Truman’s emergency
takeover of the industry. Here, he demonstrated his constitutional literalism by reaffirming the
separate and limited roles of the three branches of the federal government.After the
appointment of Chief Justice Earl Warren in 1953, Black’s commitments to the protection of
civil liberties and civil rights became majority positions. His 1946 call for reapportionment was
now accepted as the Court moved to the “one-man, one-vote” principle. His strong commitment
to religious liberty played a key role in the development of the First Amendment’s religious
guarantees, as his Jeffersonian view of the “wall of separation” between church and state
prevailed, especially in his controversial school prayer ruling. His reading of the First
Amendment was accepted by the majority, as seen in the limitations the Court developed to
constrain the use of libel and obscenity laws. As to political speech, he argued with increasing
success for virtually unlimited expression “whether or not such discussion incites to action,
legal or illegal.”Although critics charged that he was making the Court an active agent of
reform, Black did not consider himself a judicial activist. He did not condone judges exercising
personal judgment in constitutional adjudication. Rather, he insisted that the Constitution be
interpreted literally. Thus, while he was prepared to apply most of the procedural provisions of
the Fourth through the Eighth Amendments to the states, he interpreted the Fourth’s limitation
on unreasonable search and seizure restrictively, generally accepting law enforcement actions.
When other justices sought to create new rights, Black balked, rejecting the notion that the
Constitution contains general guarantees of privacy, or “natural rights,” beyond those expressly
articulated in the text.In the final analysis, Black was a people’s justice. His opinions were clear



and moving, and his commitments were to a constitutional order that would extend “liberty and
justice for all.”Gerald T. Dunne, Hugo Black and the Judicial Revolution (1977); Tinsley E.
Yarbrough, Mr. Justice Black and His Critics (1988).Paul L. MurphySee also Bill of Rights;
Supreme Court.BLACK CHURCHESDuring the colonial period, the Christianization of slaves
was erratic and generally ineffective until the 1740s. Then evangelical revivals began to attract
significant numbers of black converts, largely because they enabled the lower classes,
including slaves, to pray and preach in public. In the emotional fervor of the revival meetings
whites and blacks preached to and converted one another. Baptists and Methodists licensed
black men to preach, and by the 1770s some black ministers, slave as well as free, were
pastoring their own congregations. Black churches in the South were subject to restrictions
intended to prevent unsupervised slave assemblies. But despite occasional white harassment,
southern black churches survived and provided a limited religious independence. In the
antebellum years, Christianity spread gradually among the slaves. Some attended church with
whites or under white supervision, but the majority had little if any access to formal church
services. Nevertheless slaves often conducted their own religious meetings, with or without
their owners’ consent. They developed a distinctive Christianity in which blacks figured as
God’s chosen people awaiting their exodus from American bondage. The spirituals, which
expressed the slaves’ religious traditions, were also a way of transmitting these traditions to
future generations.In the North, the abolition of slavery gave blacks more leeway to exercise
their religious preferences. Roused by discriminatory treatment in white-dominated churches,
blacks in Philadelphia founded two influential churches, Bethel African Methodist and St.
Thomas African Episcopal in 1794. Bethel’s pastor, Richard Allen, and St. Thomas’s pastor,
Absalom Jones, both former slaves, exercised civic leadership in the black community in
Philadelphia. Over the next decade, separate black congregations sprang up in free black
communities across the North. In 1816, the first major black denomination, the African
Methodist Episcopal (A.M.E.) church, was formed under the leadership of Richard Allen.
Because the church was the only institution that African-Americans controlled, it served as the
primary forum for addressing their social and political, as well as religious, needs. Many of the
leading black activists in the abolition movement were ministers. And when the first National
Negro Convention was organized in 1830, it met at Bethel A.M.E. church in Philadelphia with
Richard Allen presiding.Black churches were overwhelmingly Protestant because blacks had
little contact with Roman Catholicism outside of Maryland and Louisiana. Some blacks did
become Catholics, however, and because other religious orders refused black candidates, two
communities of black nuns were founded—the Oblate Sisters of Providence in 1829 and the
Holy Family Sisters in 1842. The first black American priest, James Augustine Healy, was
ordained in 1854.Black church membership was predominantly female, but its clergy was
exclusively male since black women were barred from ordination until the twentieth century.
Exceptional laywomen preachers like Jarena Lee and Amanda Berry Smith were approved as
traveling evangelists by the A.M.E. church, but women were not allowed to head congregations.
Women led home prayer meetings and served on auxiliary, missionary, and Sunday school
boards.The first Americans to embark on foreign missions were two Virginia-born black
Baptists. In the 1780s, George Liele established churches in Jamaica, and David George
founded congregations in Nova Scotia and Sierra Leone. With support from the American
Colonization Society, the A.M.E. missionary Daniel Coker sailed to Sierra Leone in 1820 and
the black Baptist Lott Carey began work in Liberia in 1821. The A.M.E. church also established
missions in Haiti and Canada.During the Civil War, northern missionaries headed South in the
wake of the Union armies to organize schools and churches among the former slaves. The



increase in southern members enlarged the size of northern black denominations and made
them national in scope. When Reconstruction opened electoral politics to black participation,
ministers took active roles, and several were elected to state and national office. Subsequently,
violence and disfranchisement drove blacks out of politics and relegated black leaders primarily
to the church.In the late nineteenth century, worsening race relations prompted some black
Americans to encourage large-scale emigration to Africa. One of the most forceful proponents
of emigration was A.M.E. bishop Henry McNeal Turner, whose ordination of South African
ministers contributed to the development of an independent African church movement. Few
black Americans emigrated, but the belief in pan-African unity inspired prominent black clergy
like the Episcopalian Alexander Crummell, a former missionary to Liberia, to preach that it was
the divinely appointed destiny of African-Americans to convert Africa to Christianity.Black
church membership at the end of the century stood at 2.7 million out of a population of 8.3
million. Baptists constituted the largest denomination. In 1895, they formed the National Baptist
Convention, Inc., which split into two branches twelve years later. As time passed, new
Holiness and Pentecostal churches disrupted older black denominations by emphasizing
doctrines of sanctification and speaking in tongues. A black preacher, William J. Seymour, led
the 1906 Azusa Street Revival in Los Angeles that gave rise to Pentecostal churches across
the nation.Beginning in the 1890s and mounting steadily during and after World War I, rural
southern blacks migrated to cities in the North as well as the South. Larger city churches, like
Abyssinian Baptist in New York and Olivet Baptist in Chicago, developed extensive social
services to assist the newcomers. Migrants strained the resources of existing urban churches
and transported rural congregations into the small home and storefront churches that
proliferated in the growing ghettos. Urbanization also presented new religious alternatives.
Catholicism attracted significant numbers of blacks, primarily because of parochial schools.
Esoteric versions of Judaism and Islam flourished, asserting that Christianity was a religion
exclusively for whites. Charismatic religious leaders like Father Divine gained followers with
promises of health and happiness in this world as well as the next.Twentieth-century
urbanization and modernization challenged the black church as a conservative and apolitical
institution. At the same time, black intellectuals celebrated and romanticized the religious
culture of the black folk. Despite secular competition, the church retained a strong influence in
black social, cultural, and political life. Secular organizations, such as the Universal Negro
Improvement Association and the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
depended heavily upon the support of local ministers and churches, as did the civil rights
movement of the 1950s and 1960s. The career of Martin Luther King, Jr., epitomized for many
the religious basis of the political struggle for racial equality, and two decades later, Rev. Jesse
Jackson’s campaigns for the presidency demonstrated the organizational strength of the black
churches.In the 1960s and 1970s black militants claimed that Christianity was incompatible
with black identity and power. Some were attracted by the separatist ideals of the Nation of
Islam as articulated by Malcolm X. In response, some black clergy formulated a black theology
that emphasized liberation from oppression as the central gospel message. Recently, black
women theologians have condemned sexism in the church. The black church is no longer the
only institution in which black Americans exercise control. The authority of the church,
according to some social analysts, has weakened, especially among the urban poor, but
statistically black church membership has remained high.C. Eric Lincoln and Lawrence H.
Mamiya, The Black Church in the American Experience (1990); Albert J. Raboteau, Slave
Religion: The “Invisible Institution” in the Antebellum South (1978).Albert J. RaboteauSee also
Allen, Richard A.M.E. Church; Jackson, Jesse; Jones, Absalom; King, Martin Luther, Jr.;



Religion.BLACK CODESSouthern laws called Black Codes were passed in the aftermath of
emancipation in order to control the newly freed black labor force. Mississippi and South
Carolina passed the first and toughest measures late in 1865, and other southern states soon
followed. Their provisions varied from state to state, but typically they stipulated that
freedpeople could rent land only in rural areas—a means of keeping them on the plantations.
All blacks were required to sign contracts for employment each January for the coming year.
Those who quit in the middle of a contract lost any wages they had earned to that point and
were subject to arrest for vagrancy—defined simply as not working. Punishments for vagrancy
included fines, forced labor, whipping, or sale for a year’s labor. The freedpeople were banned
from “insulting” whites and preaching without a license. The Black Codes also tried to regulate
sexual behavior and to force women who wished to be homemakers to return to the field.These
codes had effects beyond their impact on the everyday lives of their black victims. The northern
public reacted angrily. To end Andrew Johnson’s Presidential Reconstruction, which had
allowed these measures to be enacted, Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1866 over
Johnson’s veto, defining the freedpeople’s civil rights. Later, Congress approved the Fourteenth
Amendment and imposed military rule to counter these southern efforts to subvert
Reconstruction.See also Reconstruction.BLACK EXODUS, 1879During the Exodus of 1879,
an estimated twenty thousand Afro-Americans migrated from southern states to Kansas. Ever
since the Civil War, former slaves had been moving west, particularly to Kansas, where,
encouraged by promoters like Benjamin (“Pap”) Singleton, a number of black colonies had
been established. These early black migrants fared reasonably well.Then, in 1879, the slow
westward stream became a flash flood. Advertising by the railroads and land promoters helped
encourage the Exodus, but worsening conditions for blacks in the South played a larger part.
With the end of Reconstruction, white supremacists had regained power, causing some to fear
that slavery might be reestablished. A sense of impending doom, combined with an idyllic
picture of life in the West, evolved into a millenarian vision of Kansas as the new Promised
Land. During the spring of 1879, hundreds and then thousands of black families from all over
the South joined the Kansas Fever Exodus.Most of the “Exodusters” managed to reach
Kansas, but their huge numbers and relative penury overwhelmed the resources of the various
charitable organizations set up to assist them. Few had enough money to start farming; most
had to turn to wage labor, and some became destitute. Public attitudes toward them
hardened.By 1880 the Exodus had ended. News of the first Exodusters’ problems, the growing
efforts by Kansans to discourage further immigration, and the difficulties of winter travel all
broke the momentum. Kansas’s black population continued to grow, but slowly. In 1880,
southern Democrats in Congress produced a committee report blaming the migration on
enticement by Republicans and promoters. But it seems clear that, whatever the attractions of
the West, the Exodus of 1879 was primarily a desperate reaction to the economic and political
repression faced by Afro-Americans in the South.See also Black Migration; Internal Migration;
Reconstruction.BLACK GHETTOSIn historical terms, the rise of the black ghetto—a massive,
geographically continuous, isolated place of almost exclusively black residence and institutional
life—is a recent phenomenon. Scattered enclaves of free blacks, fugitives, and slaves existed
in the less desirable sections of antebellum southern towns, and refugees uprooted by the Civil
War hastened their growth. But nowhere in the United States could anything resembling the
modern black ghetto be found in 1880. Its emergence occurred in stages; the first occupied the
half century between 1880 and 1930, and the second—after a brief respite early in the Great
Depression—extended from 1935 to at least 1970.This pattern stemmed from a series of
dramatic demographic shifts. The movement of black populations from rural to urban areas and



from the South to the North and West, and the evolution of American cities and the rise of the
suburbs each played an instrumental role. The coming of World War I, the subsequent cutoff of
European immigration, and the northern cities’ demand for unskilled labor spurred a heavy
black migration that continued through the 1920s. The United States’ mobilization for World
War II and the postwar economic boom later provided an even stronger impetus for movement,
and the largest decennial black migration from the South occurred between 1940 and 1950.
Overall, between 1940 and 1970, more than 4 million blacks left the region; where 77 percent
of all American blacks lived in the South on the eve of World War II, only 53 percent did so
thirty years later.This movement was part of a larger phenomenon that encompassed the
South as well—the urbanization of African-Americans. In 1880 only 12.9 percent of the blacks
in the United States lived in urban areas, and it was not until 1950 that a majority did (whites
had reached that benchmark a generation earlier). Ten years later, blacks were more highly
urbanized than whites. The twentieth-century movement of blacks into American cities
coincided, moreover, with a white exodus out of the city and into the suburbs.The century
following 1880 thus witnessed the emergence and maturation of the modern urban ghetto in
the United States. The march toward stringent residential segregation began in the postbellum
South where blacks frequently represented 40 percent or more of urban populations. No
southern city possessed a single, all-encompassing ghetto, but many towns had several
clusters of black residents, frequently located on the urban periphery, surrounding a largely
white core. Antebellum black neighborhoods that contained institutional supports (particularly
churches and schools) and the camps established for freed slaves during the Civil War often
served as the bases for black territorial expansion. Southern ghettoization in the nineteenth
century was limited, however, by economic, technological, and spatial constraints. Despite the
hostility of the dominant white population, these compact southern towns lacked the capacity to
disperse and sort out their populations by either class or race. Moreover, southern race
relations during the slave era and its immediate aftermath demanded close contact within a
hierarchical system. Social—not spatial—distance governed relationships across the color
line.The vast expanses of almost exclusively black settlement that exploded on the national
scene during the riotous 1960s were twentieth-century northern creations. On the eve of the
great migration of southern blacks, northern cities, proportionately, held infinitesimal black
populations. As was the case in the South, they lived in scattered clusters. With the rapid
increase in black population, however, larger, more densely settled black neighborhoods
developed. The blacks’ disproportionate poverty and cultural affinities, and even the actions of
some progressive reformers who tried to serve them on a segregated basis, contributed to
their residential isolation. But there is no question that white hostility, vented as rapidly
industrializing metropolises obliterated their old, compact “walking cities,” radically altered the
use of urban space and tangibly expressed the desire to subordinate and control the new black
presence.Racial zoning ordinances, appearing first in the South, were declared
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court in 1917 (Buchanan v. Warley). They were quickly
supplanted, however, by the widespread use of racially restrictive covenants, which proved
popular between the wars and were upheld by the Supreme Court in 1926 (Corrigan v.
Buckley). Day-to-day business practices further buttressed such legalistic restrictions and were
even more instrumental in creating the pattern of residential segregation. Local real estate
interests, lending institutions, and “improvement” associations acted as so many gatekeepers,
steering blacks into all-black areas and preserving the homogeneity of white neighborhoods.
Violence remained the ultimate sanction that prevented blacks from enjoying unfettered
residential mobility. An early twentieth-century wave of urban racial rioting that became



particularly severe during the “red summer” of 1919 heralded the emergence of the modern
ghetto.It was the second era of ghetto formation, however, that produced the vast
concentrations of urban blacks that generated the “long, hot summers” of the 1960s. During
this period, the federal government facilitated the persistence of high levels of residential
segregation. Between 1935 and 1950, it displayed an intense color consciousness and insisted
upon discriminatory practices as a prerequisite for support from such new agencies as the
Federal Housing Administration (FHA). Combined with the slum clearance, urban renewal,
public housing, and highway construction programs of the 1950s and 1960s, such initiatives
encouraged and subsidized white flight to the suburbs, helped strip older towns of their middle
classes, and practically ensured that blacks would remain locked in economically weakened
central cities.Beginning in 1948, the federal government moved haltingly toward a color-blind
stance on housing issues. First came the Supreme Court decision (Shelley v. Kraemer) that
rendered restrictive covenants unenforceable. That was followed by John F. Kennedy’s 1962
executive order that placed a partial ban on discrimination in federal housing programs, the
1964 Civil Rights Act, and the 1968 Fair Housing Act that extended the prohibition of
discrimination to include virtually all housing. The real estate industry, lenders, and advertisers
all fell under the sweep of the law, although enforcement remained problematic and the legacy
of earlier policies could not be easily overcome.The 1980 census, consequently, counted
fourteen cities with black populations of at least 200,000. Geographically, they spread across
the North (New York, Chicago, Detroit, Philadelphia, and Cleveland), the South (Houston, New
Orleans, Memphis, Atlanta, and Dallas), the border states (Washington, D.C., Baltimore, and
St. Louis), and the West (Los Angeles). Together, these metropolitan giants contained nearly
10.4 million blacks, or approximately 40 percent of all black Americans in 1980. Every
measurement for these major population centers reveals consistently high levels of segregation
that remained fiercely resistant to change down to 1970. Most striking was the rising level of
segregation found in each of the southern cities as they became more like their northern
counterparts. The economic modernization of the South and the dismantling of the Jim Crow
system by the civil rights movement were accompanied by a rapid separation of urban blacks
and whites, although there has been some moderation in these trends since 1970, particularly
in smaller cities.The establishment of substantial, segregated urban black communities gave
rise to new economic, social, political, and intellectual forces within those communities. The
intensive concentration of a host of urban ills was most immediately apparent. Although not all
ghetto residents shared such experiences or characteristics, these environments limited
access to quality education and health services while fostering endemic poverty, poor housing,
high rates of crime, and behavioral patterns often detrimental to self-improvement. In recent
years, a so-called underclass distinguished by chronic dependence, a disproportionate number
of female-headed households, and high rates of teenage pregnancy has emerged. Increasingly
isolated from a deindustrializing economy that demands skills they do not possess in jobs they
cannot reach from the central city, the underclass is finding itself distanced as well from a
growing black middle class that has fled the poorest neighborhoods for more comfortable, if still
largely segregated, quarters. Such spatial separation has traditionally reflected social,
ideological, and political differences in American urban history, but the implications of this
movement have yet to be seen. If the dismal material circumstances of the ghetto have been
improved for some and escaped by others, it shows no signs of disappearing and may now
present the dual problems of race and poverty in more concentrated form than ever before.But
the ghetto produced more than the “tangle of pathology” that has often been associated with it.
It was also a self-sustaining institutional and cultural entity that nourished the social and



intellectual networks that made the flowering of a Harlem Renaissance possible, and it
provided the personal freedom that permitted blacks to pursue their own strategies in coping
with modern America. Ideologically, the movements for self-help, race pride, and black
nationalism found a natural home there.The initial era of ghetto formation subsequently gave
rise to the militant “New Negro” and to the literary and artistic outpouring that placed New
York’s Harlem in the vanguard of African-American cultural expression. The ghetto provided a
mass base that sustained Marcus Garvey’s Universal Negro Improvement Association (UNIA),
an organization of racial protest and assertion that, along with such new institutions as the
Chicago Defender, gave prideful voice to those now able to rally on their own turf. The move
into the industrial economy also produced leaders such as the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters’ A. Philip Randolph, whose March on Washington movement helped initiate a new era
of black-led protest in the 1940s. The civil rights revolution itself gained important momentum
from urban black concentrations in Montgomery and Birmingham, Alabama, where the
numbers, resources, leaders, and key institutions (especially churches) could be marshaled
against the Jim Crow system. And a wave of “ghetto rebellions” in the 1960s dramatized the
failure to extend the gains of the civil rights era to the urban North.Perhaps most significantly,
concentrations of urban blacks have provided political bases for an increasing number of black
officeholders. Beginning with the election of Oscar DePriest from Chicago’s Black Belt in 1928,
and continuing with the elevation of Chicago’s William L. Dawson, New York’s Adam Clayton
Powell, Jr., and Detroit’s Charles Diggs, Jr., in the 1940s and 1950s, a growing post-
Reconstruction black presence was reestablished in the Congress of the United States. More
recent advances have come on the state and local levels, with black mayors—beginning with
Gary, Indiana’s, Richard Hatcher and Cleveland’s Carl Stokes in 1967—occupying center
stage. These successes, however, have reified black consciousness without demonstrably
altering the conditions that called forth protest and political mobilization. Whether politicians
shepherding their voters, black businesses catering to a concentrated black clientele, ministers
tending their flocks, or ordinary citizens occupying a zone of social familiarity, the ghetto has
produced a class that could view its dispersal only with grave misgivings. There was thus irony
in the freedom born of restriction. Alone, the forces emanating from within these increasingly
complex black settlements could not determine the future development of the ghetto; there
were larger economic, social, and political forces at work. And they rendered less clear, and
perhaps more painful, the choices confronting urban blacks after World War II.The ghetto
concept has also been used to describe the experience of European ethnics when they
crowded the industrial centers of the Northeast and Midwest in the era of mass immigration
(1880–1920). But though ethnic clustering was unmistakable, the black and immigrant
experiences remained different. Even if black communities could, perhaps, approximate the
high transiency rates detected in the foreign quarters, such appellations as “Little Italy,”
“Polonia,” and “Jewtown” described geographic areas more accurately viewed as ethnic
amalgams than monoliths. None of the European-based communities displayed the
homogeneity that was imposed upon black neighborhoods by the mid-twentieth century.
Moreover, the European nationalities began their tenure in urban America in ethnic enclaves
and dispersed with time—a communal trajectory literally the opposite of that traveled by blacks.
And though a welter of inner-city pathologies stalked whites as well as blacks, the immigrant
“ghetto” was surrounded by permeable membranes rather than virtually impenetrable race-
based barriers.Indeed, as late as 1910, recently arrived southern and eastern European
immigrants (such as Russian Jews, Poles, and Italians) did display measurably higher degrees
of residential segregation from native whites than did blacks. By 1930, however, with the trends



of migration, assimilation, and isolation running in opposite directions for white ethnics and
African-Americans, their situations were reversed. Continued improvements in the social and
economic status of whites and the rush of suburbanization that followed World War II further
depressed the degree of white ethnic segregation even as black isolation reached peak levels.
White ethnic communal and kinship networks survived, moreover, in the age of the automobile
and the telephone, without the benefit of intense geographical concentration. Sources of
comfort and preparation for life in America—and advantageously located in an age when
unskilled industrial jobs crowded the city core—the early ethnic communities hardly seem to
have been “ghettos” in the sense that most blacks would understand that term.The most recent
immigrants to urban America, Asians and Hispanics, also entered host cultures where their
limited economic resources and minority status evoked more suspicion than empathy. Yet,
segregation studies reveal that the separation of blacks and whites remains much more severe
than that distancing the newest ethnics from the majority population. Arriving in large numbers
during the United States’ stunning era of post-World War II economic expansion and rapid
urban decentralization, Hispanics and Asians never became as segregated as African-
Americans and, more importantly, their communal paths now seem to be following those of the
European ethnics more closely than that of the blacks. Nationally, in 1980, calculations of
“average black isolation” remained 2.5 times that of Hispanics and ten times that of Asians.
Indeed, at present rates of decline, it would take more than a half century for blacks to reach
the level of segregation presently experienced by Hispanics and Asians. The degree of racial
isolation, the historical record of restriction, and the relative permanence of the barriers all
argue that the “ghettos” encompassing white ethnics, Hispanics, and Asians remain
fundamentally different from that which is associated with urban black America.Nowhere are
these differences more apparent than in the emerging anomalous position of the growing black
middle class. The most mobile segments of that class have been denied the role played by
their earlier white ethnic counterparts. As the older immigrant communities dispersed, those
who enjoyed some measure of economic success led the movement and eased the transition
into the American mainstream for those who trailed them. Economically advantaged blacks,
however, have undertaken that outward push with different results. Unlike other groups,
indicators of social and economic status for blacks bear no clear relation to levels of
suburbanization or segregation. Black economic achievement and material well-being have not
heralded the disappearance of those “assimilated” blacks as was the case with their ethnic
competitors; and the plight of those left in the poorest neighborhoods seems hardly
advantaged by such successes. The relative weights assigned to continued discrimination, the
legacy of past practices, and the centripetal pull of African-American cultural communities in
sustaining this pattern remain open questions. The uniqueness of the African-American
experience, however, is clear.Arnold R. Hirsch, Making the Second Ghetto: Race and Housing
in Chicago, 1940 to 1960 (1983); Kenneth L. Kusmer, A Ghetto Takes Shape: Black Cleveland,
1870–1930 (1976).Arnold R. HirschSee also Black Migration; Civil Rights Movement; Garvey,
Marcus; Harlem Renaissance; Housing; Internal MigrationSegregation; Suburbanization; Urban
Bosses and Machine Politics; Urbanization.BLACK HAWK(1767–1838), Sac Indian leader. “We
always had plenty. Our children never cried with hunger; our people were never in want.” This
was Black Hawk’s idealized memory of his early years. He was born in Saukenuk, a village of
the Sac (or Sauk) Indians in Illinois. The lands provided ample crops, which the men
supplemented through hunting, trading, and the spoils of war.By 1803 Black Hawk had gained
fame through his exploits in battle. But Lt. Zebulon Pike’s exploratory push into the upper
Mississippi valley that year signified the end of an era for the Sacs and their allies, the Foxes.



Soon the Indians were debating whether to accommodate or resist the advance of the whites’
frontier. One group, headed by another Sac, Keokuk, argued for accommodation, but Black
Hawk fiercely opposed such a policy. He was confirmed in his convictions when Americans
convinced Sac and Fox representatives in 1804 to sign a treaty they little understood.Black
Hawk, who sympathized with Tecumseh’s efforts to forge a pan-Indian confederacy, sided with
the British in the War of 1812. In August 1814, he assisted the British in routing the American
forces of the young Zachary Taylor and was disappointed when the British ended the war. But
after a brief battle with the Americans in May 1815, he too gave up fighting.The next decade
witnessed a steady decline in the fortunes of the Sacs and Foxes. White population pressures
forced the Indians to adhere to the treaty of 1804 and abandon their old territory. By the end of
the 1820s, all had been forcibly removed and the lands sold by the state at public auction.Black
Hawk kept returning to the land even after it had been sold. He and his followers ventured back
in the summer of 1830 without a major confrontation and announced their intention to return
the next year. But when the Indians claimed the land in June 1831, they were confronted by
hundreds of soldiers who forced them to evacuate and sign an agreement. They were never
again to return to Saukenuk and Keokuk was to be their spokesman.Black Hawk spurned this
unhappy armistice, and in a subsequent conflict between the Foxes and the Menominees,
some of the Foxes sought his assistance. The smoldering resentment of the younger men fired
Black Hawk’s spirit: he would go back to his homeland and show the Americans and Keokuk he
could not be vanquished.This resistance only provoked the tragic conflict known as the Black
Hawk War. From April until August 1832, Black Hawk and his followers fought, but the
American military, swollen by volunteers including miners, farmers, and even a young lawyer
named Abraham Lincoln, was too much for them. Black Hawk’s defiant trail ended on August 3
in Wisconsin with the death of dozens of his people. He escaped but was later turned in.He
lived for six more years. He had his portrait painted and received much attention during a trip
east in 1833. But he had to acknowledge Keokuk as the leader of the Sacs and Foxes, and the
days of plenty became but a distant memory.Even in death Black Hawk suffered indignity. His
corpse was exhumed by a white man and his bones sold to an Iowa museum for public display.
They were lost in a fire that engulfed the building in 1853.Black Hawk, Black Hawk: An
Autobiography, ed. Donald Jackson (1955); William T. Hagan, The Sac and Fox Indians
(1958).Peter IversonSee also Indians.BLACK HAWK WARThe Black Hawk War (1832) put
down the last armed Indian resistance in the territory north of the Ohio River and east of the
Mississippi. Early in the nineteenth century, whites started moving into what is now the state of
Illinois. This movement precipitated numerous clashes with the Indians, and U.S. government
officials sought to move the Indians out of the path of settlement.In 1804, a treaty of
questionable validity decreed that the Sac and Fox Indians move west of the Mississippi. Some
refused, however, and soon after the War of 1812 one leader, Black Hawk, denounced the
treaty and proclaimed the Indians’ determination to retain their land. After years of skirmishes,
the whites forced a new treaty on Black Hawk in 1831, which compelled the Indians to
leave.The next spring, however, Black Hawk returned with four hundred braves and their
families, hoping to gain additional support from other tribes. When little help materialized, he
prepared to sue for peace, but when the whites murdered one of his emissaries, he attacked
again, defeating a much larger force. Fleeing into what is now Wisconsin, he was pursued by a
newly formed army of volunteers assisted by the Sioux. A final battle took place at the Bad Axe
River. Although Black Hawk raised a white flag, the attackers shot most of his band—men,
women, and children. Black Hawk escaped to the Winnebagos, but they surrendered him to the
whites. After a year of imprisonment, he returned to the remnants of his people in Iowa. The



defeat of Black Hawk removed the last obstacle to white settlement in the Old Northwest.See
also Indians.BLACK MIGRATIONMigration has been one of the defining characteristics of
black life in the United States since the forced migration of African slaves to the New World.
Major movements before the Civil War included the Atlantic slave trade, the extension of
slavery to the Mississippi Valley (1820–1850), the manumission and escape of slaves to
freedom in the North, the movement of free people of color from the South to the North and
Canada, and the immigration of small numbers of black Americans to Africa.During and after
the Civil War emancipated men and women moved to secure their freedom. At the same time
many northern free blacks went south as soldiers, and other black men and women traveled
south to teach and help lead communal institutions. The Exoduster movement (1877 to 1881)
during which forty thousand to seventy thousand African-Americans left the former slave states
for Kansas was the first grass-roots movement out of the South. Blacks, in protest against the
loss of political rights, sought equality and opportunity in the West. Then and later, the
“Talented Tenth”—educated African-American leaders—fled the rise of Jim Crow and moved
northward. Others considered emigration, but only a few ever returned to Africa.The onset of
the Great Migration—the mass movement of black people from the rural areas of the South to
the cities of the North—came in the 1890s, as black men and women left to settle in eastern
coastal cities such as Philadelphia and New York. The single largest movement of African-
Americans occurred during World War I when approximately 500,000 people moved from the
rural and small-town South into the cities of the North and the Midwest. The steady migration
out of the South lasted until the 1970s; from 1916 through the 1960s, more than 6 million black
people made the move. In the 1970s and 1980s, however, more black people moved to the
South than left, part of a general population shift to the Sunbelt. When migration out of the
South ebbed in the 1960s, the urban North and West became the focal point of black life. And
even in the South, a majority of African-Americans lived in cities.The Great Migration was a
grass-roots, leaderless movement. All the migrants—male laborers, women domestics, families
—made individual decisions to move. Nonetheless, the deterioration of the quality of life of
southern blacks in the two decades prior to World War I, coupled with a labor shortage in the
industrial North, stimulated the migration. In the South, the rise of Jim Crow, the
disfranchisement of black voters, and the spread of lynchings and other mob violence against
blacks provided strong impetus for individuals and families to move. Widespread flooding and
the infestation of cotton by the boll weevil created additional economic woes in the rural
South.For the first time, the North needed southern blacks. Before World War I most northern
factories had barred blacks, and few other well-paying positions were open to them. But the
war in Europe stretched American industrial capacity to its limits at the very time that European
immigration, which had exceeded 1.2 million in 1914, dropped sharply to 100,000 in 1918.
Many businesses now hired anyone they could get, and black men and white women found
new jobs and industries open to them. Although most blacks obtained only semiskilled and
service jobs and their wages were usually lower than those received by white men and women
for the same work, they nevertheless earned far more than they could in the South.
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F. S. L'hoir, “Reader Beware! This is a GIGANTIC Book!. When the great 4th-century BC
scholar of the library at Alexandria, Callimachus, wrote "Mega Biblion, Mega Kakon" (loosely
translated, a big book is a pain in the neck!), he was praising brevity in poetry, not size. So
when "The Reader's Companion to American History" arrived on my doorstep, I was totally
unprepared for the sheer volume of the volume. a) My friend who recommended it to me as
useful for teaching a class in US History, neglected to inform me of its considerable heft; b) nor
did I bother looking at the specifications so conveniently provided by Amazon (I can't believe
that it weighs only 5.7 pounds--It feels like 20!); c) The comfy word "companion" is so
misleading (Elephant in the room might be more appropriate!).As to it's content, I found its
historical entries *extremely useful* and the articles excellent (e.g. personages, John Adams,
Clarence Darrow; British Parliamentary Acts against the colonies: Stamp Act, Townshend, Act;
Supreme Court decisions, Marbury vs Madison, Roe vs Wade), but I question its inclusion of
singers, such as Elvis Presley, Frank Sinatra; or even authors, such as Saul Bellow (who's from
Canada); or artists, such as choreographer, George Balanchine, and composer, Irving Berlin.
To me, the book is trying to be too many things to too many people, especially now that we can
get so much information online (My laptop weighs less than the book!).For readers whose
homes come equipped with large libraries, "The Reader's Companion" is just the thing. If you
live in a small apartment where space is limited (or if you have a dicky back), you might want to
consult the vast resources out in cyberspace!They weigh far less!”

Teresa V, “Super insightful. I have it in hardback which weighs .... studying for the FSOT and
this book is a gem. Super insightful. I have it in hardback which weighs like a hundred pounds,
so I was thrilled to find a kindle version. Now I can pick my way through when I'm on the go.



awesome, awesome.”

lovetoteach, “Great reference Book!. Great reference book! I use it often to verify information
and create various activities in my lesson planning”

Basil Loucas, “EXCELLENT RESEARCH TOOL. EXCELLENT RESEARCH TOOL”

Bradley Alston, “Five Stars. Good copy and fast delivery.”

Bert Ruiz, “A solid companion for parents who help with homework. Let's admit it...all parents
help out with homework. Sometimes the help is simply altruistic, other times it is to meet a
glaring deadline and of course there are times we just want to make sure everything is done
right. To this end, "The Reader's Companion to American History," is a solid companion for
parents who pitch in and help their kids finish their homework. It is also a valuable source to
make sure our kids are not cutting corners.This book has it all...brief entries, articles, essays,
maps, tables, bibliographies, thorough cross-references and a big-time index. If you want to
find out facts about political, economic, social and cultural history, editors Eric Foner & John
Garraty do a splendid job. Moreover, the first-class collection of nearly four hundred
contributions from eminent scholars, biographers and journalists is very impressive.Name
it...James Monroe (fifth president of the United States), Marilyn Monroe, The Monroe
Doctrine...its all there. This book is great to have around during crunch time on homework. It
is reliable and easy to use. Its big and heavy and not easy to carry around but when it comes
to your kid's education...its worth its weight in gold.”

The book by John  A. Garraty has a rating of  5 out of 4.4. 35 people have provided feedback.
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