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EDITOR'S FOREWORD

The celebration of the nation’s Bicentennial has stimulated a wide and
serious exploration of American ideals and American experience in the
broadest sease. It has produced 1 unique time and place in which to
examine our American heritage, its beginnings aud its continued develop-
ment. It has called forth scholarly works providing us with new insights
into events, words and deeds which are the legacy of the American Revolu-
tion. Such a work is the Monograph presented here.

Professors Kurt Ritter and James Andrews have presented us with a
view of the American ideology which is at once mMacroscopic in its ap-
plication to American history and microscopic in its examination of the
language and thought which has created and sustained that unique set of
symbols and values known as  American.” Beginning with the American
Revolution they have examined a wide variety of ceremonial and occa-
sional utterances locating those symbols and visions woven together rhe-
torically in a way that created a “community™; a new and unique com-
munity chosen by Ged to become a great republican empire where the tree
of liberty could grow and flourish. Through their analysis they have es-
tabiished the centrality of the rhetorical process in selecting and eulogizing
events, like the Boston Massacre orations, which were the spawning
grounds of the American ideology.

Not only have Professors Ritter and Andrews given us new insights into
the'rhetoric of the American Revolution as the birthplace of the American
ideology, they have traced that ideology through American history analyz-
ing its potency in shaping and molding the American vision of the Revolu-
tion itself, the Civil War, the conflict over imperialism and the contem-
porary civil rights struggle In turn, they have pointed out the ways in
which the ideology itself has been shaped to fit new visions necessitated by
a growing and changing America. Despite such alteraticns, the American
ideology according to our authors has remained essentially intact,
“operating as a vardstick against which those who seek change can
measure American hehavior ™

In this monograph we can see the rhetorical critic at work, probing into
the past. locating the symbols and forms men used to comprehend the cir-
cus.isiances which they confronted at the time of the Revolutior. These in
time became symbolized in the American ideology. The authors’ analyses
reveal how in turn this ideol gy came to sanctify the past for those who
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fuced new circumstances with the assurance that they were carrying on the
views and values of the Founding Fathers. Thus, through this monograph
we are able to see more clearly the Continuing American Revolution as a
symbolic foree in all rhetorical transactions affecting our national policies
and practices.

This monegraph by Professors Ritter and Andrews is one of i series
sponsored and published by the Speech Communiciation Assoctation. The
series, entitled U The Continuing American Revolution,” was first
voncerved tn [972 by u speaal commuttee of the Assaciation. The commit-
tee was charged with finding appropriate ways for the Speech Communi-
vation Association “to honor the American Revolution both as an historic
erent and asa symbol of g continuing American social regeneration.” One
ob ity recommendations was that the Association estawish an editorial
board which would sohieit monographs reflecting the research and thought
of prominent speech communication scholars about the American Revolu-
ton as an ongoing commumcation of ideas ssmbolizing American
cyperience and values

An editortal board was formed. 1t members are Ernest Bormann,
University of Minnesota: Parke Burgess, Queens College: Richard Gregg,
The Pennsvhvama State University: Lelund Griffin, Northwestern
Untversity ond myselt. The editorial board has searched far and wide to
find sigmficant and appropriate studies for these monographs and it is very
pleased to have had a part in bringing this most worthwhile study by
Professors Ritter and Andrews into print. As Senior Editor [ wish to
express my deepest appreciation to each member of the editorial board for
his unselfish devotion of ume and effort to this series. All have extensive
teaching and research duties which place heavy demands on their time, yet
all have given unhesitatingly of time and expertness to this effort. | am
mast grateful 1 am gratefu! also to William Work, Executive Secretary
of the Speech Communmication Association for his efforts in guiding this
monograph to completion, and to the various members of the Speech
Commumcation Associatien’s Administrative Committee and Finance
Bouard over the last four vears for their continuing support and encourage-
ment

Robert S. Cathcart
Senior Editor
Queens College
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INTRODUCTION

Human heings carry in themselves and 1n their world a collective past: a
history of their people, therr culture, their country—not the history but g
history. wrought by an intricate mtermingling of events, persons, and
abstract notions that are filtered through a screen of interpretation and
perception

The distinguished British scholar Sir Lewis Namier saw history as a way
for man “to master the past imminent both in his person and in his social
setting and to induce in him a fuller understanding of the present.”’! His-
toncal forces do, indeed, press upon contemporary human beings, but
those forces must somehow be mediated: they are not experienced directly,
but through a condurt that carries what has gone before into the present.
Namuer would doubtless have looked on the study of history, as does J. H.
Plumb. as a “process which increases man's awareness of himself, that
strengthens his chance of controlling himself and his cavironment,”™ as a
search for what is “objective and true.” But as Plumb has so brilliantly ob-
verved in The Death of the Past. *“real™ happenings arc often reported,
explained, and understeod in such a way as to shape the present in con-
formation with the goals or attitudes that prevail in a society. Plumb ac-
cordingly wishes to distinguish history from “'the past™ which **is always a
created deology with 4 purpose. designed to control individuals, or mo-
tivate societies, or inspire classes.”* Even if one wishes to talk about his-
tory as what is true and the past as what is made of history, the fact
remains that historical phenomena are processed.

Historical phenomena, then, are not inherently meaningful, or, at least.
do not “ave one specific. inherent meaning. Ideas and events are given
meaning as they are dealt with by those who directly or vicariously
cxperiencs them and pass them on to others. Events need to be patterned
~1n some way for the human mind to understand and cope with them. As C.
V. Wedgewood observed: “History experienced is not simple for those
who expericnce it.”" Yet although perspective is shortened, the contempo-
rary actor could make sense out cf the world he lived in. “He may not have
known or suspected influences which have been later revealed; but he knew
what he experienced in his mind or suffered in his flesh, and he knew what
beliefs and what interests he admitted to be the motives of his actions.”
As events unfold. then. foreground must be drawn from background.
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context must ke imposed. in short, me.’ining must be given through the in-
fluencing and shaping of perceprions. And not only must those who live
through or with events orgamize their perceptions, but they iney itably pass
" onthose orgamzed perceptions to their posterity

It 1 the function of thetonic to enable people to pattern their redlities in
such & meamngiulway  That s to say, events must be symbolized to be
understood  The processng of historical phenomenans partly the discovery
and explotation of their svmbobic power. This is not to suggest & conspira-
torial nutton of using events to further specific, and often hidden, aims.
Rather 1tas to say that, as humans cannot ingest whole the myriad details
and facets of any action or adea. they must be wlective This selectivin
operates in two directions A person may perceive selectively because of
the context 1in which he sees himself to exist, and thus foree a kind of
psychological congruity on the event. At the same time, the connections
hetween events mas be searched for and discerned as a new or altered pat-
tern, 4 pew perception that has its own dimension of ssmbuolic power. One
mught reasonably argue that rhetorne is the process whereby ssmbols are
disvovered and used as powertul forces in shapng thought and action

Syvmhols dernve from deas which, when properly articulated and
charged with sufficient force to shape perceptions, have the power to
penerafe upheavals of volcanie proportions. ldeas promote, deter, biberate,
emdave  Furthermore, wdeas shaped by the rhetorical process are pat-
terned. thew are fitted wpeether into an ideology whtch becomes in itself the
organtzing touchstone of a group’s collective perception. We propose to
undertake in this study an examination of the wass in which ideis emerged
and prew i the rhetorical process of creating an American people, and of
the wayvs in which such ideas were transformed into fundiamental symbaols
that have exerted their influence throughout our history. We hold. in short,
that m/hc discourse of Lite eighteenth-century America cian be discerned a
:?K of ideas. shaped into o motivating force through the rhetorical

ocess, that helped to make o revolution and to mold for generations to

- come the perceptions of the hairs of that revolution. It is the workings of
" that rhetorical process that we hope to illuminate.

The first step in this investigation was to study certan discourses of the
Amernicin Revolution to uncover the ways in which epideictic rhetoric
tunctioped to create. 1n the words of Chaim Perelman, a **sense of com-
munion centerad around particular values recognized by the audience.™
b pdewctic, or ceremonisl. orations constituted one of the three major
types of Revolutionary pamphlets. - In these ceremonial addresses. com-
memorating, for example. clection days, thanksgiving, and fast days, the
landing ot the Pilgrims, the Stamp Act repeal, the Battle of exington,
and the Boston Massacre, the epideictic orator constructed and transmit-
ted cultural myths, enhanced by his listeners® high regard for oratory as an
mtetlectual acunaty - Bombarded as they were by a cacophany of events,
the colonists sought for some sert of harmony. In organizing and inter-
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preting the events of their tumulteous era, the patriot orators followed a
strategy from which emerged some fundamental deas. Woven together
1o a umtied perception, these ideas helped to make sense out of the rush
ob events The weology. then, was forged through andiby u rhetorical
process that defined and ordered values, interpreted events to conform to
that . alue pattern. and led utimately to the formulation of o unigue per-
ception - -an Amerncan viewpaint. The first chapter examines this rhe-
torical strateps and the resultant ideology

Once a pattern of Weas s set, it may tunction weologreatly by serving as
the vritetie fur udeing 4 natton’s progress and pronmuse. Throughout
Amerwean history, orators, expressing deep reverence for their Revolu-
tonary henitage, romtorced the values unphat n the Revolutionary
udeology and used the deology both as a springboard for rhetorical inven-
bon and as 4 reference pont tor vontemporary behiets and policies. The
second step in this investigation was to examine 4 body of discourse in
which the Amencan declogy mught reasonably be expected to play a cru-
ctabrole Wath the naugural Address as the subject of analysis, the second
chapter i devoted toastudy of rhetorical attempts to reinforee and make
use of the Revolutionary pastern of perception. The critical focus in this
analysis s on the rhetonval process whereby that ideology operated as an
weahized standard of national conduct

An wdeology inorder to remain viable, must adapt toats paradovical
postion at cannot remann completely static, nor can it afford to lose the
snction of tmelessness 1t s to continuee to function as the perceptual
criterta tor judging events, it must remunn sufficiently aloof from any given
ventent so s Aot o be compromised by that context, that is. to be made
specitic and not unnersal Yet at the same tive, the general criteria must
he spectfically apphed W hen the discourse is targely ceremonial, designed
tercioak the present with the senction of the pist as in the Inaugural Ad-
dresses, the paradox v muted  The reverse is true when the discourse
centers on . chash of values fundamental to the ideological foundation,
Rhetorie then tunctions to reconale the confhict while preserving the
deology intact. the ballast may have (o be rearranged but the ship of state
must not be allowed to Dunder The question of America’s imperial role
veved the nation at the turn of the century and created a erisis of belief in
the values inherent in the ideologs . In the third chapter. this controversy is
curmined in order to discover the ways in which a reconciliation ultimately
emerged from the rhetonic generated by the debate.

Iromically . under the conditions described in this monograph, America’s
Revolutionary ideology 1 seen to function conservatively. Rhetorical
srategies are designed to transmit the ideology so as to maintain the
ideological construct iself and 1o reintorce perceptions consonant with the
prese.vation of established mstitutions. Yet the ideology need not always
operate in precisely such a fashion. It can also serve as a standard—a yard-
stick —against which those who seek change can measure American be-
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havior This, of course, 15 still an essentially conservative, reforming func-
tion sinee the standard is seen ds possible of being met. On the other hand,
the wleus which coalesced to form s revolutionary vision of the new
country were always pregnant with revolutionary potential. During the
upheavals of the 1960s a rhetorical strategy aimed at contrasting the

weology with reality developed The ways in which reformist and radical
" rhetoric mamipalated the ideology to change the status quo. rather than to
prane ait, is the subect of investigation in the fourth chapter.

FThe Amerncan weology. then. forged in revolution, was made coherent,
sustained. moditied and transmitted to future generations for their very
practical use in understanding their world. This rhetorical process
mehated bevween ideas and people and dridged the generations. It has
been our intention to illuminate this process. We do not argue a brief for
the goodness or badness of iIdevlogy itself, or for the good or evil of what
we have called the American deology. We hold only that people do create
amd use systems of wdeas to help them understand the world about them;
the method whereby they are created and used is a rhetorical one, and by
understanding it better we might better understand vurselves.

INTRODUCTION

NOTES

Cited by John Brooke, "Namier and Namierism.” Studic- in the
Philovaphy of Hiutory, od. George H. Nadel (New York: Harper and
Row 1965y p 97 ' '

3. H Plumb. Fhe Death ot the Past (Bostoa: Houghton Mifflin, 1971),
pp. 16-17

‘¢ V. Wedgewood, The King's Peace: 1637-1641 (1.ondon: Collins
Fontane, 1966), p 1§

*Ch. Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric: A Treatise on
Argumentaton, trans John Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver (Notre Dame,
fndiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1969), pp. 116-117.

Bernard Bailyn has classified Revolutionary pamphlets into three
groups: (1) direct response to great events of the time, (2) pamphlet de-
hates. and (3) commemorative addresses. see his Ideological Origins of the
American Revolunion (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1967), pp.
45 e -

“For example. bzra Stiles, President of Yale College, held poe;ry in less
esteem than eratory—an art he considered one of “the higher and more
valued branches” of learning. See The Literarv Diarv of Ezra Stiles. ed.
Frankhin Dexter (New York: Scribners, 1901, [, 517,
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CHAPTER |

CREATING AN AMERICAN IDEOLOGY

British North America in the latter part of the eighteenth century
looked to England as home, and, although actual military conflict may fi-
nally have sealed the irreparability of the breach between the two, the
psychological preparation for rebellion was as cruciil as the taking up of
arms. Torn by conflicting loyalties, the colonists needéd to establish their
own identities if they were to become revolutionaries. The effort was not
casy. The transformation of American loyalties did not occur suddenly in
1776. The Declaration of Independence was simply an act of secession
from Britain; indecd. ‘he problem of emotional attachments to England
continued to occupy American writers and speakers umtil 1783 and be-
yond.! Certainly right up until the moment of separation even staunch
patriots could not reject their former attachments out of hand. In 1773,
Dr. Benjamin Church did not hesitate to call himself *a British American
frecholder™ in an oration before Boston's Jeading patriots, and in March

1774, as radical a group as the Boston Committee of Correspondence .

reported that “the old good Will and Affection for the Parent Country™
was not yet lost and would blossom again “If she returns to her former
moderation and good humor."* James Lovell, a Boston schoo' “-acher
whom: the British would soon Imprison as a “*spy,” scorned talk ... war as
“a Slur on common humanity.” In 1774, maware of his troubled future,
Lovell spoke warmly of “that habitual Affection of Englishman to
Englishmun ™'

Traditional attachments continued to worry the revolutionaries even
after the Declaration of Independence. In May of 1778 the Reverend Peter
Thacher of Malden, Massachusetts warned Samuel Adams that the
American Congress should avoid any “‘connexion [sic] with Britain."
Perhaps favorahle trade could be established in the future Thacher specu-
lated. but even this he would not allow “until every man had got

‘thofoughly weaned from his old attachment 1o that land.”” The minister

from Malden considered any peaceful intercourse between Americans and
the British as “exceedingly dangerous,” hecause many former colonists
still retained *a fascination™ and an “absurd affection™ for the mother

country.' Such affection did not. of course, promote what C haim‘

———
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Perelman has called a “community -of minds” among those who would
resist the authority of the Crown and Parliament.* On the contrary, so
long as the colonists saw themselves as Englishmen, the Anglo-American
controversy could become no more than a family dispute—a quarrel in
which the colonists viewed England as the overbearning mother country.
and the British perceived the colonists as trouble-some children of the
eropire. America.. unity could hardly be achieved unless a clear polarity of
interests and atiachments could be created. That formidable task wis set
for rhetoric. The rhetorical strategy which the patriots developed was an
intricate one tnat had as its goal the destruction of the British ethos and, a
the same ime, the creation of a new American ethos. The discovery of this
American aational character provided a new anchor for Americans seek-
ing an identity disiinct from their British cousins. With an American ethos
as the core concept. revolutionists could wean cotonists from old affections
and begin to cons ruct an image of America totally independent from (and
superior to) Great Britain In a blend of point-counterpoint, patriot ora-
tors undertook to create and then fill an emotional vacuum. Obviously this
is not to suggest that there were two distine' “steps” in the rhetorical
strategv, but rather that the erosion of British prestige had to occur along
with the glorification of the uniguely American ethos. For the purpose of
analysis, however, the striands in the web may best be seen il examined
separately .

The Revolutionary rhetoric analy zed in this study is drawn largely from
speeches, sermons, pamphlets, broadsides und newspaper essays which
resulted from the Boston Massacre of 1770 and which commemniorated that
altercation from 1771 to 1783, The Massacre itself became a highly sym-
holic event. an annual occasion for patriotic orators to reinvigorate revolu-
tionary ardor. This rhetorical discourse also covered a span of time during
which the revolution was brought to the peint of arms, was fought, and
was consolidated. John Adams regarded the orations commemorating the
Massacre as “Monuments of the fluctuations of public opinion -and
general feeling in Boston, Massachusetts, New England, and the United
States.” As he looked back upon the Revolution in his later years Adams
sighed that if he were but “fifty years younger,” he would publish these
orations in volumes and write the history of the nation “in commentaries
upon them.”* While other speakers and writers espoused the American
cause throughout the colonies,\the New Englanders were in the vanguard
+ of the Revolution and produced a sizable and focused body of discourse

worth careful examination. In order to avoid a too parochial view,

however, this study will also use Revolutionary rhetoric from other
colonies to explicate the development of an American ideology.

Ceremonial rhetoric such as the Boston Massacre Commemorations, .
annual election sermons, and fast and thankngng sermons, proved to be
partlcularly important expressions of emerging American nationalism be-
cause they helped celebrate the values of the new nation and damn the

‘.
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vices of the British. In 3 society undergoing great change, epideictic dis-
course becomes particularly important because it helps define and pro-
mote the values of the emerging culture. The ends of such discourse—to
praise and to blame—quite naturally serve the process of attacking an old
identity and creating a new one. Epideictic oratory is removed from im-
mediate persuasive goals, yet at the same time it is “'a central part of the
art of persuasion.” By strengthening the listeners' commitment to certain
values, epideictic orators helped to establish ‘a sense of communion,” a
cuftural unity, which would overcome older attachments." Embedued in
the Boston Massacre orations and other Revolution- ry rhetoric can be
found fundamental ideas that helped Americans to u:2erstand themselves,
to differentiate themselves from their English cousins, to understand their
aown values and how thes values were to be applied in the judgment of
cvents, and ultimately, to understand their own umqueness. '
In these speeches patriot leaders responded to Americans® latent loyalty

to England with two broad attacks on the British ethos—a denunciation of
-Bntish soldiers as vile, blood-thirsty rapists and murderers, and 4 more
temperate but vastly more damaging argument that the entire people of
England had degenerated to a state of moral bankruptcy and had forfeited
therr right to iberts The Boston Massacre Commemorations provided an
exvellent torum for attacks upon the British character because the annual
affarr naturally wrned sttention toward “the detestable Principles and ar-
bitrary conduct™ of the Enghsh. Those Americans who were prone to over-
took or discount the evil nature of their erstwhile countrymen had to be
sorted out 1n order 10 delineate sharply between patriots and loyalists,
Along with the attack on the English went a condemnation of the “vile In-
gratitude.” the “abominabie wickedness‘:_ of their American supporters.”
Fach year orators, ministers and newspaper editors reminded Americans
of the streets “Stained with blood.™ **the piercing, agonizing groans.” and
“ye bloody butchers™ who served as tools of “‘this British Military
Tyranny.”* Bemjamin Church, himself 2 man of complex loyalties, pro-
clamed that “the shocking recollection” of the Massacre forced loyalty to
stand “on tiptoe.” Three years after the Massacre. - this uncertain patriot
. visily departed on a flight of emotion, exclaiming that his “whole soul cla-
mours for arms and 1s on fire to attack the brutal pandetsi™ To gase upon
“the mangled corpses of our brethern, and grinning furies over their
carnage.” he testified. “redoubles our resenfment and makes revenge 4
virtue " ' _
The Muassacre was, of course, a symbolic event in patriot rhetoric. It
was factically necessary to enlarge upon it to make clear the real, and
sinister, significance of the event. Revolutionary spokesmen repeatedly
reminded their audiences that the Boston Massacre exposcd the evil
designs of the entire British government. This was extremely important to
the polar strategy. It was quite natural for Englishmen to be hostile and
suspicious toward a standing army. To associate the actions of the army
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with the entire British government and nation was a potent tactic in
promoting the destruction of the British character. In 1772 an illustrated
handbill proclaimed: “*Americans! Bear in Rememberance the Horrid
Massacre!'* Below a woodcut engraving of the Boston Massacre scene, the
poster urged.
Forever may AMERICA be preserved
From weak and wicked monarchs,
Tyrannical Ministers,
Abandoned Governors,
Their Underhings and Hirelings!
And may the
Michinations of artful, designing wretches.

Whowould ENSLAVE THIS PEOPLE

Cometo anend''

-~

tn this way the Massacre served io defame the character of all members of
the British government, from the King himself to his lowest tax collector.
Later orators pointed to the Boston killings as a sign of more widespread
British atrocities, “*as the horrid prelude” to the pillage, murder and rape

.« which the..British carried out “in every corner of America™ where the

King's armies had “been able to penetrate.” Speakers regularly turned
from the incident of 1770 to “*a more ample field of violence, bloodshed
and cruelty “—to Lexington, Bunker Hill, and beyond. "

The attack on British soldiers and officials was intense and played
directly upon the religious values of the Amcncan audience. John Han-
cack denounced British agents as “noxious vermin.* as “pnllagers thrust-

" . ing their “dirty hinds into the pockets of every American.” The ungodly

troops, he lamented. filled Boston with “riot and debauchery,” and
disturbed the Sabbath with “impious oaths and blasphemies."'* Even
before the war. American orators prophesied British atrocities against-
American civilians. In 1772 Joseph Warren's “alarmed imagination™ fo-
resaw “‘our houses wrap't in flames—our children subjected to the barba-
rous caprice of the raging soldiery-—our beauteous virgins exposed to all
the insolence of unbridled passions—our virtuous wives endeared to us by
cvery tender tie, falling a sacrifice to worse then brutal violence.”'' The
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use of the military asomrgets for harsh criticism permitted another tactic to
further the strategy. Rape was a justified fear of the citizenry when war
raged. The innocent American house-holder, when contrasted with the
beastly British-soldier, served not only 10 degrade further the British ethos,
but also to heigheen the contrast with American virtue,

Patriot orators’ pievccupation with sexual assaults suggested an image
of Britain as an incestuous parent raping his American daughter. With a
frankness uncommon to cighteenth-century public discourse, Benjamin
Hichborn sympathized with the “tender parent frantic with rage,” dying in
his doorway “rather than live the witness of his daughter's shame.” He im-
plored his audience to **hear the shrieks of virgin innocence calling in vain
for succour from that arm which oft defended her'™ As Hichborn re-
counted “the most barbarous vielence upon the delicacy and virwe of the
fair,” he called out: “See the helpless victim of their brutish lust." s
I reutenant Colonel Jonathan Austin asserted that such stories were “not
flights of lancy, not the dictates of imagination,” but grim realities. Austin
n 1778, asked Boston's townspeople: **Does not the ear tingle when it
hears the shricks of helpless Virgins, dreadful victims to lust and bar-
barity!”'* To complete the scene, the orators sometimes portrayed the
“aped parent”™ pleading in vain as he witnessed “his daughter's shame.™
The Reverend John Lathrop, who had been attacking the British from his
pulpit since 1770, spoke in 1778 of “the blooming virgin dressed for her
nuptials’ who had been “'seized by savage hands. hurried away and mur-
dered with unutterable cruelty.” '© Austin urged his listeners to blush not at
these horried acts, but to repeat them to their children—*to ring in their
young ears the dreadful tale of murders. rapes and massacres.” The
“conduct of Britain,” he instructed, should be impressed upon youths *till
their young breasts glow with ardor.” " _

Patriot propagupdists added murder, pillaging, and Indian scalping to
the hist of British atrocities. The Reverend Mr. Lathrop assured his
hsteners that the British were not satisfied with military combat—no, *‘de-
vastation, barbariy and murder have been their delight.”" They were so
base, the minister asserted, that they ““took peculiar pleasure” in defacing
churches, converting them to barracks, barns and riding stables.'* But the
Boston minister was most horrified by the British paying Indians a bounty
on scalps While scalping other Indians was “neither new nor extraor-
dmnary.” Lathrop regarded the hiring of “the Savages of America” to
scalp the “decendants of Europeans™ as an “urgaralleled barbarity.” ' It .
also placed the British in the camp of the rampaging Indians, long the
dread of the frontier and certainly seén as, the enemies of Americans. In no
smull measure, the British ethos acquired the satanic qualities that Ameri-
vans had only recently ascribed to the French because of their liaison with
the “savages of the wilderness™ during the French-Indian War

As a final facet of their portrait of the vile British, the Revolutionary
spokesmen recounted the military exploits of English troops—"the ashes
of our'desolated towns™ and the “ruin and desolation spread Over our,
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fruitful villages.” * The accupation of Boston, the British march through
the Jersies, and the buroing of Norfolk were all cited as evidence of the
cowardice and depravity of an enemy “who not having spirit or ability to
meet us in the Geld descend to these littke mean methods of exciting ter-
ror.” " In Revolutionary speeches, the British became monstrous—
sinages “hreathing out thirstings™ for American blood; sadists who
“harely starved” captured muilitiamen. S Lathrop particularly stressed the
cruel treatment of American prisoners in his 1778 sermon commemorat-
ing the Boston Muassacre. After allowing their captives to suffer from
. hunger and cold. [ athrop recounted, the “sordid enemy™ offered them
only “the vilest insult™ by inviting the prisoners to join the British army.
The Bostun minister reported that during the previcus winter thousands of
Amernicans had died in the British guard ships and prisons in New York:
“they rather chose to perish in want of all things than draw their sword
against the hberties of Amernica.™ Lathrop held out little hope for those
who survived: some were sent to England and then dispatched to the
heathen Bast Indies ““trom whence they can have little or no reason to ex-
pect they shall ever return ™ 4
 Nodoubt these fevered appeals aroused immediate emotional responses
from patniot audiences, encouraging them to resist Britain and sustain the
war effort. Fhe attacks upon the British soldiery, however, had the more
protound effect of tarmshing the English cthos and inviting Americans to
see the English not as mistaken but as essentially evil. In 1780 Jonathan
Muson, formerly a luw clerk under John Adams and 2 young man whom
Abigail Adams fondly regarded as “an ambitious enterprising creature,”
confidently assured .his Boston audience that only the experience of
taghish atrocities had convinced Americans that they and Britain could
“he friends no more.” Jonathan Austin poimed to the British *bathing
themselves in blood of our countrymen™ and demand: *“can we then wish a
re-unton with such a people’ > The key word in Austin’s question is
“people.” Here the identification of the British soldiers and the British
citizens is complete. The British people are represented as fiterally and
figuratively raping America; the parent has become a2 monster attempting
to ravish hus child. The assertion that Englishmen were fundamentally dif-
ferent from Americans could not be easily accepted. This assertion would
require that a history of friendship and mutual support be rewritten, and
the English King be vilified as an earthly devil. ** More important, Revolu-
tionary spokesmen needed a comprehensive explanation for the decline of
the English people; they needed such an explanation as much for them-
selves as for their American audience. If the English were vile and cor-
rupt, what of their seed in America? How had the English cousins—
+ descendants of the same forefathers as the virtuous Americans—fallen to
their low condition? Patriot spokesmen addressed these questions in such a
" way as to allow Americans to ignore their cultural and matcnal inferiority
and to celebrate their moral superiority.

R
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The vile. degencrate bekavior by Sritish troops acyuired a broader sip-

- nificance; it came to be viewed as a symptom of the moral and physical de-
“cline of the Briush Empire. Seen as analogous to the Roman legions' co-

fomtal wars, the American Revolutionary War marked another cvele of
civilization. Witham Tudor, who had recently returned to Iaw practice
after attaimng the rank of heutenant colonel at he age of twenty-seven,
summarized this pervasive beliel in just two sentences of his Boston
Mussicre oration in 1779 Speaking of eniversal laws which operated “in
the political and mozal. as well as i the physical world.” Tudor pointed to
the causes of national dechine: “Those vices which ruined the iltustrious re-
publics of Greece. and the mighty commonwealth of Rome: which are now
with rapid progression runing Great Britain, so late the first Kingdom of
Europe, must eventually rum every State where their deleterious influence
in suffered to prevanl ™ “Need |add.” Tudor concluded, “'that luxury, cor-
ruption, and standing armies are those destructive efficients?  According
to the Whig tenets of history. once people succumbed 1o the love of
luxury. they quickly hecame corrupt and sold their liberty for the bribes
offered by ambitious tyrants  After corrupting the people. such rulers
fortified their power by establishing sianding armics And since the initial
hak an the chain of anni-British reasomng wis the attack on the soldiery
the argument was truby forged.

the patriot orators tirelesshv recounted the tiilogy of British decline
with particular emphasis on the corrosive influence of luxury. “Luury ™
Fudor proclaimed, i ever the toe of mdependence, for at the same time
that it creates arnficial wants, 1t precludes the means of satistyving them.™
The peoples’ representatines become accustomed to the mimsterial hribe,
he continued, and they begin to ““consider public virtue as a public jest.”
Fhs sentiment became such commaonplace in Revolutionary rhetoric
that participants at patriotic ceremonies routinely drank a toast that
“luxury never prevasd to the prejudice of Morabty and National
Dhgmty ™ Amenican patriots did not view the corrupting influence of
luxury as merely a topig for popular applause. John Adums confided in his
diary that “when elegance, Juxury. and cffeminancy begin 1o be ey
tubhshed.”” the gimvernment becomes “totaliy corrupted™ and “folly, vice.
and vailany [sic) will be cherished and supported.” The British officials
in Massachusetts, Adams thought, illustrated this principle perfectly.*
In writing 10 Samual Adams, a Maryland patriot confessed that he
considered L uvury & Venality ™ as the greatest threats to American
liberty ©

f uxury had so infected Fngland by I'I'{h. the Reverend Mr. Thacher
reported, that her Parhament was “totally corrupted.” her nimatry “ar-
bitrary and tvranmical.”” and her people “the most contempuble of ani-
mals.” Only a revolution could sate Britain—but “what hopes can Britons
entertain of effecting i revolution™® Tudor asked. Bribes to Parliument de-
gahzed the King's achions and his standing army enforced his tyranny .
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“An army of forty thousand,”” Tudor noted, .ould abort “in their birth
every effort of patriotism to restore the constnution.” ' Thacher asserted
that English kings bribed opponents *“'to sacrifice the rights of the people”
by awarding them pesitions in the army and the ministry. Worst of all,
Thotnas Dawes explained, the British army “over-awed™ the people, in-
fluenced elections, and “carried distraction and massacre into different
parts of her Empire.” * _

The cycle of luxury, corruption, and standing armies inclided an
inherent acceleration that both hastened the decline of England and
threatened the rest of the Empire. Dr. Thomas Welsh, formerly an army
surgeon, warned of the civic diseases that spread from a standing army.
Suldiers unoccupied with military combat, the doctor explained, pursued
“the objects of pleasure with the same zeal they engaged in the toils and
enterprizes of the field.” Worse yet, the idle troops infected civilians with a
tove of luxury, and “the voice of riot™ replaced “the sound of the hammer,
un‘qi the midnight revel” succeeded “the vigils of labour.” * With disap-
proving tones, Mr. Thacher reminded his listerers how the British troops
buth corrupted the morals of Boston's youths and. at the same time, en-
couraged the “*habit of tame submission.”

When Revolutionary spokesmen turned to British sexual vices, they
abandoned logcal consistency describing their ¢nemies as predisposed
bath to heterosexual rape and homosexual seduction. Perhaps reflecting
their Puritan heritage. the New England audiences groupea diverse sins
under one heading as they contemplated their ungodly oppressors. None
objected to the orators’ incongruous image of the British soldier as an effe-
minate despoiler of American womanhood: indeed, many joined John
Adams in extravagantly praising such speeches. John Hancock cited the
Britons’ dual capacity for sexual corruption, denouncing them for betray-

. ing "our youth of one sex into extravagance and effeminancy. and the
other to infamy and ruin.” He acknowledged regretfully *that even the no-
blest, fairest part of the lower creation” had not entirely escaped “‘the
cursed snare.” Hancock recalled that formerly virtue had “crected its
throne within the female breast.” but in 1774 he found some girls **whose
youth and inexperience have rendered them a prey to wretches.™ ** Peter
Thacher joined Hancock in grieving that “the officers of the British army™
sought only “to captivate the softer sex and triumph over their virtue.* *
Worse still, the. British taught American boys a fondness for false finery
and unmanly behavior. Jonathan Austin recalled “that effeminacy and
those grosser vices too indelicate to be mentioned in this place stalk'd like
demons” through the cities of America. “Witness O Boston,” he wailed
“for ye were too well acquainted with the melancholy truth!”*** The
speakers’ fascmation with luxury .md effeminacy helped to gloss over
Americans’ sense of cultural mfenomy to the Bnush The Americans’
roughness ard lack of polish became a virtue.
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- The inevitability of the cycle of civilization made its application to Eng-

land certain and its danger to America fearful. Greece, Rome, and *“the
- empires of the East™ had all falien in the same pattern. *» “*Habitual indul-
gence,” “effeminancy,” and “sloth.” introduced corruption into once
powerful nations and gave rise to sianding armies. In accordance with the *
incontrovertible law of pohtics, the nation's army soon turned inward,
“knawing as it were, upon its own bowels.” * While Revolutionary
spukesmen enjoyed portraying “hapless Britain™ as she stood “tottering
o’er the gulch of annihilation,” they also viewed her as a sober ciample—
“*a spectacle too serious for the amusement of the beholder.” ** Boston's
feading patriots did not regard these assertions of British decline as mere
propaganda ploys, m private as well as public letters Josiah Quincy,
Samuel Adams, and John Adams cxpressed shock “that Englishmen—
that boasted race of freemen™ had sold their liberties “to the highest Bid-
der™ "It is amanng—it 15 incredible. Quincy marveled, how the British
people had **sunk 10 abject submission ™+

It was the shock of the destruction of the British ethos that had to he
dealt with by patriot rhetoric. Although association with the soldiery did
its work in tarmshing the image of the mother country, the English could
not be turned with ease from their heroic stance of the past by either the
orators of their audiences. The growing disloyalty, and the painful incon-
grusties it brought to the surface, had to be harmonized somehow with the
whole past set of assactations and symbols. A series of tactics emerged: the
mmstry as apart from the nation was singled out for blame and, most im-
portantly, the basic values were re-asserted while it was alleged that thos
who honored them Ined in the colonies and not at the s=at of empire.
Joseph Warren assured his hsteners in 1772, for example, that “surely the
Batsh nation will not suffer the reputation of their justice. and their
honor, to be sported away by a capricious ministry.” Two yeurs la*ef the
Reverend Mr Junathan Parsons prayed with his congregaiign in
Newburyport, Massiachusetts, that the King exhibit “humanity an good-
ness”™ by putting “a speedy and final end to all those measures of depotism,
mvented and propagated by a corrust ministry .4 '

B¢fore the Declaration of Independence. patriots enjoyed the gresump-
tuous Aotion that Amenica’s resstance to tyranny would not only protect
itherty on this wide of the water. but would “secure the Liberfies of the
whole British Empires” In this way., the patniots reasoned, Americans
could “gradually teach our Brethern at home [England] to reform the
many bvils that have crept into the Constitution.™ This cogviction was
reinforced dy America’s fiends in London who reported that Lord
T —Lhatham bebeved American defiance of ministerial tyranny t¢ b “the Jast

hope of therty tor England 7+ Then, whea the Amenican ehample went
- unheeded, patriot speakers concluded that England had_hee:/(infet.(cd with

"4 mortal distemper™ and hberty had bandoned her shoreb.+* Hichborn
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and Austin marked the St. George's Fiele “massacre™ in 1768 as the date
on which British liberty died, while George Richards Minot placed the
date of death carlier and pointed to the Stamp Act as “the first spectre
which shot from its tomb.""* The growing conviction among Americans
that England had declined into corruption and tyranny, that she had
forever lost liberty, gave a new moral imperative to independence and
persuaded patriot leaders like William Lee that **America must work her
own salvation.”+" A continued connection with Great Britain, they feared,
would permit the disease of tyraany to take hold in the new world. *

With the repeated attacks on the British cthos, a new notion of the
English national character was king shape. The English people had
abandoned their henitage and, thus, the entire old network of affections
and perceptions was coming undone. Former countrymen were now “‘un-

.worthy descendants of allustrious ancestors,” and “‘degencrate sons of
zreat forefathers’™ ¥ And the nation that in past times was seen as “home"
could now be characterized by the Reverend Mr. Thacher as “*a great tame
heast which fetches and carries for any minister who pleases to employ
it.” " kngland had abandoned the goddess liberty, leaving her to the pro-
tection of America. and this gave "a radical new meaning” to the patriots’
arguments  As Bernard Bailyn observed, this conviction transformed
patriot appeals “t‘rum constitutional arguments to express.ons of a world
regenerative creed .

The turid accounts of British infamy, the rabid denunciation of once
loved Britain, no doubt were exaggerated and more intense than the
detached observer maght. in cooler reflection, feel to be warranted. But
there was little cool detachment in America in the 1770s. In 1774 Daniel
L.conard, the tory Attorney General of Massachusetts-Bay, expressed his
fear that from such rhetoric a “'disaffection to Great Britain™ was infused
in the American people—*the subtle poison Slo!e through all the veins
and arteries {and] contaminated the blood.”** But rhetoric does not
merely pérsuade: it defines and describes reality. Rhetonc both shapes and

. reflects perceptions. The events in the growing conflict with Britain had to

be interpreted and untderstood. Americans could hardly be expected tosee

huostile British actions as the necessary chastisement of an unmly childby a
firm parent; the child had long outgrown the rod. Lord Mansficld might
call upon his peers to exert all the power of the mother country against the
“offspring™ who “are grown too big and too resolute to obey the parent,”
but Americans were coming to see the exercise of that power as an effort
. to forge the chains of slavery.*' Whether the historian may judge British
policy as harsh or as benign, as calculated or inept, the fact is that the
colonists saw their former protectors in a new light and discovered them to
be vile, degencrate, and unworthy of liberty.

But what was to take Britain’s place? If one was not British, what was
he? The rhetoric, as it inflaenced perceptions of the English, had a1 the
same time to influence the colonigls perception of himself. The sustained
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attack on the British ethos was an important coemponent of the rhetoric of
the Revolution—a rhetoric that created Americans out of Englishmen—
hut Revolutionary writers and speakers erdeavored not only to destroy but
to build, to replace the British ethos with a new vision, a positive American
ethos. By defimng the American national chasacter, Revolutionary
spokesmen not only allowed Amiernicans to acquire a new identity, they
also helped to create the foundations of the American ideology.

Looking back on the Revolution 1 his later years, John Adams com-
mented on this pricess to Thomay Jefferson: “What do we mean by the
Revolution”! The War? That was nu part of the Revolution: it was only an
effect and consequence of it 4 Adams recognized that American inde-
pendence imolved a fundamental restructuring of self-concepts. ** The
real 4American Revolution,” he msisted, was the “radical change in the
principles. opimons. sentiments. and affections of the people.”” As Adams
reviewed the birth of the United States in a letter to a Baltimore news-
paper editor he stressed two themes: the alienation of Americans’ *habi-
tual affection for England™ and the amazing unity achieved among the
diverse peoples in British North America. The thirteen colonies, he noted,
“were composed of <o many different nations, their customs, manners,
and habits had so Intle resemblance . . that to unite them in the sume
principles 1n theory and the same system of action, was certainly a very
dificult enterprise ©° To achieve thes unity, patriot spokesmen had to
persuade Amencans not only to cast off their ties with Great Britain, but
to regard themselves as a wingle people—to embrace a new national
character, a unique American ethes. British coionists had to learn to think
of themselves as Amenican citizers; their dual loyalties to England and
their individual colonies had to be replaced with an exclusive commitment
to 4 new nation. Adams regarded “the complete accomplishment™ of this
unity in so short a time. as “a singular example in the history of mapkind.~
Recalling the tniumph of American nationalism. he marv ed that
“thirteen cliwks were made to strike topether—a perfection of plechanism,
which no artist had ever before effected.”

The rhetonic of the American Revolution played a centfal role in the
cteation of 4 new Amenican ethos, for it fortified allegiancé to the belief in
4 particularly American destiny and national character snd to the notions
of America as the home of liberty and the example to the world. Above all,
thes rhetoric proctaimed Americans as God's chosen people. The seeds of
these ideas can be traced back to the sermons of the early colonial settle-
ment penod  After they flowered in the rhetoric of the American Revolu-
tion, they continued to grow in the patriotic oratory of nineteenth-century
America. Such concepts. when firmly established and regularly reaf-
firmed, could withstand a conflict with the older values of loyalty te the
King, respect for the constituted British authority, and pride in being
Enghsh o
* The Amernican ethos did not suddenly emerge; it had been torming dur-
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ing the previous twenty years, creating a dual identity for British Ameri-
cans. Studies of the symbolism of early American nationalism indicate
that in the mid-cighteenth century Americans developed a consciousness
of their community as distinct—if not separate—from the British.
Through a traditional historical analysis, Paul A. Varg identified the co-
lonia! celebrations of the conquest of Quebec in 1759 as the moment when
“the name ‘Americans’ became something more than a geographical
expression.” ** In a quantitative analysis of sclf-referent word symbols in
colonial newspapers, peolitical scientist Richard Merritt discovered that
“in no year after 1755 did less than 50 percent of these symbaols identify the
land and the people as American rather than British.” ** Another study of
symbulic figures by art historian E. McClung Fleming suggests a close
correlation between the rise of American word symbols and graphic
syrithols. Fleming discovered that American symbolic figures, such as the
Indian Princess and American Liberty, first appeared in 1755 and were
widely accepted by 1766.

Until 1775 and 1776 most Americans were able to reconcile their dual
loyalties to England and America, but with independence they had to reor-
ganize their seif-concepts. As a consequence, the question of the American
identity became one of the major themes in the early American *literature
of persuasion.” *» How did Americans perceive themselves? What did they
feel united them? What destiny did they imagine for their young country?
What characteristics did they regard as uniquely theirs? By attempting to
resolve these questions, Revolutionary spokesmen helped to unify Ameri-
cans and create a new community of minds. '

Revolutionary’ speakers and writers redefined America, tranforming it
from a part of the glorious British Empire into an independent empire,.
freed from the grasp of declining England and soon to become the hope of
mankind. Three distinct tributaries flowed together to form a particularly
American stream; these three ideas would define aud enliven the new
American ideoldgy. First, America was “the promised land™: second. it
was a “rising empire’: and third, America was “‘the home of liberty.” As
these three ideas merged into an ideolngy, they acquired a power which no
one of them could attain alone. Each aspect of the ideology implied the
other two aspects; the tripartite form became so decply entrenched in
American political rhetoric that the very notion of Jiberty became wedded
to the idea of empire—an empire of {reedom reserved by God for His
chosen people. From the first idea Americans gained divine support, from
the second came unlimited promise,~and from the third they acquired a
world mission. Although this ideology must, in the final analysis, be
regarded as a single, unified form, it would be well to consider each of the
three ideas in turn, sampling from the vast body of rhetoric that produced
them. .

Discovering the evolving image which Americans of the Revolutionary
era had of themsclves poses no small difficulty, for the great majority of
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Americans left no direct record of their own beliefs. In order to discover
the thoughts of inarticulate Americans, scholars have turned to those who
spoke for them, the orators, the poets, the newspaper writers. These
sources may prove to be faithful guides to the convictions of a society, be-
cause the good speaker and essayist and the popular poet knows his
audience; **he knows the values to which :hey adhere and to what extent,
and the arguments they accept and those they question.”* The student of
the American Revolution may confidently accept the judgments of nu-
merous important and minor orators and writers when they frequently use
the same images, metaphors, and symbols—particularly if speakers on op-
posite sides of the Revolutionary controversy appeal to the same beliefs.

If the English had offended God by their love of luxury and disregard
for the Sabbath, patriot orators could point to one hundred and fifty years
during which Providence had blessed His pilgrims in America. John Han-
cock evoked the familiar image of Americans as God's chosen people
when he urged his Boston audience in 1774 to pray, to act, to fight “and
cven die for the prosperity of our Jerusalem.” st Seven ycars later, Thomas
Dawes, a twenty-two year old Boston lawyer who enjoyed a reputation for
writing polite literature and exercising a “‘lively imagination.” described
America as “another promised land™ which had been “chosen out and
foster'd by the almighty hand.” One Revolutionary versifier explained that
CGod **snatch’d the Saints from Pharoh’s impious hand,/and bid his chosen
seck his distant land.”+2 These appeals echoed some of the earliest words
in American public discourse—those spoken by John Cotton in his fare-
well sermon to John Winthrop and the band of Puritans bound for Massa-
chusetts Bay in 1630. Cotton preached from the text: “Moreover, I will ap-
peint a place for my people Israell, and [ will plar.t them, that they may
dwell in a place of their owne and move no more.”* One hundrea and

forty-five years later. the Reverend Oliver Noble addressed the citizens of

Newburyport, Massachusetts and asked: **Are not the people of America
also God's covenant people? And is not the Lord of Hosts their covenant
Giod™* In his sermon Reverend Noble assured his flock that “God is the
same yesterday. today and forever”, they might expect his protection just
as the Puritans received it, for “*he is as able and as ready to appear for his
distressed covenant people now, as then; and they may hope for, and ex-
pect salvation in the same way .54 "

The experience of the carly Puritans served as proof that Americans
were under God's special protection. John Cotton had reassured the de-
parting flock that when God *‘is our planter, he becomes our hus-
bandman.” Turning to scripture, Cotton asked: “if he plart us, who shall

Plucke us up?'"** Who indeed, responded orators like James Lovell,
" Juseph Warren, and the Reverend Mr. Noble. Each orator reminded his
listeners of their “‘pious and venerable forefathers,” whom God had
protected and enabled “'to turn a barren wilderness into a fruitful field.” In
the patriots’ version of American history, Britain played no con-
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structive ole. Colonists established Ciod's plantations “at an infinite
expense of toil and bleod,” but “assisted by no earthy power.” * Joseph
Warren, whom tories denounced as “a rascally Patriot”™ with a “puritaiic
whine,” asserted that the English Crown had viewed the pilgrims’ struggles
with indifference. Only after the colonists had defeated the Indians and
“the fields began to wave with riper harvests™ did Britain turn to
Amernca—and then only as 3 source of resenue.

Not surprisingly, speakers applied the notion that God guided
American destiny to the immediate Revolutionary situation. In 1774 John
Huncock urged Boston citizens to “play the men for our God.™ te exert all
their means in Amerwa’s defense, and to “humbly commit our righteous
cause to the great Lord of the universe ™ A year later Mr. Noble prayed
with his Newburyport congregation “that God will arise and Plead our
cause and his Own aganst the oppressor --for the cause of liberty s the
vause of God ' Such statements were aot insincere appeals or
intemperate expressions of overzealous partisans; they reflected the belief
that America would become a new Jetusalem. The idea of divine support
for the Revolution rang from most dissenting pulpits. Only Anglican
mimsters openly repudiated the claim, and to members of dissenting con-
gregations these mimisters of the Church of England “ranked about on a
par with the Pope and the Devil.”"~ In public addresses and private letters
Americans attnbuted the new folind unity among American colonies to
“the agency of the supreme being,” and reassured themselves that it was
“aot likely or probable™ that GGod would “revoke the gran: he has made
of this land to his church ™™ By the end of the war, even some former
Royal officials like Governor Thomas Pownall spoke with awe about “this
wanderful Revolution,” attnbuting its success to “the visible interposition
of Divine Providence, superceeding the ordinary course of human af-
faars.” . .

Revolutionary orators often argued that God revealed his support of .
America in specific acts of the war. Not only did He cause patriots to rise
up and warn their countrymen of British violations of their rights, but
“divine providence™ rescued American armies from disaster, sending
George Washington “supplies of warlike stores when in great want of
them™ and preventing “the enemy from acting with vigour against us,’
when we were prepared but feebly to resist them.” ™2 In 1782 George
Richards Minot. a young Boston lawyer “very ready at the Pen,”
professed that even accounting for individual heroism in battle. there ap-
peared v America’s victories - “*peculiar marks of more than human
assistance.” " Speakers from Charleston, New York, Hartford, and Provi-
dence joined the Boston orators in proclaiming (God as the commanding
general of the American cause. The “brave Generals™ and “patriotic
Heros,” one New York minister explained, were raised up by God *“'to be
his glorious instruments, to fulfil [sic] scripture-prophecices. in favor of his
church and American liberty.™ ™ .
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The idea f the promised land strengthened a second idea, the image of
America as a rising empire. The term “emgire” —surely an unlikely ap-
pellation for the thirteen colonies scattered along the eastern seaboard of
Nourth America—allowed Americans to view their independent nation not
as withering aw ay in isolation from European culture, but as forging ahead

- as the vanguard of progress in the world. To Revolutionary spokesmen the

notion of empire Jid not nevessarily connote imperial power or arbitrary
rule In particular. an American empire implied not a military dictatorship
htke the Roman Empire, but a rebirth of the Greek and Roman republics.
America would become “the fairest copy of such great originals!™™ In
1776 Thomas Paine proclaimed: “Britain and America are now distinct
empires.” Britain had become an “empire of depotism.™ but Paine fo-
resaw America as an empire of freedom, 4 “theatre where human nature
will veron receive its greatest military —civil, and Itterary honors." ** This
emerging empire would not rob other peoples’ freedoms, but would protect
American liberties from foreign encroachments. When he eulogized
Cienerdl Rwhard Montgomery, Hugh Brackenridge suggested a direct
relutionship between the rise of a strong America and the defeat of the
English. The ghost of Montgomery, Brackenridge claimed. watched over
the war and anticipated **the pleasing view of the certain overthrow of the
Bntish arms, and the final glory of s Independent Empire in America.”
In Revolutionary orations the ides of a rising American empire comple-
mented, rather than contradicted, the idea of America as the land of
hberty. In 1776 Peter Thacher perceived no conflict of purposes when he
urged his listeners to form and defend “a free and extensive empire.” He
exhorted Americaas to repel the British—to decide forever the question of
““whether the rising empire of America \hall be an empire of slaves or of
freemen.™ " In 1781 Thomas Dawes clamicid 1o see “the cxpressive leaves
of Fate thrown wide.” revealing that P16 » would bring “a smiling
diy ™ when the strength of empire woy Lnericans' freedoms,

When these blest Sates, anather promis'd land,
Chasen out and foster'd by the almighty hand,
Supreme sRall rise —their crowded shores shall be
Ibe fix’d abodes of Fmpire and of Liberty ™

In the cighteenth century, to talk of nationalism was to talk of empire.
In 1783 when Thomas Welsh exulted that America had *“*set up her own
name among the empires,” he was not looking forward to an American
monarch, but was proclaiming that Ameirca had come of age. Signifi-
cantly, Welsh viewed the loose confederation of American states as an
empire—an empire  without arbitrary power, without supreme rule,
without a dictator or king.* - . ‘

The idea of a rising American empire was closely interwoven with the
idea of a promised land and orators often cited God's support of America
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fo demonstrate the glorious destiny of the rew nation. Bishop George
Berkeley's popular notion that civilization—empire, learning, and cul-
ture—moved ever westward synchronized well with the notion of Ameri-
cans as God's chosen people and helped to create a conviction that the
promised land would prosper materially as well as spiritually. In 1630
John Cotton promised the Puritans that God's “owne plantation shall
prosper & flourish.”*" A-century and a half later, the youthful orator
Jonathan Mason informed his listeners that “the important prophecy is
nearly accomplished.” Mason observed that *the giory of this western
hemisphere is already announced, and she is summoned to her seat among
the nations.”* During the 150 years between Cotton's sermon and
Mason's oration,-the concept of America’s mission had undergone a mar-
velous transformaticn—instead of viewing themselves as a separatist band
of God’s elect on an errand into the wilderness, Americans celebrated their
divine destiny as the foremost empire of the world. Patriotic poetasters
predicted that *when Europe's glories shall be whelm'd in dust . . . our
proud fleets the naval wreath shall wear.” That day, another versifier

professed, was not far away. In his “Song for the Sth of March,” he
continued: . - ‘

A Ray of Bright Glory now Beams from afar
Blest dawn uf an EMPIRE to rise;
The American Ensign now sparkles a Star,
Which shall shortly flame wide thro® the Skies.*'

Like the new nation, the image of American destiny was not fully
formed by the end of the Revolutionary War. As orators and poets strug-
gled to define the emerging cmpire, they seized upon two themes: the
growth of agriculture and commerce, and the blossoming of the arts and
sciences. In a poem written for the 1772 Boston Massacre Commemora-
tion, James Allen, a young man esteemed for his “literary genius,” united
both themes in a single stanza: '

Here golden Ceres cloaths th' autumned plain,
And art’s fair Fmpress holds her new domain,
Here angel Science spreads her lucid wing,

And hack. Pow sweet the new-born Muses sing;
Here gencrous Commerce spreads her fiberal hand,
And scatters forcign blessings round the land ™

George Richards Minot and Thomas Welsh announced that America
would become wealthy from the “traffic of the world”—from commerce
carried *“from her copious horn™ by **her snow whitc navies." ** Newspaper
poets prophesied “the future glory of America’ and schoolboy debaters
invited their audiences to behold “the largest and happiest empire on
earth, the land of liberty, the seat of science, the refuge of religion.’**
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Fourth of July celebrants drank toasts that “agriculture and Commerce,”
and the ““arts and Sciences [might] flourish in America.™ Philip Frencau,
Timothy Dwight, and Joel Barlow proclaimed in their poems that *'a glo-
rious empire rises, bright and new!"—a land that was both “the queen of
the world and child of the skies."*" In Philadelphia Francis Hopkinson in-
tormed the American Philosophical Society that “the eyes of Europe™
were “turned towards America.” The world” looked to America,
Hopkinson continued, *“as a country that may be a great nursery of arts

" and sciences—as a country aftording an extensive field of improvement in
agriculture, natural history . and other branches of useful knowledge.™* [n
South Carolina Dr. David Ramsay assured a Fourth of July assembly that
“the arts and sciences™ would blossom i America. *They require a fresh
Soil.”™ he counseled, “and always flourish most in new countries.” Accord-
Ing to Ramsay, the free governments of the new nation would become
“nursenies of rhetoric, criticism, and the arts.” and soon America would
abound the “‘poets, orators, critics and historians equal to the most
celebrated of the ancient commonwealths of Greece and Italy.” Ramsay
foresaw a unique role for “the art of public speaking™ in America, because
“eloquence is the child of a free state.”” Democracy gave immense im-
portance to “arguments enforced by the arts of persuasion,” and he
predicted that “the poorest school boy™ would study “with increasing
ardor, from the prospect, that in a few years, he may, by his improved
abilities, direct the determinations of public bodies. on subjects of the most
stupendous consequence. v :

The dream of a glorious American empire captivated not only patriots,
but also colonists who were neutral and even some loyalists. The most
articulate of those who supported neither the patriots nor the British forces
was Michel-Guillaume Jean De Crévecoeur, a French-American who
returned to Europe rather than endure the war. In an cssay written before
independence, Crévecocur described *“this mighty continent,™ characteriz-
ing America as a land where “individuals of all nations melted into a new
race of men, whosc labours and posterity will one day cause great change
in the world.”" Summarizing the American dream in a single sentence, Cré-
vecocur announced: “Americans are-the western pilgrims, who are carry-

* ing along with them that great mass of arts, sciences, vigour, and industry,
which began long since in the east; they will finish the great circle." "

Some loyalists shared this vision of American destiny, but for them this .
destiny was an extension of the British Empire. The Reverend Mr.
William Smith. whose College of Philadelphia was closed during the war
because of his British sympathies, explained that “‘the design of coloniz-
ing’? had not been “to found a new empire, but to extend the old.”
Nevertheless, Smith shared the optimism of his favorite student, Francis

. Hopkinson. **When | review the history of the world:; and look on the
progress of Knowledge, Freedom, Arts, and Science,”. Mr. Smith
confessed. 1 cannot but be strongly persuaded that Heaven has yet glo-
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rious purposes to serve thro' America.”™*' A younger loyalist, when hard
pressed to oppose independence.during a college disputation, uppealed to
the sume public convigtion that America would produce “masterly
geniuses, brighter than which Greece, Italy, or Britain can boast few."
War, he warned. would nip America’s budding cultural promise and stunt
its growth with “the groans of slsughter ™ By 17K3 the idea of the rising
American empire even captured the imagination of Thomas Pownall, the
tormer Roval Governor of Massachusetts-Bay Province. Governor
Pownall c\prc\scd his determination “'to come & see it (if so please God)
hetore dye.” To view “the commencement of a great empire at its first
*foundation,”” he declared, was “an object more worthy the contempla-
tion of o \pcculutmg phulosopher than can be or ever could be seen in any
other country ™ ** Thus, Americans of varied political persuasions could
wbandon theie British herdtage. Men who had once gloried in the name
“Eaghshmar™ could now cluim the tar grander title of * American.”

The wdeas of a promised land and a rising empire, though powerful in,
themselves, & rmed but part of the new American ethos proclaimed by
Revolutionacy spokesmen. Integrally tied to the concept of an empire in
the west was the dea of America as the new home of liberty. In accor--
dance wath the polar strategy of Revolutionary rhetors, the abstract con-
cept o hberty had to be personified through concrete imagery. In the
abstrict, tberty might exist in both the old world or the new, but when
cxpressed metaphorically as the tree of liberty, or the goddess of liberty. it
could exist only in one piace and not in the other. In order to portray
America as the home of liberty, patriot spokesmen seized upon three
clsely related symbols—the asvium of liberty, the goddess of liberty, and
the Itherty tree With cach symbol Americans tried to give a more concrete
form to their concept of Amenica’s purpose, and with each they chronicled
the ight of liberty from the old world to the new. v

Ihe asylum metaphor became t'w i popular and complex symbol of
Amenican liberty during the Revolut o, While springing from the Puritan
experience, the idéa of an asylum for liberty proved to be particularly
mallcable in the vrations and essays of patriots. Speaking on the deck of
the Arbella in the middle of the Atlantic ocean, John Winthrop had
reminded his followers that they would find i in America an asylum for true
religion, and that their goals were to preserve themselves **from the Com-
.mon corruptions of the evill world,” to serve the Lord, and to work out
their salvation “*under the power and purity of his holy ordinances.””** As
Revolutionary speakers recounted Puritan motivations, however, they
portrayed the Pilgrnim fathers as sceking political as well as religious
freedom. By the time James Lovell spoke at the first Boston Massacre
Commemoration in 1771, this flight of religicus purists had been rein-
terpreted as a search for **full English Liberty.™ In a speech delivered only
three months before he died on Bunker Hill, Joscph Warren characterized
the New England Puritans as *‘resolved never to wear the yoke of despo-
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tism.” He explained that the Pilgrims had perceived that “the European
world, through indolence and cowardice, [was] falling prey to tyranny,” so
they ““bravely threw themselves upon the bosom of the ocean: detr rmined
to find a place in which they might enjoy their freedom, or peiu in the
glorious attempt.”* In 1775 Reverend Oliver Noble announced that “our
fathers fled into this wilderness, in an arbitrary rcign: and from the iron
hand of oppression at home, that they might enjoy civil and religious
liberty.”" Three years later, John Lathrop treated his congregation to a
frery sermon in which he proclaimed that North America had been
reserved by God “as the last retreat of a virtuous few” who would never'
vield their liberties. In 1772 Joseph Warren warned that to fail to fight for
liberty would make the struggles of the Puritans in vain.** Tories
recognized the power of such appeals and complained: bitterly that “this
perpetual incantation kept the people in continual alarm.” v .
Even though Revolutionary spokesmen had attributed a love of civil
liberty to Puritans who too often possessed only a limited concept of re-
ligous liberty, the analogy between the forefathers and the founding
fathers remained imperfect. American orators and essayists still had to
transform the elitist asylum of the Puritan imagination into an asylum for
all mankind. Here orators used the symbol of asylum in three ways. First,
they testified to the need for an asylum for liberty: then they used the
swmbol alternatively to represent both an asylum for the abstract concepi
of liberty and an asylum for all people seeking liberty. That cortuptionand
vice hud overwhelmed England and made her unfit for liberty became an
article of faith among Revolutionary writers and speakers. Reverend
Samuel West posed no more than a chetorical question in 1776 when he
asked the Massachusetts House of Representatives: **But do we not find
that buth religivn and liberty seem to be expiring and gasping for life in the
other continent, where then can they find the harbour, or place of refuge
but in this™" In 1777 Benjamin Hichborn echoed West's conviction, de-
claring the American states to be “the only column of free air in both ,
hemispheres.™ At the next year's Massacre Commemoration, Reverend
Lathrop joined in chorus, telling his listeners: “Should we cast an eye over .
the Kingdoms of the world at the present day, we shall discover the effects )
of oppression and violence, on every quarter of the globe.” 1% But perhaps :
the most vivid description of world-wide tyranny fell from the pen of
Thomas Paine. He seemed to capture the broad sweep of history in a series;
of short, compelling sentences of Common Sense: *O yé that love man-,
kind! Ye that dare oppose not only the tyranny but the tyrant, stand forth!
Fvery spot of the old world is overrun with oppression. Freedom hath been
hunted round the globe.- Asia and Africa have long expelled her. Europe
regards her like a stranger, and England hath given her warning to depart.
O. receive the fugitive, and prepare in time an asylum for mankind.”!! .
Some speakers employed the metaphor of asylum only in discussing the
concept of liberty, thus by-passing the dilemma of opening the land of
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Gaod's chosen people to everyone secking liberty. The Reverend Mr.
Samuel Sherwouod restricted political freedom to those practicing pure re-
ligion. He proclaimed that “‘where the spirit of the Lord is, there is
liberty™. this spirit. he continued, “has been plentifully poured out, not
_only in the New- England colontes, but likewise on his Episcopalian
bretheren in the Southern Provinces.” General Charles Lee spoke of
biberty as distinct from people when he claimed that if liberty did not find
asylum i America, it would “"be ubliterated from the face of the globe.™ 1
This concern for liberty as a mere abstraction stopped short of inviting the
" non-clect to share in America’s promise. More frequently, however,

Americans spoke of their land as an asylum for both liberty and her lovers;
in fact, Crévecoeur' defined an American as one who had accepted her
“asylum—one “received in the broad lap of our great 4lma Mater.”" In his
first Boston Massacre oration, Joseph Warren hoped that America might
become both the “land of liberty™ and “‘the asylum of the oppressed.”
Jonathan Mason may well have read Warren's speech when he prepared
his oration eight years later. for he used exactly the same words.! In
Newburyport the Reverend Mr. Oliver Noble charged that the oppressive
policies of the British Ministry were motivated by a fear that America
would become an asylum of liberty. “Well did despots at home [England)
know,”” Noble explained, “that if Charming Freedom spread her olive
branches in America. emigrations from them to us would soon go near to
depopulate their own country; weakening them and strengthening us until
America became invincible.” 1+
Thomas Paine, Samuel Adams, and the members of the Commental :
Congress declared that ““the portals of. the temple we have raised to
freedom shall be thrown wide, as an asylum to mankind.” The members of
Cangress saw a reciprocal relationship between the rising empire and the
opening of an asylum for liberty. America, they resolved, would “*receive
to her bosom and comfort and cheer the oppressed, the miserable and the
poor of every natiosi and every clime.” The gates of liberty, they predicted,
would bhe swung open through “'the enterprise of extending commerce™
which would “wave her friendly flag over the billows of the remotest
-regions,” and “collect and bear to her shores all the various productions of
the carth . . . by which human life and human manners are polished and
adorned ™
- But 1if America was to become the asylum for liberty, how was her new
cccupant to be visualized? Revolutionary orators had to create an appeal-
“ing fugitive to represent the abstract concept of liberty. For this purpose
the “Goddess Liberty”” served them well. It became a second major
symbol in the idea of America as the land of liberty and was always por-
trayed as a refugee in an evil world.'® Thomas Dawes described her as
wandering over the globe. abandoning each empire. in succession. When
- tyrants rose to power in Rome, he explained, **Liberty heard and trem-
bled—considered herself an outcast and has 'on many times since travelled
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. up and down the world, forforn, forsaken, majestic in rags.” The old re-
publics, while once **the most.perfect seats of her residence,™ had cast her
out, Dawes reported; and if America did not retain her, she would remain
homeless “until the millenium [sic].” " Joseph Warren viewed the Pilgrim
- fathers as “‘her zealous votaries,” and claimed that “when the blasting
frowns of tyranny ‘drove her from public view, they clasped her in their
arms, they cherished her in their generous bosoms, they brought her safe
over the rough ocean, aiid fixed her seat in this their dreary wilderness.”
Having “nursed her infant age™ and sacrificed their blood te protect “her
altar,” Warren proclaimed, the Puritans bequcathed “this glorious
legacy™ to all Americans.'** Warren was unique among Revolutionary
orators i portraying the goddess of liberty as a passive passenger on the
Arbella; Peter Thacher, Thomas Dawes, and Jonathan Austin each
characterized her as an independent traveler seeking asylum, not in 1630,
* but during the 1770s and 1780s. **She invites us to accept her blessings.”
the Reverend Mr. Thacher announced; “'she wishes to find an asylum in
the wilds of America.” Austin explained that the goddess had become
“disgusted by scenes of cruelty and oppression.” She *“‘left her ancient
alters,” he confided, ““and is now hovering to fix her last residence in
America.” '™ '
Despite differing accounts of precisely how the goddess had **found her
way to these remote shores.” Revolutionary spokesmen all roclaimed the
new world as her *American Throne.” In Philadelphia Francis Hopkinson .
* rejoiced that “Fair Freedom™ who previously “in Britain her throne
erected <. . forsook the base nation, and fixed on our mountains, a more
honor'd station.” ' The female image of liberty complemented those anti-
British -appeals which focused on the metaphor of England raping
America. Peter Thacher urged Americans to protect the goddess and
“resist the attacks of her impudent ravishérs,” while Warren warned them
not to “suffer your liberties to be ravished from you by lawless force, or

" cajoled away by flattery and fraud.” Thomas Dawes gave the most im-
passioned plea to defend the goddess. imploring his countrymen: “cherish
the divine inhabitant! O let her not retum to the courts above with a story.
that shall firc the heavens against us—that she had blessings for us; but
that we were not prepared to receive them.™ ! .

The goddess of liberty provided an elegant, but ethereal occupant for the
American asylum, and Americans sought a less metaphysical symbol of
their liberty. When the Boston patriots hung an effigy of stamp agent
Andrew Oliver from the town's great cim.on August 4, 1765, the most
concrete symbol of American liberty was born.!'* The liberty tree meta-

" phor fit perfectly with the rhetoric of the American ethos. Like the original
Puritan colonies which became the promised land. the tree of liberty was
planted in the American soil and grew deep roots; like the rising American
empire, it would flourish and grow to majesty. Only a year after Boston
“christened its tree, Reverend William Smith of the College of Philadelphia
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lectured his commencement audience on the transp,lan tion of civil liberty
and Protestant religion. [n America, he declared, “they have got firm root, -
and are flourishing into immense growth.” During his tatk on the role of
education in promuting’ freedom. Smith warned that **we durst not divert
the streams of Learning from theie sacred course. Qur country, nay all
America, had a right to demand that those streams should be directed pure
along to water the goudly TREE OF LIBERTY, nor ever be suffered to
cherish any foul weed, that would sheak [sic} ity growth.* !¢

Boston radicals had anticipated Thomas Jefferson’s dictum that “the
tree.of liberty must be refreshed from time to time, with the blood of
patriots and tyrants™; in 1770 they p’aced the body of an eleven year old
hoy killed by a customs informer under the Tree of Liberty. A sign placed
nest to the child’s body announced: “the Wicked shall not pass un-
pumished.” In a massive funeral procession which set the pattern for the
funerals of the Boston Massacre victims two weeks later, the Sons of
Liberty carried the boy's body from the Liberty Tree to the cemetery. '3
Surprisingly. Boston orators made few references to the liberty tree, al-
* though the imagery of “transplanting” liberty appeared in some speeches,
During the worst years of the war, Jonathan Austin found comfort in the
conviction that American liberty was “a plant transplanted from the
gardens of heaven.™ He assured his listeners that “its divine parent will
still cherish it and in spite of opposition it will Adugish, it will live
forever.™ " After the Boston Massacre Commemorations were converted
into Fourth of July celebrations. the libert)Ltree emerged as an_explicit
patriotic symbol. In 1783 John Warren congratulated his audience upon
having *“planted the stately Tree of Libertylgnd lived to see it flourish.” It
grew, he reminded them, because “its roots were watered with your
bluod!”" When Jonathan L. Austin delivered his oration in 1786, he also
observed that “the flourishing plant of AMERICAN LIBERTY" had
heen “largely sprinkled with the blood of her faverite sons . . . those
WORTHIES who nobly fell, while rearing its infant growth "1

The symbols of asylum, goddess, and tree soon came to represent a
unified concept of America as the land of liberty. It fell to Thomas Paine,
the foremost rhetorician of revolution, to crystallize the connections’
between these three symbuls. In his poem “The Liberty Tree,” Paine
joined the goddess and tree metaphors and predicted that the asylum of
liberty would become a nation of freemen. The poem, first published in
Painc’s Pennsyivania Magazine in June of 1775, appeared in American
newspapers from Philadelphia to New Hampshire, proclaiming: '

In a chariot of light fr})m the regions of day
The Goddess of Liberty came;

Ten thousand celestials directed the way
And hither conducted the dame.

A fair budding branch from the gardens above
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Whete millions with millions agree,
She brought in her hand as a pledge of her love
And the plant she named Liberey Tree.

The celestial exotic struck deep in the ground,
Like a native it fldurished and bore:

The fame of its fruit drew the nations arornd,
To seck out this peaceful shore.

Unmindful of names or distinctions they came,

" For freemen like brothers dgree: '

With one spint endured, they one friendship pursued,

And their temple was £ iberty Tree'!”

Americy, the asylum for liberty, had won the goddess of liberty wha in
turn planted a liberty tree which would cast its shade on the oppressed of
the world. )

The ideas of the promised land, the rising empire, and the home of
Liberty combined to persuade Americans that they had a moral obligation
to stand forth as the example to the world. Joseph Warren summarized the
new American ethos in 1772 as he prayed with his overflow audience in the
Old South Church of Boston: ** May we ever be a people favored of God.

- May our land be the land of Liberty, the seat of virtue, the asylum of the
oppressed, a name and a praise in the whole world, until the fast shock of
time shall bury the empires of the world in one common undistinguished
ruin.”"'** No longer considering themselves colonial rustics, Americans
took pride in their conviction that “the eyes of the Good and great in every
clime®” were upon them. In Boston Jonathan Mason spoke of **an attentive
world” watching the Revolutionary struggle. while Francis Hopkinson
told his Philadelphia audience that the old world looked to the new for
inspiration. and Governor John Rutledge announced to the legislature
of South Carolina that “the eves of Lurope, nay, of the. whole world, are
on America.” ' Such flattering notions invited smugness, even self<
‘tighteousness. from Americans: but being an example also brought heavy
responsibilities. John Winthrop had warned his Puritan band in 1630:
“*Wee must Consider that wee shall be as a Citty upon a hill. The eies of all
people are uppon Us. soe that if wee shall deale falsely with our god in this
work wee have undertaken, and soe cause him to withdrawe his picsent.
help from us, wee shall be made a story and a by-word. through the
world. . . . Wee shall shame the faces of many of god's worthy scrvar'lﬁ;.‘ _
and cause theire prayers to be turned into Curses upon us till wee.be
consumed out of the good land whither wee are goeing.” '™ A cedtury
and a half later, Americans’ experienced the same tension between their
glorious potential and their awesome responsibility. ' "

Revolutionaty spokesmen who described American destiny with rolling
periods, faltered when they tried to describe their example to the world.
Yet, this much was clear: Americans were “a new character of people
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which nd History describes™; they would create the best model of govern-
ment; they would strike out “in the cause of humankind” and extend “the
, embraces of our country to the universe.”!?* The notion of a new national
character captured imaginations in the old world as well as the new, and
Americans soon heard Europeans speculating that “it is perhaps in
America that the human race is to be recreated, that it is to adopt a new
and sublime legislation. that it is to perfect the arts and sciences, that it is
to recreate the nations bf antiquity.” One French liberal announced:

Ml prove what Man can do when he adds to
ge a courageous\heart.”'** This rhetaric of the emerging
‘\mcm.m ideology, while less radical and violent than the attacks on the
itish cthos, nevertheless had a profoundly revolutionary impact in mak-
Amcncam out of Engltshm\en i

fhc new American ethos was not completely formed by the time of the
Treaty of Paris; the war years had been its gestation period, and the Arti-
les of Confederation its birth. A mere infant in 1783, the national
character would grow to young manhood during the next half century,
nursed by frontier stump speakers and Fourth of fuly orators.”Americans
had cast off the images of the past and now welcomed new national
symbols. As the Revolutionary orators denounced the vile English and
wept over the fall of the British Empire, they offered their listeners a new
American ideal. Never able to describe that ideal precisely, patriot
speakers and writers struggled to answer Crévecouer’s enduring question:
*What then is the American, this new man?" '

Through the rhetoric of their Revolution Americans created for
themselves a national ethos and a national mission. They welded together
three defining ideas into an ideology which set the new land apart. They
came to believe that Amerntca had ‘been chosen by God as the land
promised to His people, that it was destined to become a great republican
empire, and that it was endowed with the unigue and sacred trust of pro-
viding the home for liberty. This ideology has had a significant influence
on our rhetoric ever since. The ideology provided a set of expectations

* throu, - which Americans would filter and interpret contemporary events.
Thus, the triumph of the rag-tag militia over the powerful British military
was seen by Americans not as an accident of European power politics, but
as a sign of God’s favor. Moreover, the ideology provided Americans with
a kind of internal logic that allowed them to decide their national policies.
Hence, if America was to be the new home of the goddess of liberty, then
Americans had to secure her throne by establishing a central government.
If America was to be the example to the world, could she also continue -
slavery” The enormous power and potential of the American ideology lay
precisely in these dual functions: to interpret reality and to direct national
policy. If the past does indeed exert a compelling force on the present and
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future, if it is a determinant in shaping our responses to immediate events,
then the past itself may well be a powerful rhetorical instrument. '™ The
instrument shaped by the Revdélution's rhetoric—the ideology—may not
have served as a continuing revolutionary one: it did, nevertheless, form a
kind of screen through which issues could be filtered, and thus served to
contiue the American Revolution by institutionalizing its ideals and pro-
viding a frame of reference for contemplated- action. The chapters that
follow will examine this thesis. exploring certain ways in which the
ideology that grew out of Revolutionary rhetoric influenced the percep-
tions of the American people - -

CHAPTER |

NOTES

5

'‘Max Savelle, “"Nationalism and Other lLoyalties in the American
Revolution,” American Historical Review. 67 (July 1962). 914. On the
1ssue of dual toyalties. see Savelle, pp. 901-923: and John W. Blassingame,
“American Nationahsm and Other Loyalties in the Southern Colonies.”
Journal of Southern History. 34 (Feb. 1968), 50-75.

‘Benjamin Church, An Oration Delivered March Sth, 1773, ar the
Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston: to Commemorate the
Bluoody Tragedy of the Fifth of March, 1770, 3rd ed. (Boston: Edes and
Giall, 1773), p. 12, hereafter cited as Church. - Qration, 1773: Boston Com-
mittee of Correspondence to Benjamin Franklin, March 31, 1774, Massa-
chusetts MSS, Massachusetts Historical Society; and James Lovell to Jo-
siah Quincy, Jr., Dec. 9, 1774, Josiah Quincy. Jr. MSS, Massachusetts
Historical Society. Church's public use of a British identity is particularly
sgnificant, for as a secret agent for the English, his success depended upon
maintaining a radical pose in Boston. Because of its almost universal
usage, the imagery of England as parent of America posed special prob-
lems to Revolutionary spokesmen: for discussions of this metaphor see
Stephen E. |acas, “Rhetonic and the Coming of the Revolution in
Philudelphia, 1765-1776: A Case Study in the Rhetoric of Protest and
Revolution,” Diss. Pennsylvania State 1973, pp. 223-226; Kurt W.
Ritter, “The Myth-Making Functions of the Rhetoric of the American
Revolution. Francis Hopkinson as a Case Study,” Today's Speech, 23
(Spring 1975), 25-31; and J. Vernon Jensen, **British Voices on the Eve of
the American Revolution: Trapped by the Family Metaphor,™ Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 63 (Feb. 1977), 43-50.

'Peter Thacher to Samuel Adams, May 19, 1778, Box 4, Samuel Adams
Papers, Manuscripts and Archives Division, the New York Public Li-

“brary, Astor, Lene« and Tilden Foundations.

RIC 3u 29




-

‘Chaim Perelman, “The New Rhetoric: A Theory of Practical Reason-
ing.” " lhe Great Ideas Today 1970 (Chicago: Encyclopedia Britannica, *
1970), p. 279. - B
‘John Adams to Jedidiah Morse, Jan. 5, 1816, Works of John Adams,
ed. Charles Francis Adams (Boston: Little, Brown and Co.. 1856), X, 204.
"Ch Perelmanand | Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric: A Treatise
on Argumentation, trans. John Wilkinson and Purcell Weaver (Notre
Dame. Ind.. University of Notre Dame Press, 1969), pp. 49-51; also see

. pp. 2021, 49-55. For a detailed discussion of the epideictic tradition in

American discourse from 1776 to 1800, see Gordon E. Bigelow, Rhetoric
and American Poetrv n the Edarly Natienal Period (Gainesville:
University of Flonida Press, 1960), pp. 48-39.

Nalem (Mass.) Essex Gazerte, March S, 1771, p. 1.

Moseph Warren, 4n Qration Delivered March Sth, 1772 at the Request
of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston; 10 Commemorate the Bloody
Tragedy of the Fitth of Marck. 1770 (Boston: Edes and Fleet, 1778). p.
U3, hereafter cited as Warren, Qration, 1772; Church, Oration, 1773, p.
IX: John Hancock. 4n Oraton Delivered March S, 1774 at the Request of .
the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston: to Commemordte the Bloody
Fragedy of the Fitth of March. 1770, reprint edition (Newport, R.1.: S.
Southwick, 1774), p. 11, hereafier cited as Hancock, Oration, 1774; and

the Bosten Gazetre, March 2, 1772 p. 2,

An 1775 Church was exposed o5 a traitor and convicted of passing
military secrets to the British. Church, Qration. 1773, p. 17; also see Han-
coek, Oration, 1774, p. 12, ‘Benjamin Hichborn, 4n QOration Delivered
March Sth. 1777 _at the Request of the Town of Boston; to Commemorate
the Bloodv Tragedy of the Fifth of March. 1770 (Boston: Edes and Gill,
1777), p. 1L hereafter cited as Hichborn, Oration, 1777; Jonathan
William Austin, 47 Oration Delivered March 5th 1778, at the Request of
the Inhabuants of the Town of Boston; to Commemorate the Bloody
Tragedvy of the Fifth of March, 1770, (Boston: Edes and Fleet, 1778), p.
10. hereafter cited as Austin, Oration, 1778; and John Lathrop, A Dis-
course Preached on March the Fifth, 1778 (Boston: Draper and Folsom,
1778). p. L1, hereafter cited as Lathrop, 4 Discourse. 1778. = -

""*A Monumental Inscription of the Fifth of March,” Broadside, 1772,
Vol IV, Emmet Collection (No. 2086), Manuscripts and Archives Divi-
ston, New York Public Library. _ ' S

"William Tudor. 4n Oration Delivered Marchk Sth, 1779. at the
Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston; 1o Commemorate the
Bldy Tragedy of the Fifth of March. 1770 (Boston: Edes and Gill, 1779),
p. 20, hereafter cited as Tudor, Oration, 1779; and Hichborn. Oration,
1777, p. 11, Also see Austin, (ration. 1778, p. 10; and Lathrop, 4 Dis-
course, 1778, p. 12, .

“Hancock, Oration, 1774, pp. 17.8.

"“Warren, OQration. 1772, pp. 12-13.

3¢

¢



&

“Hichborn, Oration 1777, p. 15.

"*Austin, Oration, 1778, p. 12.

"*Austin, Orarion, 1778, p. 12; and Lathrop, A4 Discourse, 1778, pp.
12-13. ‘ .

VAustin, Oration, 1778, p. 12.

LLathrop, 4 Discourse. 1778, pp. 12-13, 14, 18.

"“Ibid., pp. 13-14. |

*For a discussion of the transfer of “devil status” frcm the French to
the British, see John C. Heald's essay, “Apocalyptic Rhetoric: Agents of
Anti-Christ from the French to the British." Today's Speech. 23 (Spring
1975), 33.37. -

."'(ieorge Richards Minot, An Oration Delivered March Sth, 1782 at the
Regquest of the Inhabitants of the Town of Buston; 1o Commemorate the
Blisody Tragedy of the Fifth of March. 1770 (Boston: B. Edes and Sons,
I782). pp. 9-10, hereafter cited as Minot, Oration, 1782, and Peter
Thacher, 4n Oration Delivered at Watertown March 3. 1776; 1o Com-
memaorate the Bloody Massacre at-Boston Perpetrated March S. 1770
(Watertown, Mass.: Benjamin Edes, 1776), p. 13, hereafter cited as

_‘Thacher, Orativn, 1776. v
’ Austin, Oration. 1778, pp. 11-12; also see Lathrop, A Discourse, 1778,
pp. 12-13, 18; and Thacher, Oration. 1776, p.-9.

““Thacher, Oration. 1775, p. 9 Lathrop, 4 Discourse, 1778, pp. 14-15;
abso see Hichborn, Oration, 1777, p. 13.

“*Lathrop, 4 Discourse, 1778, pp. 14-15. .

“Abigail Adams to John Adams. Aug. 1. 1776, Adams Family Cor-

. respondence, ed. L. H Butterficld, er af. (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1963), 11, 73: Jonathan Mason. Jr., 4n Oration Delivered March 6,
1780, at the Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Baston; 10 Com-
memaorate the Bloody Tragedy of the Fifth of March. 1770 (Boston: John
Gill, 1740). p. 12, hereafter cited as Mason, Oration, 1780; and Austin,

= Oration 17178, p. 12,

*Sec Minot, Oratisn. 1782, p. 6: the Boston Gazette of March 4, 1783
advertised' a.pamphict entitled, “A Dialogue Be.ween the DEVIL and
GEORGE 3rd Tyrant of Britain,” and warned the readers of “the profane
language in the dialogue . . . between the vilest Being in the other world,

: and the worst in this” (p. 3).

" Tudar, Oration, 1779, pp. 6-7.

*Ibid.. pp. 7, 1S,

“Boston Continental Journal, Suly 10, 1783, p.3. . ‘

“John Adams. Works of John Adams. 11, 250 (undated diary entry
cirea 1770), '

"Sumuel Purviance to Sam Adams, Sept. 26, 1775, Box 3. Samuel
Adams MSS. f

*Thacher. Oration, 1776, p. 13 Tudor, Oration, 1779, pp. 15-16.

“Thacher, Oration, 1776, p. 8: Thomas Dawes, An Oration Delivered

31

33-



March Sth. 1781 at the Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston;
to Commemorate the Bloody Tragedy of the Fifth of March, 1770
" (Bostoh: Thomas and John Fleet, 1781), pp. 15-16, cited hereafter as
Dawes, Oration, 1181,

“Thomas Welsh, 4nr Oration Delivered March Sth. 1783, at the
Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston; to Commemorate the
Bloody Tragedy of the Fifth of March, 1770 (Boston: John Gill, 1783), pp.
&-9, cited hereafter as Welsh, Oration, 1783,

“Thacher, Oration, 1776, pp. 7, 8-9; Hancock, Oration, 1774, pp. 8-9.

*Thacher, Oration. 1776, p. |3

V'Austin, Oration, 1778, p. 6.

“Mason, Oration, 1780, p. 22. Hichborn, QOration, 1777, pp. 12-13; and
Tudor, Oration, 1779, pp. 6, 8.

“Minot, Oration. 1782, pp. 13-14; Joseph Warren, An Oration De-
livered March 6. 1775, at the Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of
Boston; to Commemorate the Bloody Tragedy of the Fifth of March,
1770, reprint edition (Newport, R.1.: S. Southwick, 1775), pp. 16-17.

“Tudor. Oration, 1779, p. 15, and Minot, Qration, 1782, pp. 10-11, 6.

* Josiah Quincy to Mrs. Quincy, Nov. 24, 1774, in Josiah Quincy,
Memaoir of the Life of Josiah Quincy. Jun. (Boston: Cummings, Hilliard,
& Company. 1825), p. 247. Samuel Adams to Arthur Lee, April 9, 1773,
Writings of Samuel Adams, ed. Harry Alonzo Cushing (New York:
Putram’s, 1907), Ii1, 21; and [John Adams], Letters from *Novanglus,”
Boston Gazette. Jan. 30, 1775, pp. 1, 4; and Feb. 13, 1775, pp. 24.

'Warren, Oration, 1772, p. 15; Jonathan Parsons, Freedom From Civil
and Ecclesiastical Slavery, the Purpose of Christ: A Discourse Offered to
A Numerous Assembly on March the Fifth, 1774 at the Presbyterian
Meeting House, in Newburv-port (Newburyport, Mass: 1. Thomas and
H. W. Tinges, 1774), p. 18, cited hercafter as Parsons, Freedom. 1774,

*'Samucl Purviance to Samucl Adams, Sept. 26, 1775,

#“Stephen Sayer [?) to Samuel Adams, Jan. 12, 1775, Box 2, Samuel
Adams MSS. Sayer repeated this sentiment in a letter written three
months later, but added that he feared it was “now too late for the
Wisdom of Chatham to save this . . . country™; Sayer to Samuel Adams,
April 4, 1775, Box 2, Samuel Adams MSS.

'Oliver Noble, Some Strictures Upon the Sacred Story Recorded in
the Book of Esther, Shewing the Power and Oppression of State Ministers
Tending 1o the Ruin and Destruction of God's People—And the Remark-
able Interpositions of Divine Providence, in Favour of the Oppressed; in a
Discourse Delivered at Newbury-por1. North Meeting House, March 8th,
1775, in Commemoration of the Massacre at Boston, March the Fifth,
1770 (Newburyport, Mass.: E. Lunt and H. W. Tinges, 1775), p. 30, cited
hereafter as Noble, Some Strictures, 1775.

“Hichborn, Omnon AT71. p. 9. Austin, Oration. I778 p. 9. Minot,
Oration. 1782, p. . _

3u



™Mentor” [William Lee) to Samuel Adams, May 14, 1774, Box 2,
Samuel Adams MSS. _

4Sec, for example, James Powdoin to Samuel Adams, Dec. 9, 1775,
Box 3, Samuel Adams MSS.

“Tudor, Oration, 1779, pp. 16-17, 18.

““Thacher, Oration, 1776, p. 7.

*'Bernard Bailyn, excerpt from Pamphlets of the American Revolution,
reprinted in. Robert F. Berkhofer, Jr., ed., The 4merican Revolution: The
Critical Issues (Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1971), p. 101 .

*2**Massachusettensis™ [Daniel Leonard), Massachusetts Gazette and
Boston Post-Boy, Dec. 26, 1774, pp. 1-2.

“'William. Murray, Lord -Mansfield, “On the Right of. Taxing
America,” House of Lords, Feb. 13, 1766, in Chauncey A. Goodrich,
Select British Eloquence (1852; rpt. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1963), p.
151,

*John Adams to Thomas Jefferson, Aug. 24, 1815, Works of John
Adams. X, 172.

*YJohn Adams to Hezekiah Niles, Feb. 13, 1818, Works of John Adams,
X, 282-283 (Adams’ emphasis).

“*Paul A. Varg, ““The Advent of Nationalism, 1758-1776," American
Quarterly, 16 (Summer 1964), 170.

“Richard L. Merritt,, ““The Emergence of American Nationalism: A
Quantitative Approach,” in The American Experience: Approaches 1o the
Study of the United States. ed. Hennig Cohen (Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1968), p. 424; also see Merritt’s Symboks of American Community, 1735-
1775 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), especially pp. 112-141,

“E. McClung Fleming, “Symbols of the United States: From Indian
Queen to Uncle Sam,” in Frontiers of American Culture, eds. Ray B.
Browne, Richard H. Crowder, Virgil L. Lokke, and William T. Stafford
(West Lafayette, Ind.: Purdue University Studies, 1968), PP-34. .

. “Edwin H. Cady. ed., Literature of the Early Republic, 2nd ed. (New
York: Holt, Rinchart and Winston, Inc., 1969), pp. 3.4. ‘

**Chaim Perelman, “The New Rhetoric,” in The Prospect of Rhetoric,
cds. Lloyd Bitzer and Edwin Black (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1971), p. 120.

*'Hancock, Oration, 1774, p. 18.

*2James Spear Loring, The Hundred Boston Orvtors Appointed by the
Municipal Authorities and Other Public Bodies from 1770 to 1852
(Boston: Hobart & Robbins, 1852 41; Dawes, Oration, 1781, p. 23;
and James Allen, The Poem WhHith the Committee of the Town of Boston
Voted Unanimously to Be Published With the Last Oration: With
Observations Relating Thereto; Together With Some Very Pertinent Ex-
tracts From an Ingenious Compasition Never Yet Published (Boston: E.
Russell, 1772), pp. 7-8, hercafter cited as Allen, The Poem, 1772. This
poem was to have been published with Joseph Warren's oration, but

IToxt Provided by ERI b K



Boston's radicals suppressed the picce owing to doubts about Allen's
patriotism. It was later published by his friends.

*'John Cotton, *God's Promise to his Plantations [London, 1630},” O/d
South Leaflets, No. 53 (Boston: Old Seuth Association, n.d.), p. 4.

Naoble, Some Strictures, 1775, p. 20; also see Samuel West, 4 Sermon
Preached Before the Honorable Council and the Honorable House of

. Representatives. of the Colony of the Massachusett-Bay. in New-England,
May 29. 1776. Being the Arniversary for the Election of the Honorable
Council For the Colony (Boston: John Gill, 1776), p. 56. hereafter cited as
West, Sermon. 1776; and Bernard Bailyn, The Ideological Origins of the
American Revolution, pp. 32, 140-141. .

»Cotton, *God's Promise to his Plantations,™ p. 12.

“Warren. Oration. 1772, p. 18; Noble, Some Strictures. 1775, p. 21;
Warren, Qration. 1775, p. 9; and James Lovell. An Oration Delivered
April 2d. 1771, at the Request of the Inhabitants of the Town of Boston;
To Commemorate the Bloody Tragedy of the Fifth of March, 1770
(Boston: Edes and Gill. 1771), p. 14, hereafter cited as Lovell, Qration,
1771,

*"Henry Hulton to Robert Nicholson, June 20, 1775, in Wallace Brown,
¢d.. “An Englishman Views the American Revolution: The Letters of
Henry Hulton, 1769-1776, Huntington Library Quarterly, 36 (Feb.
1973), 147. Thomas Bolton. **An QOration Delivered from the Coffechouse
by Doctor Thomas Bolton,” Miscellancous Bound MSS, Massachusetts
Historical Society: Warren, Oration, 1775, pp. 8-9. On the removal of the
British from the history of the “French-Indian War,” see Richard W. Van
Alstvne, The Genesis of American Nationalism (Waltham, Mass.: Blais-
dell. 1970), p. 99; note that even the name of the war conceals the British
participation.

“Hancock, Oration. 1774, p. 19: and Noble, Some Strictures. 1775, P
20.

~Harry P. Kerr, “The Character of Political Sermons Preached at the
Time of the American Revolution,” Diss. Cornell 1962, pp. 33-34.

“Samuel Sherwood, The Church’s Flight into the Wilderness: An Ad-
dress on the Times. Containing Some Very Interesting and Important
Observations on Scripture Prophesies: Shewing that Sundry of Them
Piainly Relate 10 Grear Britain and the American Colonies; and are
Fulfilling in the Present Day. Delivered on a Public Occasion, January 17,
1776 (New York: S. London, 1776), p. 49, hereafier cited as Sherwood,
The Church’s Flighe, 1776; and Samuel Adams to “*A Southern Friend,”
March 12, 1775 (transcripts), Vol. 3, Samuel Adams MSS. Also see
Samuel Nye to Joseph Nye, Sept. 4, 1776, Lafayette MSS, Lilly Library,
Indiana University.

""Thomas Pownall to James Bowdoin, Feb. 28, 1783, *Bowdoin and
Temple Papers,” Massachusetts Historical Society Collections, 7th ser., 6
(1907), 3.

4.



"2John Lathrop, 4 Discourse, 1778, pp. 16-17.

"'William Tudor to the Justices of the Superior Court of Massachusetts,
Sept. 15, 1780, William Cushing MSS, Massachusetts Historical Society;
and Minot, Oration, 1782, p. 10.

"“Sherwood, The Church’s Flight, 1776, p. 4; also see John Rutledge,
“Specch to Both Houses [of the South Carolina Legislature, 1776),” in
The Colunial idiom, eds. David Potter and Gordon L. Thomas (Carbon-
dale, tl.: Southern [llinois University Press, 1970), p. 327; and John C.
Rainbolt, “*Americans’ Initial View of Their Revolution's Significance for
Other Peoples, 1776-1788." The Historian, 35 (May 1973), 420.

*Minot, Oration, 1782, p. 15. :

“Thomas Paine, Common Sense {3td ed] . .. and a Dialogue
Between the Ghost of General Montgomery Just Arrived From the
Ely:ian Fields: and an American Delegate, in a Wood Near Philadelphia:
On the Grand Subject of American Independency (Philadelphia: R. Bell,
1776), pp. 15-16; this reference is to the Diglogue which has independent
pagination. N

""[Hugh Brackenridge]. The Death of General Monigomery at the Seige
of Quebec: A Tragedy (Philadelphia: Robert Bell, 1777), p.2.

"“Thacher, Oration, 1776, p. 14; also see Mason, Oration, 1780, p. 20,
and Lathrop, A Discourse. 1778_p. 16.

“Dawes, Oration. 1781, p. 23.

“"Welsh, Oration, 1783,p. 17,

“'Cotton, “God's Promise to His Plantations," p. 15.

“*Mason, Oration, 1780, p. 20.

“‘Allen, The Poem, 1772, p. 10, A Song for the 5th of March." Massa-
chusetts Gazette and Boston Post-Boy, March 7, 1774, p. 2.

“*Allen. The Poem 1772, p. 8.

“Minot, Oration. 1782. p. 15; and Welsh, Oration, 1783, p. 18.

“*Puet’s Corner: A Prophecy of the Future Glory of America,” Con-
necticut Courant, March 8, 1774, p. 4; [James Mitchell Varnum and
William Williams). A Disputation on *‘Whether British America Can
Under Present Circumstances Consistent with Good Palicy, Affect to Be-
come an Independent State™.” in The Colonial Idiom, p. 24, cited hereafter
as [Varnum and Williams|, **A Disputation,” 1769. This debate took place
in 1769 at Rhode Island College (now Brown University).

*Boston Continental Journa!, July 10, 1783, p. 3. “America Inde-
pendent.”™ ' The Poems of Philip Freneau. ed. Fred. Lewis Pattee
(Princeton, N.J.: The University Library, 1902), 1, 282; and Timothy
Dwight, “Columbia.” in The Connecticut Wits, ed. Vernon L. Parrington
(1926. rpt. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1969), p. 273.

“Francis Hopkinson, *An Address to the American Philosophical So-
ciety, [January 1784 in The Miscellaneous Essays and Occasional Writ-
ings of Francis Hupkinson, Esq. (Philadelphia: T. Dobson, 1792), 1, 360-
361,

%) 3




<

*“David Ramsay, An Oration on the Advantages of American Inde-
pendence, Spoken Before a Public Assembly of the Inhkabitants of
Charlestown, in South-Carolina, on the Second Anniversary of that Glo-
rious Era (Charlestdwn, S.C.: John Wells, 1778), pp. 6-7. 4.

*{Michacl-Guillaume Jean de Crévecocur] J. Hector St. John, Letrers
from an American Farmer; Describing Cerinin Provincial Situations,
Manners and Customs, not Gererally Known; And Conveying Some Idea
of the Late and Present Interior Circumstances of the British Colonies in
North America. Written for the Information of a Friend in England
(London: Thomas Davis, 1782), p. 52.

“"Willam Smith, “An Eulogium,” in Jobn Morgan, er al.. Fowr
Dissertations on'the Reciprocal Advantages of a Perpetual Union Between
Great-Britain and her American Colonies. Written for Mr. Sargent's
. Prize-Medal. To Which (By Desire) is Prefixed, An Eulogium, Spoken at

the Delivery of the Medal at the Public Commencement in the College of
Philadelphia, May 20th. 1776 (Philadelphia: William and Thomas B ad-
ford, 1776), p. 6, 1.
. ®{Varnum and Williams], “A Disputation,” 1769, p. 18.
v “'Thomas Pownall to James Bowdoin, Feb. 28, 1783, p. 4.
*“*Qur research on the idea of America as the home of liberty has been
aided considerably by three carlier studies: Cecil D. Eby, “*America as
Asylum: A Dual Image,” 4merican Quarterly, 14 (Fall 1963), 483-489;
John C. Rainbolt, **Americans’ Initial View of Their Revolution's Signifi-
cance For Other Peoples, 1776-1788," The Historian (May 1973), 418-
433. and Robert P. Hay, “The Liberty Tree: A Symbol for American
Patriots,” Quarterly Journal of Speech, 55 (Dec. 1969), 414-424. Paul C.
Nagel has studied the symbols of the American union in a manner similar
‘to the present investigation of America as the “home of liberty™; see his
One Nation Indivisible: The Union in American Thought, 1776-1861
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1964), especially pp. 210-231.
*John Winthrop, “A Modell of Christien Charity [1630)," O/d South
Leaflets. No. 207 (Boston: Old South Association, n.d.), p. 18.
“Lovell, Orgtion, 1771, p. 7, Warren, Oration. 1775, p. 6; also see Lo-
vell, Oration, 1771, p. 13; and Parsons, Freedom, 1774, p. 11.
*Noble, Some Strictures, 1175, p. 21; also see Warren, Oration, 1772,
p-7
“Warren, Oration. 1772, pp. 17-18; also sce Dawes, Oration, 1781, p.
19.
*“[Danicl Leonard), Letter from *"Massachusettensis,” Massachusetts
Gazetie and Boston Post-Boy, Dec. 19, 1774, p. 2
'“West, Sermon. 1776, pp. 57-58; Hichborn, Oration, 1777, p. 15;
Lathrop, A Discourse, 1778, p. 9; also see Samuel Webster, 4 Sermon
Preached Before the Honorable Council and the Honorable House of

43




-~

Represematives of the State of Massachusetts-Bay in New-England, at
Boston. May 28, 1777 Being the Anniversary for the Election of the
Honorable Council (Boston: Edes & Gill, 1777) p. 26.

'*Thomas Paine, Common Sense: Addressed 1o the Inhabitants of
America, on the Following Interesting Subjects. . Of the Origin and
Design of Government in General, With Concise Remarks on the English
Constitution. Il. Of Monarchy and Hereditary Succession. Ill. Thoughts
on the Present State of American Affairs. IV. Of the Present Ability of
America. with Some Miscellaneous Reflections (Philadelphia: R. Bell,
1776), p. 60. '

"*Sherwood, The Church’s Flight. 1776, Pp. 5-6; and a letter To the
Citizens of Philadelphia™ from “Anglus Americus™ [Charles Lee} in the
Pennsylvania Journal, June 29, 1774. : :

'***Crévecocur, Letters From an American Farmer, p. 52; Warren, Ora-
tion, 1772, pp. 17-18; Mason, Oration. 1780, p. 23.

'“Noble, Some Strictures, $775, p. 26.

*"*Thomas Paine, Common Sense, p. 39; {Samuel Adams], Letter from
“An American” to the Earl of Carlisle, o1 of. in the Worcester Massa-
chusetis Spy, July 16, 1778, reprinted in The Writings of Samuel Adams,
ed. Harry Alonzo Cushing (New York: G. P. Putnam's Sons, 1908), IV,
29-30; Continental Congress, Observations on the American Revolution
Published According to a Resolution of Congress, by their Cammiteee.
For the Consideration of Those Who are Desirous of Comparing the
Conduct of the Opposed Parties and the Several Consequences Which
Have Grow:: From It (Philadelphia: Styner and Cist, 1779), p. 122.

'*Lovell, Oration. 1771, p. 18: also see Mason, Oration, 1780, p. 19.

'’Dawes, Oration, 1781, p. *. : :

'“Warren, Oration, 1772, pp. 16-17.

'“Thacher, Oration. 1776, p. 14; Austin Oration, 1778, p. 14; also see
Dawes, Oration. 1781, pp. 7-8.

""*Dawes, Oration. 1781, p. 8. Warren, Oration, 1775, p. 18; and
. [Francis Hopkinson]. a song from “Bob Jingle,” first published in the
Fennsyivania Gazette, April 4, 1778, p. 2, and reprinted in the Pennsyl-
~vania Packet, April 8, 1775, p. 4, and the Penns yivania Evening Post, June
30. 1778, p. 210

"'"Thacher, Oration. 1776, p. 14; Warren, Qration, 1172, p. 17; Dawes,
Oration, 1781, pp. 7-8, _

'?Arthur M. Schlesinger, “Liberty Tree: A Genealogy,” New England
- Quarterly. 25 (Dec. 1952), 437-438. )

"' 'William Smith, *An Eulogium," pp. 6, 11. i

"“Thomas Jeflerson, Writings of Thomas Jefferson, ed. Albert Ellery
Bergh (Washington: The Thomas Jefferson Memorial Association, 1903),
VI, 373; Boston Gazette. March $, 1770, p. 2; and Boston Evening Pos:,
March S, 1770, p. 3. : '




*Church, Oration, 1773, p. 10; and Austin, Oration, 1778, p. 8. Note
that Austin describes liberty as transplanted from heaven and thereby
avoids the difficulty of explaining how a twig from the rotting tree of
Bnitish liberty could be planted in America without carrying the disease of
its parent. Others, including Thomas Paine, overcame this contradiction.
by planting the tree in America during the settlement period, before the
Bntish parent had become hopelessly corrupt. Bernard Bailyn summarizes
this approach in his ldeological Origins of the American Revolution: *'the
transformation had been made from the undefiled branch of the nation,
strong, healthy, brimming with the juices of liberty, and it had been placed
in a sl perfect for its growth™ (p. 83).

tefohn Warren, An Oration Delivered July 4. 1783, at the Request of
the Inhabitants of the Town of Buston; in Celebration of the Anniversary
of American Independence (Boston: John Gill, 1783), p. 30; and Jonathan
1. Austin, An Oration Delivered July 4, 1786, at the Request of the In-
habitants of the Town of Boston. in Celebration of the Anniversary of
American Independence (Boston: Peter Edes, 1786), p. 1 1.

" {Thomas Paine}, “The Liberty Tree,”” Newport [R.1.) Mercury, Sept.
11, 1775, p. 4; the poem was reprinted in the Pennsylvania Ledger, Aug.
12, 1775, p. 4; the Worcester Massachusetts Spy or American Oracle of
Liberty, Sept. 6, 1775, p. 4. and the' Pennsvivania Evening-Post, Sept. 16,
1775, p. 421.

"Warren, Oration. 1772, p. I8

‘Austin, Oration, 1778, p. 14; Mason, Oration, 1780, p. 2I;
Hopkinson, = An Address to the American Philosophical Society.” p. 360;
and Rutledge. “Specch to Both Houses,” p. 327. Also see Thomas Jef-
ferson to Richard Price, March 21, 1785, in the Papers of Thomas Jef-

ferson. ed. Julian P Bovd. ef al. (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1S3y, VI, 83 :

""Winthrop, A Modell of Christian Charity,” p. 20.

“'Lovell, Oration, 1771, pp. 18-19; Minot, Oration, 1782, pp. 12-13, 10;
and Dawes, Oration, 1781, p. 22

122

‘Louis Sebastein Mercicr,, De la Litterature et des Litterateurs
(Yverdon, 1778), p. 19, quoted in Durand Echeverria, Mirage in the West:
A History of the French Image of American Society to 1818 (1957; pt.
New York: Octagon Books, Inc. 1966). p. 77.

i2tScholars continue to debate whether the American war for inde-
pendence promoted a true social and economic revolution within the
Anierican states. See, for example, William H. Nelson's essay, “The
Revolutionary Character of the American Revolution,” 4American His-
torical Review, 70 (July 1965), 998-1014. Thirteen scholarly articles in this
dispute are conveniently collected in The American Revolution: How

-

.‘. 4 0




1

Revolutionary Was l1” ed. George Athan Billias (New York: Holt,
Rinehart and Winston, 1965).

'*Crévecoeur, Letters From an American Farmer, p. 5L

**'See Professor J. H. Plumb's provocative essays on the way men have
used their knowledge and perception of the past to reinforce their political,

) Social. and moral beliefs. The Death of the Past (Boston: Houghton Mif-
* flin, 1971, :




CHAPTER 1]

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE

With the final frustration of British arms, political ties with the
mother country were at last severed. Through the years of struggle the
" Revolutionary orators had created an independent American, who saw
himself as uniquely blessed and viewed his new land as especially called to
greatness. The spokesmen for revolution had justified ‘the unprecedented
experiment at self-government by erecting a tightly interwoven set of ideas
that we have called an ideology. This ideology was essential not only in es-
tablishing but also in maintaining and"strengthening the American cthos.
As Lord Cornwallis sent his aide to hand over th= General's sword to the
vidorious’ American rebels, the British regimentsl bands played “The
World Turned Upside Down.”” And so it must have secemed to most of the
people of the carth, used to the virtually untrammeled exercise of royal
and aristocratic power. Traditional authority was knocked into a colonial
cocked hat, and the actions of this new nation could be justified and judged
only by the new set of standards it had made for itself.

Thevideology once developed, the function of rhetoric then became one
of reinforcing the declared values and applying the ideology to givea
contexts—both to rationalize and inspire. From the beginning and
throughout American history the ideology was to perform a conservative
function. The past, and the image of the new country that it had produced,
were to become the foundation for the future. Americans liked to talk of
their political adventure as an “experiment,” and continued to pride
themselves on their pragmatic spirit, so different from the factious rigidity
of the European ideclogue who grew up amidst the decay of kingly domi-
nance. Nevertheless, ‘Americans did have a basic set of ideas to inform
their perceptions, and a deluge of oratory was devoted to using and inter-
preting those ideas as a means of preserving institutions and insuring
‘political and social continuity.

A natural vehicle for carrying on this function was provided by the occa-
sion marking the assumption and regular transfer of constitutional power.
The new American ideology, to which the Revolution had given birth, w.
to be a major rhetorical staple of the Inaugural Addresses of Presidents.
First, however, a pattern for the Inaugural Addresses themselves had to be
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~ set. From the circumstances of the first inaugurals there emerged a rhe-.

toricat form. The settings in which the rhetoric took place, the events
which preceded them, and the Presidents’ responses to both those factors,
resutted inrepideictic addresses "¢l suited as ideological conveyances.

On the morning of the 30th of April, 1789, the United States Senate de-
bated the proper protocol to be followed in receiving the nation's first
President. John Adums supposed that the newly-sworn Chief Executive
would addréss the Congress. and much discussion over procedures ensued:
Should the Senate, for example, sit or stand? British precedents were
brought up. Mr. Lee informed the Senators that the Lords sat and the
Commons stood during the speech from the throne; Mr. zard, who had

- often observed Parliament, pointed out that such was the case because

there were not seats enough for the Commons. Mr. Adams had often been
to -Parliament, too, hut there were so many spectators he could not re-
member exactly how it was. For his part, Mr. Carrol declared that it
should not make any difference how it was done in Great Britain. Without
resolving the issue. the Senate then turned its attention to the propes way
to receive the House of R cpresentatives, but before this could be settled
the Speaker and the K¢ csentatives \Kcre tntroduced and entered the
chamber where they joined their fellow legislators in waiting an hour and |
ten minutes for the President.: \

Finally, George Washington arrived and 'was seated bétween the Vice-
President and the Speaker. Vice-President Adam$ next conducted the
President to a balcony where Chancellor Livfngston of New York
administered the cath before the cheering crowds. The party returped to

* the Senate chamber where Congressinen, standing after all, heard the

Presideat’s short address. -
Senator William Muclay of Pennsylvania observed that “this first of

- men had read off his address in the plainest manner.” * The President’s

secretary, Tobias Lear. reported that Washington was “‘heard with eager
and marked attention™: Fisher Ames noted: “it was a very touching
scene. .. . His aspect grave, almost to sadness; his modesty, actually shak-
ing; his votce deep, a little tremulous. and so low as to call fot close atten-
tion™; in all, the performance “produced emotions of the most affecting
kind upon the members.”+ Whatever else they might have thought, all
would have agreed that the event was an important and solemn one, that
influenced future addresses and the ceremony surrounding them. The
Inauguration was clearly an “‘occasion™; it called for a rhetoric more
stately than partisan, more ceremonial than deliberative.

Washington's sccond address was the bricfest inaugural statement, little
more than 130 words. * When, in 1797, it was John Adams’ turn to take the
vath. the new President felt so unwell and agitated after having spent a
sleepless aught that he feared he might faint and “was in great doubt
whether to say anything or not besides repeating the ocath.”¢ He did,
however. give his speech and the precedent was strengthened.
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Four years later, after a harsh campaign and an unseemly electoral
struggle in the House of Representatives with his own running mate,
Thomas Jefferson firmly set the tone for Inuugural Addresses when he

asserted that “every difference of opinion is not a difference of principal,”

and that “*we are all Republicans, we are all Federalists.”” " The appearance
of harmony was marred somewhat since the outgoing Federalist President
and recently defeated candidate, John Adams. declined to attend the cere-

‘mony installing his successor. Nevertheless, the achievement of—or at
Heast the expresston of —unity above party was established as the standard

tor inaugural rhetoric. There was certainly to be no rhetoric of personal
vindication, no scorn to be heaped on political enemies, no demands for
concrete political and social action. Clearly, unity was paramaunt, revenge
was eveised, and the triumph proclaimed was to be the triumph of the
American system of government. Such a form assured that ideology would
dominate.

Certatnly, by the trie the ifth President of the United States took the

“oath of office on March 3. 1817, there had been established by **venerable

example™ the practice of explaining “‘the princ:ples which would govern™
the new Chief Executive’s Administration. * These statements of principles

“rose above party differences and emphasized fundamental beliefs shared

by ncarly all Americans. As did Jumes Montoe, so did all his successors
honor the custom. In 1960 John Kennedy was to describe the event as “*not
a victory of & party. but a celebration of freedom ™ The inaugural dis-
course, an aftermath of often-times fervid partisanship and bitter rivalry,
was to become a traditional rhetorical form aimed at restoring harmony
and reinforang mutual salues.

A principal rhetonal strategy that emerged in the addresses was one
that emphasized the sanction of the past. For the ideology to be instru-
mental in conserving un American cthos, it had consistently to be related
to the past out of which it grew. “Unity,” with all its symbolic implications
stemmung from the concerted action of the disparate colonies, was the
stated gual, and the language of unity became the language of continuity
and continuty was furthered by rhetorical use of the ideology. The
pressures of the moment can readily be seen exerting themselves in the ad-
dresses, but, even so, the effort was clearly made to translate the present
into the enduring. to unify not only the factions of the day but the spirit of
the nation withits own past. In such a situation the influence of funda-
mental ideas generated by the Revolution was felt. The past impelled the
future; its sanction was to be sought and the force of its momentum to be
maintained. The Inaupural Addresses institutionalized, even hallowed, the
Revolutionary spirit, venerating the founding fathers and what they had
created, worshipping the past as the doctrine which should direct national
behavior and aspiration. This sanctified past was a touchstone; it became
both the justification and the inspiration for the present.
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Speakers chose language carefully to identify themselves as legitimate
successors to the Revolution. And as the Revolution slipped into history,
its passing was marked and the ideology began tg be institutionalized. By
1821 James Monrue recognized that the leadership was shifting from those
“*whose names are so much more censpicuously identified with our Revo-
lution,” than was his, “*and who contributed so preeminently to its suc-
cess.” " It was left to his successor, the sixth President of the United
States, John Quincy Adams, to proclaim that the founding and consolida-
tion of the new American republic was “*the work of our forefathers.™ !t
Twelve years later President Van Buren announced the end of an era. He
said in 1837: “Unlike all who have preceeded me. the Revolution that gave
us existence as one people was achieved at the period of my birth; and.

whilst | contemplate with grateful reverence that memorable event, | feel:
that T helong to a later age and that [ may not expect my countrymen to .
weigh my actions with the same kind and partial hand.” '* While none of

the seven men who had held the office before Van Buren would have al-

ways described their countrymen as “'kind and partial.” none the less the '

Revolute o became, by Van Buren's inauguration, most decidedly “‘the
past.”

Orators, then, were at pans to remind their audicnce of the Revolu-
tionary past. “From the experience of the past,” John Quincy Adams ob-
served. “we derive instructive lessons for the future.” ! Upon taking the
vith, the new Presidents were consistently eager to buttress their principles
with the blessings of history, William Henry Harrison developed his long
address with..numerous cxamples from antiquity,'s and he apparently
would have included even more references to the Roman Republic had not

Danicl Webster, who insisted upon helping the President-elect write the .

speech, intervened and disposed of “two Roman Emperors.” The Whig
vrator, through his editing efforts, also *killed seventeen Roman pro-
consuls as dead as smelts.” ' Harrison, however, was an exception in his
tondness for extended classical allusion. Most Presidents relied on the
Argerican past to justify and sanctify their proposed courses of action.
During the three decades before the Civil War the signs of strain on the
bonds of union between the states were becoming apparent and alarming.
National leaders seemed incapable of relaxing the tensions between the
North and South, but nevertheless the presidential orators tried to combat
sectionalism with an appeal to unity based on a common past. Martin Van
Buren and Franklin Pierce afford two good examples. In the election of
IX36 Martin Van Buren publicly declared that the abolition of slavery in
the District of Columbia without the approval of the slave-holding states
“would violat: the spirit of that compromise of interest which lies at the
basts of our social compact * In his letter to North Carolinians apprehen-
sive of his views on slavery, Van Buren assured them of his belief that abo-
lition **could not be done without imminent peril, if not certain destruc-

..
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tion, to the umon of the fs‘tatcs."”‘ In his Inaugural Address President Van
Buren extolled the “suctess that has attended our great evperiment.” But
if the experiment was lo continue to prosper, the old rules must apply.
Since the perpetuity) of our institutions depends on ourselves,” the
maintenance of princ hles “upon which they were established™ would en-
able them “to confér their benefits on countless generations yet to
come.”'" Franklin Pigrce, sixteen years later, when the gap had widened
and hostilities intensified, maintained that the solution to problems would
come through emafution of the compromising spirit of the founding
fathers " The founders of this Republic,™ he argued, “dealt with things as
they were presented to them, in g spirit of self-sacrificing patriotism, and,
4 time has proved, with a comprehensive wisdom which it will always be
safe for us to comult ™ * For Pierce, history was “replete with instrug-
ton,” * and it taught that the Federal government should **confine itself to
the exercise of powers clearly granted by the Constitution.”™ ™

Hetween Van Buren and Pierce each new President appealed to the non-
partisan, non-sectivnal interests of Americans to save the union. William
Henry Harrison reminded his histeners that “of all the great interests
which appertain to our country, that of union . . . is by far the most im-
portant.” - and James Polk thought that even to contemplate the destruc-
tion of the “glotious Unton™ would be “moral treason.” -* Zachary Taylor
relied on the “enlightened patriousm™ of Congress to be conciliatory in
order “'to perpetuate that Union.™” This, he urged. “should be the
paramount object of our hope and affections.” "' But, undoub:dly,
Pierce’s was the most impassioned panagyric:

Wath the U mon my best and dearest carthly hopes are entwined. Without it
what are we indinadually or Coblectively What hecomes of the noblest field
ever opencd tor the advancement of vur race 10 relynion, in gosernment, in the
arts. and anoall that denifies and adorns mankind” From that radiant
vomtelation whick both dlunines our own wav and points cut to struggling
thatiens their course, let but a sinele star be lost, and,f there be not vtter dark-
ness, the luster of the whole ss dimmed. 10 0s with me an carnest and vital
helict that as the Umon has been the source, under Providence, of our pros-
penty to this time. soat s the surest pledpe of a continuance of the blessings

we have enpoved, and which we are sacrediv bound to transmit undiminished
to our (hidren ¢ '

v

James Buchanan, speaking four years after Pierce, dg;paired over the
slavery agitation and called on ““every Union-loving man® to suppress it. **
But 1t was left to Lincoln to pronaunce the most striking allusion to the
past as he called upon his fellow citizens to remember yesterday's common
triumph and sacrifice; “The mystic chords of memory, stretching from
every battleficld and patriot grave to every living heart and hearthstone all
over this broad land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union, when again
touched. as surely they will be. by the better angels of our nature.*
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The union, of course, was for a time shattered by civil war, and the
darker forces of our nature surfaced. The Presidents’ appeals to the past as
a bulwark of unity ultimately faited to overcome competing interests and
Passions, but the basic strategy of exhorting their listeners to look to his-
tory as the fount of wisdom was considered a sound one.

The past was not the sole possession of the Presidents. and it could be
. argued that the sanction of Union was weakened not only by economie
interests and political passions, but also by competing visions of the past.
Others struggled to capture the roots of the American ideology. To the
abolitionists, for example, the American past was a struggle for individual
liberty over slavery; to them. our history was founded upon the words: “all
men are created equal.” Frederick Douglass reminded his audience in his

INSY Fourth of July oratioi: that the ideals of the American Revolution
were “'saving principles’: but through slavery—"The great sin and shame
of America'" —America had made herself “false to the past, false to the
present, and | false to the future " A Union with slavery, Douglass
remarked un an earbier occasion, was an “unholy Union™—*a covenant
with death, an agreement with hell.”” Secession, he argued, ought to be
welcomed, for when it came “our k:nd will rise up from an incubus; her
brightness shall reflect aganst the sk y and shall become the beacon light of
liberty in the Western world  She shall then, indeed, become the ‘land of
the free and the home of the brave.” **** To the southern secessionist, on the
other hand. America’s past was the struggle of the colonies for liberty
from a powerful and arbitrary central government. Speaking. on Wash-
ington’s birthday in 1862 1n the shadow of a4 monument honoring the first
Presdent, Jefferson Davis proclaimed that the C onfederacy would at-
tempt “to per.«‘uate the principles of our Revolutionary fathers.” The
American experunent, he explained, “*had been perverted™ by the *“Federal
Executive.”” Secession was the only act which could allow southerners to
be faithful to the Revolutionary patriots—*to show ourselves worthy of
the inheritance bequeathed to us =" ™

Despite such competing visions of the past. the Inaugural Addresses of
the United States served a central role in our national deliberations.
Essentially epideictic in nature, such ceremontal discourse reinforced the
value of national unity, functioning to “increase the intensity of adherance
to certain values which might not be contested when considered on their
own, but may nevertheless not prevail against other values that might
come into conflict with them ™ * The struggle to control the past, thus, was
also a struggle to control the perceptions of the present and to influence
‘the shape of the future. Inaugural rhetoric reinforced the conservative na-
ture of the Amenican ideology by an argumentative chain that linked the
nationahist past with present, and by stylistic choices that drenched current
practice it colors of nationahsm.

The new Presidents sought consistently to legitimize their cause by
resorting to the authonty of the past, to their interpretation of the past. As
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Andrew Jackson saw it, his “sacred duty™ was to preserve the Union, the
dissolution of which would result in the “loss of liberty, of all good govern-
ment, of peace. plenty, and happiness. . . """ During the period preced-
ing the Civil War, the Presidents sought to becorhe guardians, even
masters, of the ideology by standing as champions of the Union, the over-
riding svmbol of all that was sacred to the American nation. As Polk
maintained, he who would threaten the Union would “extinguish the fire
of hberty *°* The sppeals to preserve the Union, held in the Inaugural Ad-
dresses to be fundamental an-! sanctified by the past, were the moral basis
for imphat but clear arguicents—such as Van Buren's that Congress
should notabolish slavers tn the Disirict of Culumbia, or as Polk's that the
impending admission of Texas should not be attacked by sectional op-
ponents, of & Buchanan's that abolitionist agitation should stop. It does
not follow that all arguments resting on the authority of the past are
sumilar . tor example, Buchanan™s cautions and strictures are certainly not
those of Lincoln, vet both turn to the past as they call for the preservation
of the Umon ** The arbitrament of the sword™ settled the immediate issue,
but the spartt of the past was stll considered a potent source of potential
influence While appeals to the past might not always succeed in guiding
the present  Amencans, revertheless, continued to consult their national
past 10 order to understand the present In his Second Inaugural Address, I
Abrasham 1incoln invoked the concept of America as God's promised land |
in order to explain the Coal War Despite their favored treatment, Lincoln |
noted. Americans had otfended God with the peculiar institution of ;
slasers “He gives to buth North and South this terrible war,” Lincoln
explained, as the woe due to those by whom the offense came.”™ l
The Civil War did not alter the veneration of the past nor did it sig-:
nificantly change the rhetorical strategy. A survey of the post-war
Inaugurals would show such veneration to be as potent as ever. Consider,
for example. a samphing of addresses from Garfield to Eisenhower. After
the “supreme tnal” President Garfield said, “The Union emerged . . . pu-
nified and made stronger. . Indeed, the result of the war was seen asia
vindication of the principles underlying the rhetoric, and consequentlyi it
reinforced the rhetoncal approach. Garfield's successor. Grover Cleve-
fand, imagined that we had survived as a nation because of our devotion to
the principles ““launched by the founders of the Republic and consecrated
by Licir prayers and patriotic devotion.” * Benjamin Harrison looked to
the heroes of the Revolution for inspiration and guidance.* and William
McKinley's optimism was shaped by historical example, for *the prophets
of evil were not the builders of the Republic.” V" Theodore Roosevelt ac-
knowledged that the problems of the new twenticth century were not the
same as those faced by the founding fathers, but that the spirit in whith the
solutions were to be -undertaken remained essentially unchanged,| **We
have faith,” he exuberantly proclaimed, “‘that we shall not prove false to
the memories of the men of the mighty past. They did their work. They left
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us the splendid heritage we now erjoy. “ And in a rare burst of metaphor
Calvin Coolidge asserted, *We must frequently take our bearings from
those fixed stars of our political firmament if we expect to hold a true
course, * adding that “if we examine carefully what we have done, we can
determine the more accurately what we can do.” * In his First Inaugural
Address, General Dwight D. Eisenhower attributed the process of peaceful
pohiical change in America to “our dedication and devotion to the pre-
cepts of our founding documents > o

The dedication to the past led Presidents to argue that their own pro-

posals were consistent with the spirit, the aspirations, and the principles of
the American experience. Through direct analogy and stylistic and
structural parallelism, the speakers sought to form the audience’s percep-
tion of the present as an extension of the lauded and laudable past.
Benjamin Harrison, for example, took a rather tortuous route to identify
the protective tariff with the patnotism of the founders whose energics
were “directed toward the duty of equipping the young Republic for the
defense of its independence by makng its people self-dependent.”” What
was oceurring at the end of the nineteenth century, Harrison argued, was a
“revival . of the same patri otic interest in the preservation and develop-
ment of domestic industries,” and thus “it is not a departure but a return
we have witnessed. ™ ¢ At the ime of the dramatic and Jevastating crises of
the thirties and early forties, Frankhn Roosevelt callco upon the past for
support and insprrstion. On that cold, troubled day in March 1933 when
he took the oath, the new President asserted that “this great nation will
endure as 1t has endured * Our lot was not as bad as that of those who had
gone hefore: “Compared with the perils which our forefathers conquered
hecause they beheved and were not afraid. we have still much to be thank-
ful for ** It was “'the spint of the American pioneer™ that was called for.
In s Second Inaugural Address President Roosevelt, re-elected in a stun-
mng victory over Governor Alfred Landon of Kansas. used the past to fe-
gitemize the actions of his first administ, stion. The Republican Platform
of 1936 began with the alurming proclamation: **America is in peril.” It
was made clear that the penil resulted from “the New Deal Administration
fwhich] has dishonored Amenican traditions. . . " The Republican Party
invited all Americans ““to join us in defense of American institutions."* 4!
Roosevelt, far from admitting to the violation of institutions in a time of )
emergency. argued that in the actioss of the previous four years “we
Americans. were discovering no wholly new truth: we were writing a new
charier in our book of self-government.” What was done had been true to

~hastoric instinet.” since “the Constitution of 1787 did not make our
democracy impotent,” and we were able to re..ct to the crisis without per-
verting democracy  The founding fathers, Roosevelt argued, had “es-
tabhished the Federal Government in order to promote the general welfare
and secure the blessings of liberty to the American people. Today we evoke
thuse samé powers of government to achieve the same objectives, 4
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While history was used fundamentally in the-Inaugural Addresses as a
conservative bulwark, it was not always used to support similar policies.
The rhetorical strategy of identification with the past was the saine, but the
ghosts of the fathers could be conjured up to support antithetical concepts:
isolationism and intérnationalism, for example. In the wake of American
rejection of the League of Nations following World War |, Warren Hard-
ing scemed to voice the sentiment of a nation longing for “normalcy.”
Extolling **the wisdom of the inherited policy of non-involvement in Old
World affairs,” Harding asserted that an America built “*on the founda-
tion laid by the inspired fathers, can be a party to no permanent military
alliance. It can enter into no political commitments. nor assume any eco-
nomic obligations which will subject our decisions to_any other than our
own authority.” ** Forty years later, with isolationism discredited and
America totally commutted to world leadership, John Kennedy told the
American people that “the same revolutionary beliefs for which our fo-
rebears fought are still at issue Around the globe™ and reminded them that
“we are the heirs of that first revolution.” it was precisely because of this
“ancient heritage™ that the new generation of Americans was “*unwilling,
to witness or permit the slow undoing of those human rights to which this
Nation has always been committed, and to which we are committed wday
at home and around the world.”

There can be little doubt that the past has had a strong hold on our
collective imagination. Inaugural rhetoric, resulting as it does from an
ordered ceremonial occasion, shaped by precedent and designed to em-
phasize continuity . ts bound to reflect a sense of history. The rhetoric rein-
forces a particularly American self-perception—that this nation was
founded on correct, even perfect, principles, and adherence to the founding
dictates is the surest course. “The heart of every citizen must expand with
joy when he reflects how near our government has approached to perfec-
tion,” James Monroe proudly stated. He unquestionably believed, as did
generations of Americans, “that in respect to it [the Government} we have-
no essential improvement to make.” 4” [t is quite evident that the past, cer-
tainly to the extent that the Inaugural Addresses reveal, lays a heavy hand
on the present. If perfection was to be attained, purity and orthodoxy
would move hand in hand to prevent deviation from original principles.
The result of the. American Revolution and the consolidation which
followed 1t was a stable. orderly government. From our Revolutionary
heritage. therefore, it was even possikle to construct, as did Warren Hard-
ing, a repudiation of revolution itsel.. ‘If revolution insists upon overturn-
ing established order,” he said in 1921, “let other people make the tragic
experiment. There is no place for it in America.”” Were we to be so
threatened, America would “unfurl the flag of law and order and renew
our consecration.’ ** There can be little argument that the revolutionary
ancestors could be used to bolster established institutions. The conserva-
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tives assuredly captured the ideology and attempted in the fnaugurals to
harness its power. :

- Of course, the conservative funétion was not always to protect, un-
changed. the starus quo. as Frankhn Roosevelt's use of the past to legiti-
mize experimentation illustrates. Nor does the American inheritance
prescribe the strict adherence to fixed policies. The contradictory interna-
tional views of Harding and Kennedy, each fairly representative of his

-time, suggest that founding precepts are just flexible enough to support
conflicting popular notions. Whether the past is used for good or evil,
whether te legitimize change, sanction the szarus quo. or dignify reaction,
it 18 & potentially moving force; the rhetoric of the new Presidents clearly
points to a belief in its potency. FDR's Third Inaugural Address affords an
excellent example of the rhetorical use of the march of history; the paralle-
hsm of style mirrors the parallel national development and national
challenges that Roosevelt saw. As America was drawn more swiftly
toward the vortex of world war, the President told Americans:

On cach national day ot inaururaton since 1759, the people have renewed
thair sense ot dedication to the U mited States.

An Washington's dav the task of the people was to create and weld together
2 Natien

In Bincoln's day the task of the people was to preserve that Nation from
destruction trom within

In thes das the task of the people 1s to save the Nation and its institutions
tromn destruction trom withouat *°

“The American people stand firm in the faith which has inspired this Na-
tion from the beginning.”” Harry Truman said, and added. **from this faith
we will not be moved. ™ o

The faith was influenced by the past and, perhaps more importantly, by
contemporary perceptions of the past. So while the conservative rhetoric
of the Inaugural Addresses attempted generally to bring to bear the
prestige of the past in attacking contemporary problems, it specifically
employed and exploited the influential ideas that the discourse of the
Revolution had generated. Thus, the cluster of ideas that we have called an
ideology may be seen as a major resource for rhetorical invention—as the
source of criteria ready to be adapted to fit the country's needs as the
Presidents saw them. ;

Let us consider this thesis in the light of the ideology. It was the
professed conviction of the Revolutionary leaders that God's special
mterest in North America was manifest: “No people can be bound to ac-
knowledge and adore the Invisible Hand which conducts the affairs of men
more than those of the United States.” *' George Washington's first ad-
dress was deeply colored by the conviction that Americans were God's
chosen people. He was sure that “every step by which they have advanced

"
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to the character of an independent nation seems to have been distinguished
by some token of providential agency,” and certainly the peaceful settle-
ment of a new goverament, when compared with the way most govern-
ments were established. was deserving of “pious gratitude.” *? The new
Constitution was, 1n a sense, legitimized by the Almighty. Washington
would surely not be the last President to see divine intervention in the ac-
complishment of measures of which he approved.

That Americans were umiquely blessed was constantly and consistently
reaffirmed by the Presidents. The Inaugural Addresses are not. nor are
they expected to be. replete with “‘evidence™ in the traditional sense.
Imsicad. vne of the means whereby general principles are supported in the
speeches s through the eftort to identily them with God's will. This is
sometimes accomphished by the use of the example of history—the suc-
cesful revoluton—and sometimes merely by assertion. The Revolu-
tionary Americans may be seen to have done their work well: God's favor
finally became a given truth John Adams believed that “an overruling

Providence had so wgnally protected the country from the first™;
and Thomas Jefferson resorted to a tavorite Biblical allusion: he spoke of
that **Being who led our tathers, as Israel of old, from their native

land and planted them 1n a2 country flowing with all the necessaries and
vomforts of hte ¢ Throughout the first half of the nineteenth century the
idea persisted in the Inaugural Addresses that God had particularly laid
his hand on the new Amernican nation. Both Madison and Monroe chose
the word “conspicuous” to describe the pature of God's blessing. ** John
Quincy Adams spoke as his father did of an “overruling Providence™ and
wis sure that = “except the L ord keep the ity the watchman waketh but in
vain.” " And so it went with Jackson offering prayers to the Almighty
Being “who has kept us in his hands from the infancy of our Republic - -
the preseit dayv,”™ " Van Buren hoping “for the sustaining support of an
cver-watchtul and beneficent Providence,”** William Henry Harrison
looking to “that good Being . . . who watched over and prospered the
fabor of our fathers,” ™ Polk invoking the aid of the *Almighty Ruler of
the Umverse” in guarding “this Heaven-favored land,™* Taylor asking
for **a continuance of the same protecting care which has led us from small
beginnings to the cminence we this day occupy.™*' and Pierce expressing
the wish “that the kind Providence which smiled upon our fathers may
enable their children to preserve the blessing they have inherited.***? And
ax.the storm clouds gathered Buchanan beseeched the American people to
lend their support in perpetuating “the richest political blessings which
Heaven has ever bestowed upon any nation.”*!

Over and over the conviction was voiced that Americans were unigue.
Giod had smiled parucularly upon us, resulting naturally in a system which
would attain “the highest degree of perfection of which human institutions
are capable 7t By rhetonical extension, the belief in divine favoritism

- tended to support the conviction that what God had uniquely blessed was
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uniquely good. He had “preserved to us institutions far exceeding in ex-
cellence those of any other people,” Harrison said in 184} .°* President
Buchanan was confident that since Providence had made possible “the
most perfect form of government and union ever devised by man,” Provi-
dence would not suffer it to perish.* And even with secession a reality,
Lincoln still adhered to the belief that difficulties could be adjusted
through a *fimm reliance on Him who has never yet forsaken this favered
land.”

The Civil War was a4 profoundly shattering national experience. Ab-
raham Lincoln observed ruefully that “the Almighty has His own pur-
poses.” and that the terrible scourge of war brought, as the Bible said it
would, “woe to that man by whom the offense cometh.'*** But though the
nation may have been punished for the sins of slavery, it was still to be ac-
knowledged as singularly favored of God. Here the increasingly ingrained
nature of the ideology became a crucial factor in the rhetoric. Principally
through reiteration, speakers reminded the American people of their
divine clection. Again such a'rhetorical strategy seemed most likely to help
an audience adjust to the painful or the disconcerting. The ways of the
L.ord might be mysterious, but the audience was reminded that He was,
after all, furthering a divine scheme in their behalf. Grover Cleveland, for
example, professed: I know there is a Supreme Being who rules the af-
fairs of men and whose goodness and mercy have always followed the
American people.”* In his First Inaugural Address, William McKinley
opened with the statement that “our faith teaches us that there is no safer
rehance than upon the God of our fathers, who had so singularly favored
the American people in every national trial.” ™ In the twentieth century
there was hardly less conviction. Theodore Roosevelt asserted that our
achievements were the result of the circumstance that we were blessed by
the Giver of Good™:"* Warren Harding thought the founding fathers
div !y inspired and could see “God's intent” in the formation of “‘this
new-world Republic™; Franklin Roosevelt acknowledged simply that “‘the
Almighty God has blessed our land in many ways.™ "2

By extension, another, aspect of God's bounty took on increased im-
portance. The early Presidents particularly talked of our “‘experiment™ as
the focus of world attention and. more, of international “admiration and
respect "t Increasingly. the success of this growing republican govern-
ment was viewed as (God's message to the world. Buchanan felt sure that
the government would not perish until it had performed the role Provi-
dence had 1n mind for it: namely. to be “*peacefully instrumental by its
example in the extension of civil and religious liberty throughout the
world.” "

Gradually, an interesting shift took place in the rhetoric, allowing for a
redefinition of the ides that America enjoyed God's special favor. As
God's chosen people. Americans embraced the notion that their nation
was the perfcftion of His handiwork. Quite likely influenced by the
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provess of secularization as well as growing American power and prestige,

the Presidents spoke more explicitly of America as the example for all

mankind to follow. At the same time, their statements became increas-
ingly imphait with regard to God's specific role in the nation's destiny:
President Grant was convificed that *“the civilized world is tending toward
republicanism . and that our own great Republic is destined to be the
gunding star for all others = Theodore Rousevelt was not one to minimize
America’s impuortance to “the welfare of mankind.” He was sure that if
America faled “the cause of free self-government throughout the world
will rock to its foundation "~ The Presidents of the twenticth century reaf-
firmed America’™s exemplary preeminence. Wilson saw our system as *‘a
madel for those who seck to set hiberty upon foundations that will endure™:
Harding prophesied that “when the Governmeénts of the earth shall have
estabhished 4 freedom hike our own'* warfare would cease: he saw America
as Can nspinng example of freedom and civilization to all mapkind.” "’
Coohdge beheved that ““what America is and what America has done . . .
nspires the heart of all humamity % And the ill-fated Herbert Hoover,
standing on the brink of economic disaster, held America up as the most
developed country 1 the world In a prideful flight made bitterly ironic by
history, Hooaver declared

Ours v Land rch an resoucces, stumulating in s plonious beauty; filled
with mlltens of happs homes, blessed with camtbart and opportunity. In oo
natton are the mstitubicny ot progress mere advanced  n no pabion are the
fruits ot avcamphishment more secure In no aation s the government more
worthy of respect Nocountry s more ke by ats people | have an abiding
trth o therr capaaty anteerity and high purpose, T have no fears for the fu-
ture ot our country Boas brieht with hope -

Depression and war may have jolted the American psyche, but they did
not destrov national confidence. And they decidedly did not convince
Presidents to abandon the tenet that had become a rhetorical staple. As
the final vear of World War I began, Franklin Roosevelt asserted that
God “has given our people stout hearts and strong arms with which to
strike mighty blows for freedom and truth. He has given to our country a
fath which has become the hope of all peoples in an anguished world. '™
At the war's end there was no question of America's leadership and in-
volvement in the atfars of the world. The faith was now shared: * The faith
we hold,” Dwight Fisenhower said, **helongs not to us alone, but to the
free of all the world ™ 1t was this faith, the faith of our American fathers,
that made us the awe-inspiring nation we were, that made “our produc-
tvaty the wonder of the world ™' And, despite the years of protest and
cnticism, the natonal ego projected by the Presidents remained unshat-
tered  Albert somewhat defensively, Richard Nixon was able to exhort
Amencans to be “proud that our system has produced and provided more
freedom and more abundance. more widely shared, than any other system
in the history of the world ™ 5./
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Americans finally came, in the post-war years, to see themselves as
much more than merely a nation worthy of emulation, but as the very sal-
vation of civilization. By 1973 President Nixon was to warn that “unless
we in America work to preserve freedom, there will be no freedom.”™¥? This
flattering self-concept. like the earlier notion that the American example
would help to reform " orrupt’™ Britain, carried enormous ramifications.
To be God's chosen people meant that Americans had to do His work in
the world; they had to save Europe from itself after the world wars and up-
hft heathen Asia. Such a view of the world could not allow for differing
perceptions of differing people. nor could ot accept shortcorhings in
international affairs as anything but moral failures.

Despite God's mysterious ways, the Presidents seemed clearly to discern
His hand in guiding the destiny of the new republic toward its end as a .
superpower. The rhetoric assumed, at times, a self-satisfied tone; speaking
- for all Americans, the Presidents were prone to remind themselves of, and

congratulate themselves on, their own granduer. There were, nevertheless,
> also moments of humility that seemed to be meant to save America from

hubris. Washington, convinced as he was that God had acted directly in
the affairs of the infant nation, did not see divine patronage as unqualified:

.. . the propitious smiles of Heaven can never be expected on a nation
. tnat disregards the eternal rules of order and right which Heaven itself has

ordained.” ** From time to time Presidents stressed the conditional nature

of Heavenly blessing. Benjamin Harrison testified to God's bounty in plac-
ing “upon our heads adiadem and . . . at our feet power and wealth.” Then
vame the warning: “But we must not forget that we can take these gifts
upon the condition that justice and mercy shall hold the reins of power and
that the upward avenues of hope shall be free to all peaple.” *s President

Taylor acknowledged the “protecting care™ of God and urged that the

country be deserving of its continuance by behaving with *“prudence and

moderation,” by assuaging bitterness. and by practicing *“just and liberal
principles.” * Lincaln sadly affirmed divine chastisement in his Second _

Inaugural Address. and Cleveland and McKinley both advised humility.*’
But it was Lyndon Johnson who put the idea directly and, in the light of
the national agony of the Vietnam War that followed, perhaps most
poignantly: *"But we have no promise from God that our greatness will
endure. . . . If we fail now, we shall have forgotten in abundance what we
learned in hardship: that democracy rests on faith, that freedom asks more
than it gives. and that the judgment of God is harshest on those who are
most favored. "«

. There can be little doubt that the Presidents believed that Americans
were unique Such an idea, planted in colonial New England soil and
germinated by revolution, grew to be indestructable. The idea was
modified. of course, over time and the special Heavenly protection scemed
to hé more ritualistically acknowledged in an increasingly secular state.
Even so. the rhetorical strategy that relied on identification between the
American and the divine mission, was only modified, not abandoned.
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America’s greatness became, itselt. evidence for its special role in the
world

Phe convicion that this courtey was “chosen out and foster'd by the
Almighty hand™ became deeply implanted in the American psvehe. * With
the uniqueness of God's tavor blended the uniqueness of the land itself, its
vastaess, s richness, ity seemingly endless potential for development.

- Under an overruling Providence that “delights in the happiness of man,”™
Amenica was described by Jefferson as “a chosen country, with room
cnough tor our descendants to the thousandth and thousandth genera-
tion " Just as the early Revolutionaries had envisioned a great republican
empire. the Presidents foresaw the steady growth of America, under a spe-
aial providence. in termitory, prestige, and power.

The second element in the ideotogical mix. the vision of America as a
rsing empire of hiberty, provided the Presidential orators with a major
theme for Inaugural chetoric as the new United States extended inexorably

" their sway from sea to sea. The empire concept was, however., to be
Severcly tested, and its role in the overall scheme of things hotly debated at
the end of the mincteenth centurs that debate will be examined in the
next chapter As the Inaugural Adgresses recounted the growth of the na-
tion, the development of the empir® as envisioned by the Revolutionary fo-
rehears wis not only pointed to witn pride, but was used as evidence that
the great dream was bemg fulfilled. When the Reverend Peter Thacher in
1776.questionad “*whether the rising empire of Americz shall be an empire
of staves or of freemen,” * he could scarcely have imagined the rate and
extent of the new nation’s growth. Such growth provided concrete evidence
bath ot God's bounty and America’s greatness, thus binding together two
strands of the ideology  Thomas Jefferson surveyed the scene at the begin-.
nmng of the new century and saw “ A rising nation spread over a wide and
frntful lund  advancing rapidly to distances beyond the reach of mortal
eve "0 In the vears that immediately followed, Jefferson was to promote
that udvance spectacularly with the purchase of the Louisiana Territory.

Fhe march of the flag was catalogued in some detail and not without
awe by succeeding Presidents. In his Second Inaugural Address James
Monroe reviewed the “physical attainments™ of the country from the time
“twenty-five vears ago.”” when “the river Mississippi was shut up and our
Western brethern had no outlet for their commerce.” By 1821 the river
was in Amencan hands, Lousiana on w.¢ wes! and Florida on the east

-ceded to the Umited States, new states had been admitted to the Union,
and the population had been “augmented in an astounding degree and
extended in every direction. "' In Monroe's view, “no countty was cver
happier with respect to its domain.” ¥4 No less impressed was Monroe's
stecessor. John Quincy Adams, who pointed out that since the adoption of
the Unued States Constitution a mere thirty-six years earlier, the nation's
population of four million had multiplied to twelve. “A territory bounded
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by the Mississippi,” Adams exuited, **has been extended from sea to sea.
New States have been admutted to the Union in numbers nearly equal to
those of the first Confederation.” Furthermore, while God may have given
His blessing, it was clear that Americans were quite capable of exploiting
advantages: “The furest has fallen by the axe of vur woodsmen: the soil
has been made to teem by the tillage of our farmers; our commerce has
whitened every ocean. The domination of man over physical nature has
been extended by the invention of our artists.” Twenty vears later James
Polk marveled that the number of states “igcreased from thirteen to
twenty-eight™ while the American population ‘expanded almost sevenfold
to twenty mullion. ** President after President noted the territorial expan-
ston and the increase of states in the Union Franklin Pierce's allusion to
the flag presaged the symbolic use of the stars and stripes to epitomize the
nation’s growth. “The stars upon your banner have become nearly
threefold their onginal number,™ he observed, as American **possessions
skirt the shores of the two great oceans "+

Prior to the Civil War such enumerations of the signs of expansion were
common. But such pointing with pride: was alloyed with a seemingly
necessary defense of expansion. Thomas Jefferson's dramatic acquisition
was generally approved and casily ratified by the Senate, although there
were doubts about the constitutionality of the action. During the 1804
campaign the Federalists criticized the President, refecring to him as the
“Emperor of Loutsiana,”” and poked fun at the **Mountain of Salt” said to
be found 1n the Purchase territory . But the princtpal apprehensions to
which Jefferson and his successors addressed themselves were the fears
that the extenston of ternitory would weaken the Union and that re-
publican government would prove incapable of maintaining its vigor when
sretched to cover such a wide area "Such notions, of course, were contrary )
to the glorious vision of a great republican empire, and this aspect of the
Arer1 ooy was used as support, and in turn was strengthened, in
Inaugural rhetore “But who can himit the extent to which the federative
principle may operate effectively ™ Jefferson asked. Far from endangering
" the Union, “The larger our association the less it will be shaken by local
passions  Perhaps of the most critical importance, however, was the ques-
tion of who our neighbors would be. Jefferson thought that surely it was
“hetter that the opposite bank of the Mississippi should be settled by our
own brethren and childeen than by strangers of another family "

Peniodically during the fiest half of the nineteenth century, the argument
that expansion would weaken Amenica was reviewed and each time laid to
rest. Martin Van Buren, for example, observed that although **our system
was supposed to be adapted only to boundries comparatively narrow.” the
Republic had. on the contrary, nisen in “power and influence . . . to a
height obvious to all mankind =™ ' By 1845 Polk “confidently believed
that our system may be safely extended to the uttermost bounds of our ter-
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ritorial limits, and that as it shall he extended the bonds of our Union, so
far from being weakened. will become stronger.”'** President Pierce
declared that *“the apprehension of danger from extended territory™ had
“proven to be unfounded™; his Administration would **not be controlled
by any timid forebodings of evil from expansion.™ ' Pzobably because the
United States had completed its continental acquisition by the time of his
Inauguration, Grant was the last President to mention explicitly the fear
“held by many as to danger of governments becoming weakened and
destroyed by reason of their expansion of territory.” When he defensively
mentioned his abortive attempt to annex “*Santo Domingo as a Territory
of the Umon.™ he revealed a vision of an ever-expanding American empire
which bordered on the hizarre, or at least the presumptuous. He professed
to hehieve “that our Great Maker is preparing the world, in His own good
time, to become one nation, speaking one language, and when armies and
navies will be no longer required™ - -a lingua and pax Americana that no
othier President brought himselt to envision in qoite the same way cven at
the height of American pretensions to world leadership. That such a state-
ment could be uttered by a Prevident in his most important national ad-
- dress reveals how protoundhy the ideology that emerged from the Revoly-
tonary rhetoric had shaped the perceptions and attitudes of the American
- audience

The spread of the American empire wits an idea that both informed and
transtormed the Inaugural chetoric. As the wisdom of the policy of terri-
toral expansion hecame virtualhy unquestioned, Presidents reinforced the
posttive nature of the idea by associating it with other cherished values.
“Laberty and law.” John Quincy Adams declared. “have marched hand in
hand ™ = Polk saw the pioneers “establishing the blessings of self-govern-
ment.” und Lnd down the maam that “to enlarge its {the Union's] limits is
tewentend the donminons o peace over additional territories and increas-
ing mithons ™ ** James Buchanan summarized the blessings of the re-
publican empere = 1n all our acquisitions the people. under the protece
tion of the Amenican lag, have enjosed civil and religious liberty, as well
as equal and just faws and have been contented. prosperous, and
happy "

At the end of the nineteenth and the beginning of the twentieth centuries
Amertca’s vast republican empire took on less republican coloration. In
Puerto Rico. in the Philippines, American pro-consuls ruled native in-
habitants Himself a former Governor of the Philippines, William Howard
Faft defined this anopaly as more apparent than real. *Our Government
i each dependency.” he maintained, *'is upholding the traditions of civil
liberts and increasing popular control which might b. expected under
American ausprees The work -which we are doing there redounds to our
credit as a4 nation ™ Taft did not see any way in which America had
deviated from McKanley's dictum of a dozen years before. **We want no
wars of conguest: we must avoid the temptation of territorial ag-
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gression.” 1% But the underlying clash of values and-the inherent coptradic-
tion of certain aspects of the ideology were profound. Reconciliation of
these differences through the intense national debate over imperialism
permitted the continuing influence of the Revolutionary legacy upon
American foreign policy into the twentieth century.

After a peaceful interlude of over a decade, World War | forced the
citizens of the United States to return their attention to international af-
fairs, and the American ideology was again called into play to shape per-
cepions and interpret the welter of confusing new demands. Woodrow
‘Wilson's efforts to make America play the role of the honest broker failed,
however, and the nation turned back upon itself with relief. As empire and
imperialism became unfashionable and then flatly pejorative terms, the
Presidents altered their discussions of the American empire. Although
they recognized that the American empire was already established in its
natural boundaries, the orators did not abandon this aspect of the
tdeology. Instead, they changed it rhetorically into more ethereal terms.
The revised rhetoric of empire seemed designed to make it more accepta-
ble to an isolationist America: the style became that of visionaries and not
activists. Calvin Coolidge. assuring the world that “*America secks no
carthly empire built on blood and foree.” claimed that the legions which
she sent forth were armed “not with the sword, but with the cross. .
She chenishes no purpose save to merit the favor of Almighty God."™
Perhapy the Calvinistic President was thinking of the Sunday School
children whose mites were saved to send to the missionaries réscuing souls
in Africa and Asia As cloving and self-serving as the passage sounds, the
notion was, nevertheless, consistent in basic intent with the Revolutionary
repudiation of the idea that America should subjugate another people. The
times now demanded a rhetorical emphasis on this aspect of the empire
wdea, rather than on the growth of American influence. The Inaugural Ad-
dresses thus consersed that basic proposition and put it to use in support of
A sgble und aloof Amernica Thomas Paine's “empire of freedom" had
been put squarely 0 opposition to Britain's “empire of despotism,™ " and

., this fundamental idea still surfaced in American rhetoric even if the
precise formations were sometimes exotic. | '

As the century progressed the' Presidents tried to make clear the
ideabistic and non-imperiahstic nature of America as they spoke of a
sprritual interpretation of the idea of empire. “Those who have a true
understanding of America,” Herbert Hoover insisted, *“know that we have
nu desire for territorial expansion, for economic or other dommination of
other peoples ™ According to Hoover “the American people afe engrossed
in the butlding for themselves of a new economic system, a new social
svstem, a new pohitical svstem—all of which are characterized by aspira-
tions of freedom of opportunity and thereby are the ncgation of impe-
rialism " The post World War #l period accentuated American
protestations of nonaimpenalism. Meant certainly as a contrast to our
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"Cold War upponents was the declaration by President Truman that “we
have sought no terntory, and have imposed our will on none We have
ashed s o privideges we would not extend to others ™ To the Communist
vharges of Yankee impenalism Fruman answered. “the old imperialism—
cxplostation tor furcien profit—has no place in our plans ©° And Dwight
B Eieshower wished to “assure our fricads once agann that . . we
\mericans know and we observe the difference between world leadership
and imperiahinm 7 - Posed on the edge of the Vietnam abyss, [yndon
Johnson once mare averred. W aspire to nothing that belongs to others.
We seeh no domimon over our fellow man, but man's dominton over
tvranav and nusery ¢

In hight of the etforts of recent Presidents- certanly from Kennedy to
Nnon - to mampulate and control the povernments of other nations,
fohnson's proclamation invites the charge of insincerity. even hypocrisy.
But to distiss these appeals as sham is to miss the sigmficance of the con-
tinung rhetorie of the American Revolution. Johnson and his audience
believed that Amertca could. by ity example. promote the expansion of
hberal democracies 10 the world Moreover. Americans seemed to share
Johnson’s assumption that the rest of the world should want to follow our
model. When developing nattons inexplicably proved recaleitrant, Ameri-
wans and therr Presidents were batiled and offended. The ideal of the
Amenican cxample and the Amenican obligation to protect hberty were so
powerful in shaping Amercan perceptions, that when their example was
enored—when the American empire of liberty was rebuffed— Americans
seemed 1o assume that their foreign brothers were maliciously misin-
tormed and musled by national heads of dubious worth. Should America
allow 1ts hastonic duty to be frustrated by a few bad leaders in other lands?
To fail o act 10 such instances, 1t appears, was viewed as a sart of treason
tothe American past

The great republican empire eavisioned by the patriots had attained the
semth expected of it It had grown from sea to sea and had managed to
preserve essentially the form of government designed for it. The grand and
mighty nation may have been rent by civil war, but it survived. As it be-
came an mereasing. if imtially reluctant, force in world affairs, the purity
of the empire might have heen called into question, but its basic libertarian
foundation was affirmed by the Presidents. The Inaugural rhetoric took
advantage of the flewbihty of the ideology, using it both to justify current
trends and to conserve the integrity of the American image through its in-
terpretation of events. The empire, after all, was never meant to be an ex-
clusively physical one. The spiritual home of liberty, the American empire
was also conceived as one of enduring spiritual values and thus contained a
dimension that exceeded territoriality alone. How the imperial mystique
should function—the way in which the physical-spiritual balance mi..t be
tipped—was to hecome a matter of intensc debate. Certainly by the end of
the nincteenth century, empire and expansion seemed perceptually wed-
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ded. Then, with the eclipse of the imperial idea (as it came to be accepted),
Amenican leaders retterated the country's unwillingness to acquire the ter-
ntory ot others. The extent to which Amenicit wats, indeed. gutity of eco-
nomic imperiahsm or the kind of social-political imperialism which made
her hope that all governments would be fashioned in the American image,
iy & matter of serious historical interest. But whatever the explanation of
American actions, the reality of events was shaped in part by the rhetoric
that interpreted them. T hroughout therr history Americans have seen their
erowth as 4 fulfillment of “the final glory of an Independent Empire in
Amenica.” and assured themselves that their motives, far from tose of
self-aggrandizement, were purely humanitarian @ Thus, the ideology
acted to rattenalize expansionism and mitigate international involvement.
The rhetoric of the rising nation both used and strengthened the American
tdeology. From the beginming those who envisioned an American empire
helieved it to be umque, not only because it was favored of God and was
destined for greatness. but above all because it was an empire dedicated to
ftherty rather than tyrann,

America as the home and hope of hiberty . a third powerful idea to grow
froi “he Revolutionary rhetoric, was likewise taken up in the Inaugural
Addresses. When George Washington took the oath of office no one,
whether he wished the young country good or ill, would have contested the
idea that the torm of the new government way singular. The phrase so
often selected to deseribe the evalving American government was most
Apt. what was happenng in the New World was, indeed, a profound *“‘ex-
peniment.” The Revolutionary orators had, in anthropomorphic meta-
phor. seen “hiberty " take her ahode in the virgin land. Following the long
struggle. an independent  government was finally established. Fourteen
years after he had taken command of the troops on the plains of Boston,
. Washington assumed the Chief Magistracy of the new nation. On this oc-
vaston the first President vorced the conviction that was to becomefirmly
estabhished by succeeding generations: that “the preservation of the sacred
fire of hberty ' was “deeply tinally staked on the experiment intrusted
to the Amerwan people.™ > America was set apart from “the ancient
world ** The “agonizing spasms of infuriated man, seeking through blood
and slaughter his long-lost liberty™ might be so great as to affect “even
this distant and peaceful shore = But. Thomas Jefferson reminded Ameri-
cans, who had hved through the rancorous election of 1800, that liberty
was but a “dreary” thing without “*harmony and affection.” ''* Americans
seemed to have a particular responsibility to preserve liberty. James
Monroe argued that foreign nations might wish to destroy us and, if the
home of hberty was demolished., liberty itself would be lost.''* William
Henry Harrison talked of the death of liberty in ancient Rome and
charactensed her in much the same way as did the Revolutionary orators:
“The sparit of liberty had fled . . . and so under the operation of the same
causes and nfluences (viz.. factionalism) it will fly from our Capitol and
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our forums ” And for Liberty to perish in America would be a *calamity
_not only to our countes, but to the world "'

“Liberty ", which had found its true home in America, functioned as a
kind of evidentiary touchstone in Presidential rhetoric. The ideology thus
vperated to support ideas, values, or arguments that the speakers hoped to
identify with the heritage devolving from Revolutionary rhetoric. This
hnking tactic assocrated the highly prized concept of liberty with the aims
of the Pressdential‘orator Such a relationship could alter the audience’s
perception of the proposed policy. Liberty, for exampie, was linked to
unon by Andrew Jackson who argued that “without union our inde-
pendence and biberty would never have been achivved: without union they
can never mantained.” He was certain that “a dissolution of the Union™
would lead to a “loss of liberty ' Preservation of the Constitution was
essential, reasoned Polk, since “'the blessings of liberty*” were **secured and
guaranteed™ by this document.  William Henry Harrison saw it as a sa-
feguard agamnst the dechine of our institutions because “the spirit of
hiberty™ became a conservatise force, both buttressing and being sup-
ported by the idea of “law ™" *“Liberty—liberty within the law—and
civilization are inseparable,” Warren Harding maintained. President
Harding was further certain that civilization and liberty found their
“highest expression and surest guaranty ' in the American form of govern-
ment." " Herbert Hoover, faced with massive disobedience of the Volstad
Act, saw “rigid and expeditious justice™ as “the basis of all ordered
liberty "' ** And Franklin Roosevelt, looking anxiously at the {atastrophic
wier in Europe, returned to George Washington's words to strengthen im-
plicitly his anti-Nazi course. “If we lose that sacred fire—if wel let it be

smothered by doubt_and fear—then we shall reiect the deégti which
Washington strove so valiantly and so triumphantly to ;stab%h. 1 The
idea that liberty was an inseparable part of the American ideal me

fundamental to American political discourse. This .dca was so ingrained in
the American mind that it could be appealed to as almost the fingh afhiter.
Just as the Revolutionaries thought of Arrerica as an asylufn foﬂ
secking liberty as well as the home of the spin Iibcrty..&’o too,
Presidents. The rising tide of immigration - itjfied throu
ideology. In the nincteenth century the immig, «;Jnre “unminz te of

names of distinctions,” 1n Tom Paine’s words. '>* Var, famine, opp,
brought the Europeans: “multitudes from the Old World . . . flocki
our shores to participate in its blessings,” Poli{:/roud.ly exclaim
Franklin Pierce lauded the founding fathers “whose minds had
illuminated by the dawning lights of the Revolutin,’* and maintained that
“the oppressed throughout the world from thatfday to the present have
turned their eves higherwird, not to find those Jights extinguished or to
fear lest they should wane, but to be constantly ch&ered by their steady and
incteasing radance.” ' And James Buchanan calitd for the»preser%nion
of public lands 1 part to secure a place “tor those exiles from féreign
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shores who may seek in this country to improve their condition and to
enjoy the blessings of civil and religious liberty.* 1 “

Toward the end .of the nincteenth and the beginning of the twentieth
century, the idea of Amenca as an asylum for all was scverely constricted.
Particularly under the pressure of increased Oriental immigration, the
stining hope tor all the world diminished considerably. Those who were
too different were to be excluded. Under these circumstances rhetoric
demonstrated its uscfulness 1n adapting the ideology to meet the pressures
of the moment while, at the same time, calling upon the long accepted
. tdeas to justify a present course of action. In 1886 Grover Cleveland put it
. thus: “The laws should be rigidly enforced which prohibit the immigration
of & % vile class to compete with the American labor, with nc intention of
acyurring citizenship, and bringing with them and retaining habits and cus-
toms repugnant to our civilization.” ' * In order to protect America as the
asylum for the concent of liberty, so the argument ran. America could no
lenger be the asylum for all the oppressed races of the world. Benjamin
‘Harrison was no less concerned about the *“‘character and good disposi-
ton™ of immigrants than was his predecessor. While “we should not cease
to be hospitable to immigration.” Harrison argued, “‘we should cease to be
careless as to the character of it.™ Surely those persons wh  vould be “a
burden upon our public revenues or a threat to social order . . . should be
wdentified and excluded ' William Howard Taft was quite specific about
excluding “Asmuc immugrants who cannot be amalgamated with our
population. ™+ ,

In spite of the exceptions and the modifications that had to be ac-
comudated. still the ideal remained. and the idea persisted that the haven
for hberty both drew from and gave str. ngth to immigrants. Franklin
Roosevelt asserted that the “faith of America. . . was born in the mul-
htudes of those who came from many lands™; and Lyndon Johnson,
himself instrumental in liberalizing restrictive immigration laws, described
the “exile and the stranger” in the heroic terms of the ideology: “they
came . to find 4 place where a man could be his own man. They made a
tovenant with this land. Conceived in justice, written in liberty, bound in
umion, 1t was meant one day to inspire the hope of all mankind: und it
binds usstll If we keep its terms, we shall flourish. '

In the twenticth century the idea of the home of liberty was profoundly
modified as the concept of America, the example of liberty to all the
world, shifted significantly to become the notion of America the champion
of hberty. It 1s not surprising that a nation that saw itself as especially
favored and especially 1o be emulated, whose prestige and power thrust it
perforce into world affairs, could conceive of itself as the world's best hope
and the natural defender of Right. And as the pressures mounted, it would
become caster to distinguish Right from Wroag: “Freedom is pitted
against slavery: hightness against the dark," Dwight Eisenhower said.'*

The trend toward international responsibilities for the home of liberty
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can be discerned in Woodrow Wibson's Second Inaugural Address. He
mairtaimed that the principles upor which Americans were bred were not
parochial, pot the prinaples of Amernicans alone: rather, “they were the
principles of o hberated mankind.” © When repudiation of interna-
tionahism followed the end of World War |, howe: er, the argument disap-
peared from Inaugural rhetoric—only to emerge in greater intensity after
15 Harey Truman pledged. “we will strengthen freedom-loving nations
aginnst the dangers of agpression ™ He declared that “events have brought
ouf American democracy to new influence and new responsibilities. They
will test our courage, our devotion to duty, and our concept of liherty." 1
Indeed. events and Amencan reaction to events did test the concept.
Dwight Enenhower rerterited the time-honored belietl that “the American
expeniment has, for generations, fired the passion and the courage of
milhons elsewhere seehang freedom, equality and opportunity.”™ But then
he added sigmificantly, “these hopes that we helped to inspire, we can help
to fulfill” * Four weary later John Kennedy made the now familiar dra-
matic commitment: “Let every nation know whether it wishes us well or
il thiat we shall pas any price. bear any burden. meet any hardship. sup-
port any fricnd. oppose any foe. in order to assure the survival and the suc-
cess of hberty”  The United States became responsible not just for
hberty 1n Amenca and not just for the preservation of an asylum—the fu-
ture of hberty itself rested with Amenica. And America was not to be
“peacefully instrumental by ity example,” as President Buchanan would
have had it but actually to bear the burden. '

For Lyndon Johnson new responsibilities had developed for an America
thiat. tn the past, helped “to show the way for the liberation of man.” Now,
““change has hrought new meaning to that old mission. We can never again
stand alone, prideful in isolation.” And “'if American lives must end and
American treasure be spilled, 1n countries we barely know, that is the price
that charge has demanded for conviction and of our enduring govern-
ment.” '+ The price provert one too painful, and the anguish of a divisive
war caused Americans to reconsider their role as guardians of the world's .
hiberty. Even so, Richard Nixon in 1973 would have found only minor ex-
ception taken to his observation that “America’s role is indispensable in
preserving the world’s peace,” although he was constrained to add, *“so is
cach nation’s role indispensable in preserving its own peace.” America
could not retire from world leadership, nor is there any indication in the
Nixon rhetoric that there were any intentions’ of doing so. Although a
muted note of caution had appeared in Nixen's Second Inaugural Ad-
dress, a basic idea remained intact. America was still seen as a bright
“beacon of hope for all the world.”"'*'" During the 1976 Presidential
primary elections, former California Govérnor Ronald Reagan launched a
formidable campaign against President Gerald Ford by claiming that Ford
was acquiescing in an American retreat from world domination. In his
first address as President of the United States, Jimmy Carter reminded
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Americans: “*Because we are free we can never be indifferent to the fate of
freedom elsewhere. Our mo:al sense dictates a clearcut preference for
those societies which share with us an abiding respect for individual human
rights ™ .

Thus the dex of America as an asylum for liberty, fostered by the
fathers of the Revolution, was perpetuated and finally c.. .1e to be extended
toserve as support for American involvement abroad. For.good or ill, the
ideology allowed America’s leaders to call upon the sanction of the past to
reinforce the nation’s image of itself as the home and defender of liberty
and to support its ever-widening international commitments.

The Enaugural Addresses of the Presidents of the United States, forty-
etght of them, have not, on the whole, produced a wealth of great oratory.
Most of what was siid has been forgotten with but a few of the phrases of
Tefferson, Lincoln, Franklin Roosevelt, and Kennedy lingering in our lan-
puage. But the Addresses, delivered amidst the traditional ceremony and
pomp, marked a regular reaffirmition of values. To the extent that they
demonstrate the pervasive qualities of an important body of ideas growing
out of (he Revolution, they can be said to represent the embodiment of an
American ideology  Americans have always exhibited a strong sense of
. practicality and flexibility: witness, for example, their ability to adapt the
“Constitution of 1757 to vontemporary peeds, so that it remains the ulti-
mate legal recourse in the 1970 Certainly the ideology proved not tobe a
strict and binding one. Principal spokesmen for established institutions, as
the Presidents certainly were, found in it justification and inspiration for a
vartety of actions and attitudes. The ideology of the Revolution was not al-
ways, or even princepally, revolutionary as it was sustained and developed
throughout our hustory. But it did serve as a consistent, agreed-upon point
of departure for Inaugural rhetoric—an underpinning of assumptions and
evidence for arguments. Stressing. as they were bound to, continuity and
stability. the Inaugural Addresses generally put the ideology to conserva-
tive use

The Presidents, caught up as they were in the struggles of their own
times, may well huve distorted reality; our perspective of the sweep of his-
tory justifies our suspicions of hypocrisy and cant. The fact remains, -
however, that the idevlogy provided a way of organizing perceptions
through rhetonc. And in order to understand fully the reality of the
Amernican panorama, one must understand the rhetorical transformation
of ideas into guideposts. The belief in a chosen nation growing ever to
fulfill its destiny as the preserver and defender of libzity, then, has played
its part i molding our vision and shaping our action. Through the
ideology we could see ourselves as progressing in an orderly fashion
toward the ultimate Light, building upon what Thomas Jefferson called
“the wisdom of the sages and the blood of our herves.™ 14
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CHAPTER 111

HIBERIY OR EMPIRE?

Emerging from the rhetoric of Revolutionary conflict, the American
idevlogy was reinforced and brought to bear as a conservative force in in-
terpreting the continuing flow of events through ceremonial discourses
such as the Inaugural Addresses. The question can be raised, how was
ideclogy used to inform the rhetoric of particular controversies? That is to
say. what impact did the continuing rhetoric of the Revolution have on
specific American actions. Two instances suggest themselves as funda-
mental examples of the rhetoric in process as it deals with the presentation
of the ideolopy of* the American audience: the imperialism debate that
raged in America at the turn of the twentieth century, and the civil rights
struggle that convulsed the nation in the decades following mid-century.

- The imperialism question represented a serious ideological crisis. It
began in the heat of a political campaign as a young aspirant to the United
States Senate, Albert J. Beveridge of Indiana, addressed a crowd of cheer-
ing supporters at Tomlinson Hall in Indianapolis on Septemnber 16, 1898.
"It 1s a glorious history our God has bestowed upon His chosen people,”
proclaimed Beveridge. The thirty-five year old political orator opened the
1898 campaign with an uncompromising endorsement of imperialism.
American history, Beveridge asserted, was “a history heroic with faith in
our mission and our future; a history of statesmen who flung the
boundaries of the Republic out into unexplored lands and savage wilder-
ness . . . even to the gates of sunset.”” The Hoosier orator recalled each
extension of the United States from Florida to Oregon. Again and again
he brought forth a roar of approval with the phrase: “And the march of the
flag goes on!""' With a single partisan speech intended to serve the interests
of the Indiana Republican Party in general and one young politician in
particular, Beveridge initiated a public debate which would engage the
country for over two years and involve the major political spokesmen of
the nation. The imperialism debate concerned the essence of the American
ideology that had cvolved from the American Revolution, forcing the heirs
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of that Revolution to decide whether the United States should be the fore-
most empire in the world or the example of liberty to the world.

Fhrough the mineteenth century Americans had come to a comfortable
understanding of their pational idevloey. As the analysis of Inaugural rhe-
tonic shows, they believed themselves to be God's chosen people who,
through His blessing, would estabhsh a continent:d empire. This empire,
protected by the two great oceans, would be the home of liberty—a pure
refuge uncorrupted by buropean vices. For one hundred years after the
Dc:.lar.mun of Independence, | ourth of July orators also would repeat the
citual incantation of the generations. the Pilgrim futhers who arrived on
Atherican shores searching for hiberty and bearing the special protection of
Gad; the founding tathers who instituted a perfect government which
would “forever stand alone. & beacon on the summit of a mountain, to
which all the habitants of the carth may turn their eyes for a genial and
saving hight”"." and the present generation whose awesome task was to
varry on the work of the Pilgrim and founding fathers—to fulfill the sacred
trust as God's chusen people by building an American empire of liberty. *
While the responsibiity weighed heavily, nincteenth-century Americans
had little doubt about their goal Faithful to George Washington's warning
not to “entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambi-
ton,”"! Amerwans saw little conflict between the idea of a continental
empire and the wdea of Amenca as the home of liberty. To be sure, Patrick
Henry had warned in 178X that the proposed federal constitution sacrificed
liberty for “a great and mighty empire.” But his fears, it was thought, had
proven to be unfounded, and America was described, in Henry Clay's
words, as “the rallving point of human freedom against the despotism of
the old world "~ As the light of liberty, John Quincy Adams reminded his
Fourth of Julv audience, America ought not go abroad “in search of
monsters to destroy * This sort of agreement upon American ideals and
objectives has lead Frnest R May. a leading historian of American foreign
policy, to suggest that throughout American history the great debates on
toreign policy have reflected a “fundamental agreement™ about national
objectives In these debates, May remarks, the “means to ends are at issue,
not the ends themselves *** The imperialism debate of 1598 to 1900 was a
striking exception, for Americans had to decide whether the idea of empire
or the wlea ol hiberty would have priority as America assumed its new role
as a world power  The rhetorical problem, then. if the ideology w.s to
continie to function conservatively, was to maintain the integrity of the
two strands of the ideology while. at the same time, developing a hierarchy
of values that would enable action to he taken that did not basically con-
trovert the wWdeology

The fruits of the Spanish-Amencan War thrust the United States into
world affairs once and tor all The idea of a pure American example, the
naotion of 4 continent separate fiom the world at large, survived in the rhe-
tonc of Amencan foresgn policy, but it simply could not serve as a real
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guide for America ab a world power. Having entered the war to “‘free”
Cuba from Spamsh rule, the United States found itself by December 10,
XY, possessing Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippine Islands. The Ha-
watian Llands, whose annexation had been forestalied for five years, were
ahw swept into American territory during the fervor of imperialism.
Albert Beveridge remarked to a friend that “now all at once the fierce light
of war” had revealdd Amenca’s imperial destiny to its citizens.*® But the
nature of " Amencan destiny™” proved less certain to other Americens and
snti-imperialists vigorously ubjected to a system of overseas colons . The
tmperialinm debate Featured the leading orators and national leaders of the
day, with Willam Jennings Brvan being the most prominent anti-impe-
riahist and Beveridge the most ardent advocate of empire. Bryan and Be-
vendge each had 4 chorus of supporting spokesmen. The anti-imperialist
campancluded Grover Cleveland, Adlai Stevenson. Andrew Carnegie, and
David Starr Jordan, the President of Stanford University. A host of more
moderate speakers and writers joinced Beveridge, including President Mc-
Kinley, Theodore Roosevelt, Connecticut’s Senator Thomas C. Platt, and
Brooks Adams, the great grandson of John Adams.

Although “impernalism™ was an elusive term even in 1898, the issue
which separated the two political camps was not whether America should -
exert atsell pohtically and economically as a world power, but rather
whether America should exercise “the actual political domination™ over
other peoples - Histonians have vanously accounted for the rise and fall of
Amencan imperialism, ating economic and psychological factors, Fu-
ropean intellectual influences, propaganda efforts by religious groups, and
Amenica’s tradition of ant-impertalism. ' The purpose of this discussion is
not to dispute edrher interpretations, but to reveal how the rhetorical
legacy of the Amencan Revolution actually shaped the imperialism con-
troversy and defined ity fundamental issues. Moreover, this investigation
suggests that the imperiahsm debate served to adapt the rhetoric of the
American Revolubion to America’s new role as a world power, and ulti-
mately forced a tvpe of rhetonical reconciliation which has served as the
pubhc rationate of American foreign policy in the twentieth century.

At root the imperishsm debate was a struggle between two God terms of
Amertcan culture ftherry and empire. Kenneth Burke has remarked that a
God term “designates the ultimate motivation, or substance of a Constitu-
tional frame ™ Such werms “posit a world” in the sense that the world is
seenan hght of the God term and everything is explained or ordered within
its framework Richard Weaver has noted that a culture usually
“manages to achieve some system of relationship among the attractive and
among the repulsive terms, so that we can work out an order of weight and
precedence in the prevanling rhetonic once we have discerned the “rhetorical
absolutes’ —the terms to which the very highest respect is paid.” ' * During
the mincteenth century the “rhetoncal absolute” or God term in America
wis hiherty  The American empire was to be an empire of liberty. The duty
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of the chosen people was to stand as the example of liberty, to keep the

_ faith with the Pilgrim and founding fathers. In Weaver's terms, liberty was
the “expression about which all other expressions . . . [were] ranked as su-
bordinate™: it was, in Burke's words, *‘a good and absolute . . . endowed
with the function of God as the grounding of values.”'¢ Hence, when
Daniel Webster rose in the United States Senate on February 16, 1833, to
reply to John Calhoun's doctrine of nullification, he did not appeal to
“union™ as the ultimate value. His strategy in this case was akin to that of
the Inaugural orators: the union of the states was essential, not because of
intrinsic merit, but because it was the means of preserving liberty. Webster
asserted that it was “our own liberty, guarded by constitutions and secured
by union,” which he sought “'to maintain and defend.” The nullifiers, he
insisted, would be “‘architects of ruin . . . blasters of human hopes,” for
“amidst the incantations and orgies of nullification, secession, disunion,
and revolution would be celebrated the funeral rites of constitutional and
republican liberty ™ At Gettysburg Abraham Lincoln called upon Ameri-
cans to rededicate themselves “to the great task remaining,"” not simply in
order to restore a powerful union, but in order to give “‘a new birth of
freedom.” to preserve a nation “*conceived in Liberty, ™!

Obviously, a person can only adhere to one ultimate God term at a time.
While the dominant- God term in a society would seem to characterize its
culture, the active competition between God terms would amount to a kind
of cultural cnisis. Indeed, Richard Weaver suggests that when an old value
is “*forced into competition with another concept, the human being suffers
an almost intolerable sense of being lost.”'* Such was the case with the im-
pertalism controversy in which the God term “‘empire’ challenged the sup-
remacy of the idea that America was the land of liberty. The participants
in the dispute recognized the importance of the imperialism debate and
considered it the “'greatest question to face the American people since the
Ciil War. Senator Henry M. Teller of Colorado feared that this con-

- troversy “would sertously embarrass the American people.””!” Americans
had long sensed their responsibility as the example to the world, for as
Thomas Jefferson reminded them, “the eyes of the friends of liberty and
humanity” were fixed upon the United States.!® Now they had to decide
whether America was to be an empire or a republic, and even as they de-
liberated, John Winthrop's warning echoed from the deck of the Arbefla in
1630: *“The eies of all people are uppon Us. soe that if wee shall deale
falscly with our god in this worke. . . . Weg shall shame the faces of many
of god’s worthy servants. . . .” '* Given the crisis of cultural values that the
imperialism issue evoked and the power of the past to legitimize present
public policy, it is not surprising that both imperialists and anti-impe-
rialists looked to carlier Americans for guidance. The ideology was a
legacy. after all, and 1t was logical that the intent of the benefactors would
be sought. And as the Presidents’ oratory clearly shows, securing the sanc-
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tion of the past was an established rhetorical tactic. The imperialist press
chided Senator George F. Hoar of Massachusetts for his “rhetorical sum-
mons™ of “statesmen of the past from their graves to testify against the
present policy of expansion.” Nevertheless, imperialists did not hesitate to
call forth Andrew Jackson, James Monroe, and especially Thomas Jef-
ferson—*"the first Imperialist of the Republic.” ® The Declaration of Inde-
pendence and the words of the Revolutionary leaders became key texts in
the debate over the meaning, the purpose, and the future of America. Was
it the duty of Americans to stand as an example to the world, preserving
their land of liberty? Or were they to go forth and do God's work in the
wilderness, “civilizing™ and Christianizing Asia? Was the American
empire continental or world-wide? Was it an empire of liberty or of com-
merce? '

The ambiguity of the God terms “liberty™ and “‘empire” had allowed
the two 1o be fused together in the American ideology of the nineteenth
century, permitting social cobesion through agreement on the purpose of
America. The reality of overseas territory shattered this ambiguity and
forced a new interpretation of the ideology. Each side in the imperialism
debate saw (or claimed 1o see) its goals as consistent with the rhetoric of
the American Revolution. Imperialists identified with the “spirit” of the
founding fatkers—men of vision who had launched a westward empire.
Anti-imperishsts nsisted, instead. on the direct application of the sacred
Revolutionary doctrine that all gorernments derive “their just powers
from the cunsent of the governed.” To violate this basic tenet of the Decla-
ration of Independence, the anti-imperialists warned, would betray the
American mission and endanger the land of liberty itself. Each camp, then,
seized upon an aspect of the ideology and attempted to influence percep-
tions of cusrent events by portraying the impenalism question through its
own prism of the past.

As each side advocated its position and denounced the arguments of its
uppuonents, the American eology was fundamentally altered; the ideas of
an “American empire” and of America as “the home of liberty” were
transformed. Through the heat of debate, the God term of empire took on
@ mofe progressive meaning as it became associated with a cluster of
values that scemed to embrace the future. This, in turn, suggested that the
idea of liberty was somchow backward-looking and archaic—that liberty
was a passive notion inappropriate for a nation that was entering its
vigorous manhood and preparing to push forward into the world arcna.
The opponents of imperialism were forced to counter with a new,
progressive version of the idea of liberty which could regain the primary
position within the ideological hicrarchy. Through a process of argument
and counter-argument. Americans ultimately achieved a reconciliation
between the God terms of liberty and empire. These two ideas, however,
would be so dramatically changed by the imperialism controversy that the
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alterations would Irave a profound effcct on the rhetoric of American
fureign policy in the twentieth century. o

To imperialists the idea of an American empire became the controlling
principle of the American ideclogy. The subordinate ideas of America as
the home of hiberty and Americans as the chosen people were defined in
terms of how they promoted the rising empire. The imperialists’ image of
empire had changed considerably from the empire of liberty conceived by
Unamas Paine. Revolutionary spokesmen had imagined an empire where
toe arts and sciences would flourish, where commerce and agriculture
would produce prosperity . In contrast, the imperialists’ notion of empire
ncluded three interrelated types of expansion across the Pacific, each
expressed tn the military metaphor of ““the march™: the march of territory,
the march of commerce, and the march of civilization. When Beveridge
thrust the impenalism issue into the campaign of 1898, he summarized the
new vision of the American ideology. The whole question of insular expan-
sion, he insisted, was not merely a **party question.” **It is,” he continued,
“an American question. It is a world question. Shall the American people
continue their march toward the commercial supremacy of the weorld?
Shall the free institutions broaden their blessed reign as the children of
liberty wax in strength, until the empire of our principles is established
over the hearts of all mankind™* ™

According to the impenialists’ argument, an overseas empire only
continued the principle of American expansion. They were simply “obey-
ing the same voice that Jefferson heard and obeyed, that Mo:roe heard
and obeyed. that Seward hea~d and obeyed . . . and the march of the flag
goes on!” ' Beveridge did not . ince at the conclusion of the imperialists’
argument. America was at the dawn of its “full-grown manhood.” If the
principle of expansion meant a world-wide empire, if it meant “the Stars
and Stripes over an Isthmian canal, over Hawaii, Cuba and the southern
se " Beveridge announced, “‘then let us meet that meaning with a mighty
~ »." "4 Thus, *‘the banner that Taylor unfurled in Texas and Fremont car-
riad to the coast,” would wave over the “gates of Asia.’" s But above all, he
insisted, the flag would not be hauled down—"not one single foot of soil
over which American civil authority is established will be abandoned.
What we have, we hold.”" ™ Beveridge proposed exactly wh:t Patrick
Henry had most feared a hundred and ten years before—that empire, not
liberty, should be great, controlling idea for America.

Territonial expansion was but one theme in the imperialists’ new vision
of the American empire. Like their Revolutionary forefathers, Beveridge
and his alhes spoke of an empire based upon commerce, which in turn
would advance civilization. The imperialists continued to use the language
of conquest as they explained that the march of the flag would allow
America to “occupy new markets,” to master the Pacific and achieve
“commercial supremacy’ in the world. 2? Commercial interests had been
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central to America’s decision to go to war with Spain; when President Mc-
Kinley discussed the Cuban Revolution in his message to Congress on
April 11, 1898, he relied upon economic arguments in three of his four jus-
tifications of American ntervention. * Revolutionary orators had
predicted that America would become a commercial power in the world:
over & century later Beveridge proclaimed that *the dawning of the day of
that dream’s fulfillment is at hand.” * Imperialists spoke of the Orient as
“the Republic's future commercial salvation,” because they believed that
America’s economic problems in the 1890s were symptoms of over-
praduction. “ According to imperialists, the Philippines would open new
markets and help the United States win its international struggle for life.
American factonies and farms, Beveridge warned, were producing more
than the nation could consume; commercial expansion was the on'v cure
for “a congested industrial situation.” In short, he insisted. *we must get
4n ever increasing portion of foreign trade.”” " The Philippine Islands
seemed a divinely planned solution to the problem of economic stagnation.
With the acquisition of the insular colony, the American empire could
vontinue to grow in commercial strength. The Hoosier imperialist posed
ne more than a rhetorical questiue when he asked his Indianapolis
audience: “*Shall we occupy new markets for what our farmers raise: our
factories make, our merchants sell—aye, and please God, new markets for
whist our ships shall carry™* Never unsure of the Almighty’'s influence, Be-
vendge repoiced at “the very predestination of reciprocity’” which assured
& hvely trade of American goods for “the riches of the Philippines.”
Mureover. the wealth of these islands would be increased just as much as
“American energy is greater than Spanish sloth.” ** In this portrait of a
commercial empire, the Phihppines served as the gateway to “China’s
ilhnutable markets *

Imperialists gave great atrention to the commercial advantages of a co-
lontal empire, but at the same time they dismissed such ‘pecuniary
considerations as “msigmficant™ when compared with “‘the master argu-
ment™ of advancing civilization.  Indeed. American commerce was pro-
claimed as the instrument which would expand western culture to the dark
shores ..t Asia. Liberty. order, and civilization, Beveridge insisted, were
“not planted by speeches. nor essays, nor editorials.” Their seeds were cas-
ried “in the talons of Trade and planted by the fingers of Might.” * David
Hill, Assistant Secretary of State. suggested that territorial expansion into
the Pacific ought not be thought of as imperialism., but as *the extension of
cwvilization ™ * Beveridge hest expressed the theme of the westward march
of civilization when he opened the 1900 Republican “campaign for the
West™ with his Chicago address, “The Star of Empire." America, he
claimed, was blessed by “the star of the empire of liberty and law, of
cominerce and communication, of social order and the gospel of our
Lord—the star of the empare of the civilization of the world. Westward




that star of empire takes its course. And to-day it illusanates our path of
duty across the lacific into the islands and lands where Providence has
called to us.”

America had ro choice but to assume the burden of *civilizing" Asia,
the imperialists argued, for colonics were essential in the struggle to es-
tablish America’s position as the dominant civilization in the world.
Indeed, Americans had a mandate from the Almighty to Christianize the
East, to provide “‘orderly government over savage and senile peoples.”
Theodore Roosevelt, William McKinley, and Albert Beveridge each im-
plied that the very presence of an American administration would
transform colonial territories, helping them advance toward civilization
and Christianity. To turn away ftom this world duty, Roosevelt insisted,
would cause America to forfeit “its right \c struggle for a place among the
peoples that shape the destiny of mankind. ** Beveridge spoke of “that
universal fdw of civilization™ which requi. 2d developed nations to “be-
come colonizzrs™; and he added the ominovs corollary that national “de-
cline™ occurred when a country abandoned *‘the policy of possession.* 4

The hard edges of these survival-of-the-fittest theories were smoothed
by the argument that Aimerica could do God’s work as it advanced Anglo-
Saxu:, civilization. President McKinley, when speaking to a group of visit-
ing Methodists, claimed to have decided to annex the Philippines only
after several nights of prayer. Reflecting the politician's keen sense of
American attitudes, McKinley related that after he had gone “*down on my
knees and prayed Almighty God for light and guidance,” it was revealed to
him that “there was nothing left for us to do.”" America, he explained
would “‘educate the Filipinos. and uplift and civilize and Christianize
them, and by Gad's grace do the very best we could hv them, as our fellow-
men for whom Christ also died.” ¢

The intertwined themes of expanding territory, commerce and civiliza-
tion gave a progressive meaning to the God term empire and helped to
thrust.this idea into the primary position within the American ideology. In
his maiden Senate speech on January 9, 1900, Beveridge assured his
colleagues that the founding fathers “had the logic of progress.” They had
launched a consolidated nation on the North American continent, and it

- was the duty of the present generation to establish a “still mightier Re-
public.”"** When Beveridge debated Benjamin Harrison in Indianapolis on
New Year’s Day, 1901, the Hoosier senator made imperialism seem to be
synonymous with “progress.” He informed his more conservative Re-
publican opponent that with the new century had come “a new day." Civi-
lization, Beveridge insisted, wouid never retreat from Shanghai, Hong
Kong or Peking. “The regeneration of the world, physical as well as

- moral, has begun, and revolutions never move backward.”"*' The expan-

~ sionists’ conceptualization of imperialism as a *“‘march” siiniiar to the
“march to the Pacific” of 1848 gave a tone of inevitability to their
pronouncements. Tne “march of the élag" seemed to be fulfilling Jef-
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ferson’s vision of “‘a rising nation, spread over a wide and fruitful
land . . . advancing rapidly to destinies beyond the reach of the moral
eye.”* Senator Joseph Foraker of Ohio demanded to know who desired to
stop the “march of civilization,” and Beveridge described imperialism as

“the advance guard of the Republic's onward march."** This strident, un-

compromising metaphor appealed to a people who wanted to believe that
Crévecoeur was correct when he claimed: “*Americans are the wéstern pil-
grims, who are carrying along with them that great mass of arts, sciences,
vigour, and industry, which began long since in the east: they will finish the
great circle.”

It anti-impenalists were to meet the challenge of “empire™ they would
have to show that America could have progress without imperialism—that
anti-imperialism was not a “policy of reaction and retreat.”+" In short,
they would have to show that fiberty defined America’s future as well as
her past. In order to achieve this, opponents of empire had to alter the
traditional notion of America as the cxample of liberty. The idea of literty

" had to be imbued with a missionar .} that could counter the allure of
empire. Ironically, the anti-im _rialists were to succeed too well. By
transforming the concept of Anerican liberty from a passive to a crusad-
ing ideal, the enemies of empire made possible a reconciliation of the basic
components of the American ideology. They made it possible for Ameri-
cans to go forth into the world with the goal of establishing a global empire
of hiberty.

The anti-imperialist campaign slowly gained momentum after the
Spanish-American War. In the intoxicating air of military conquest, jin-
guism passed as patriotism and the catch-words “flag,” “destiny,” and
“duty” rang out like irrefutable arguments. But as the euphoria of victory
chbed and Americans found themselves fighting Filipino insurgents,
William Jenmings Bryan emerged as the national spokesman against impe-
Flalism Between June 14. 1898, and February 22, 1899, Bryan delivered
cight major speeches on imperialism, addressing audiences from Wash-
ington. D.C.. to Denver. Colorado. His newspaper articles appeared
regularly duting 1899 in the New York Journal, and on August 8, 1900, he
climaxed his campaign against imperialism with his speech accepting the
Democratic presidential nomination. His acceptance speech—delivered in
Albert J. Beveridge's hometown of Indianapolis—was literally a mosiac of
Bryan's carlier speeches and essays, and it became a major Democratic
campaign document. The speech summarized two themes that had become
the basis of the anti-imperialist argument: that colonial imperialism
violated the American doctrine of self-government. and that colonialism
posed grave dangers to the American Republic. This address constituted a
comprehensive and forceful rejection of imperialism; it could not be
ignored. A month later Beveridge opened the Republican *“‘campaign for
the West™ in Chicago with a direct attack on Bryan’s address. ¢

Bryan claimed :o sense a change in the public’s mood. Amcricans, he
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felt. nuw recognized that they were “*face to face with a grave public pro-
blem,” and they would not be **frightened away from the calm considera-
tion of it.”’ * The anti-impenalists pressed their case, charging that the ad-
vocates of empire had forgotten America’s Revolutionary ideals and
would “substitute the warship of mammon for the protection-of the rights
of man " Bryan shared Thomas Paine’s vision of America as “‘the ark™
of liberty, not the warship of despotism. *! Bryan's fellow anti-impenialists,
particularly those in New England, were older public figures—men like
Senator Goerge F Hoar and Charles Francis Adams of Massachusetts—
who thought of themselves as having been “brought up in the period when
the revolutionary traditions lingered among us.” 2

The question of permanently anaexing the Philippines posed a dilemma
for anti-imperialists. Because they believed that self-government was “the
controlling national idea.” they insisted that the constitition * llowed the
(lag. giving Amerwan rights to all inhabitants of American land. On the
other hand, they shared the imperialists’ conviction that Filipinos, or
“Maylays,” were incapable of assuming the duties of American citizen-
ship. Both camps assumed that " Asiatics™ were an nferior people, but
while the imperialists concluded that America’s only course was to govern
for “these children,’ the anti-imperialists concluded that in order to be
faithful te its Revolutionary heritage,” America must give the Filipinos
therr independence ' The crux of the imperialism dispute, then, turned
upon the question of America’s national purposec. Anti-imperialists
declared that “‘the matn purpose of the founders of o'~ government,” was
not to launch an empirc, but ““to secure for themselves and their posterity
the blessings of liberty. "** Benjamn Harrison's remarks in his debate with
Beveridge revealed that allegiance to the term “liberty" crossed party lines
and spanned the generations. After tracing the evolution of the Revolu-
tionary argument, which had shifted from the rights of Englishmen to the
rights of man, Harrison explained that *“‘our fathers’ had placed the right
of self-government on an “eternal throne.” Since the Revolution, Harrison
insisted. America had tried to be faithful to this legacy. He acknowledged
that America’s enslavement of “the black man™ had been ““an exception™
to its Revolutionary ideology—"but God erased it with a sponge dipped in
the white man’s blood . ** The anti-imperialist argument scemed to gain its
real potency from the “self-evident truth” that governments derive their
just powers “not from superior force, but from the consent of the
governed.”* To adopt imperialism, Bryan charged, would be to “sur-
render the doctrines that gave glory to ‘Old Glory®.”” It would force Ameri-
cans “to apolugize” for the American Revolution, to hide the Declaration
of Independence from the Filipinos, and “to kill those who, following the
example of our forefathers, love liberty enough to fight for it.""*’

The imperialists’ responses to the appeal for self-government in-
advertently revealed their own need to believe that a colonial empire would
be consistent with the ideals of the American Revolution. Senator Platt
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steadfastly assured his colleagues that he would “5ut deny the principles of
the Declaration of Independence—he claimed only that the right of self-
government had always been a qualified right.** Although they admitted
that seif-government might eventually be possible in the Philippines, advo-
cates of American empire insisted that **no people know how to command
until they have learned how to obey.” Imperialists predicted that with
Americans as their teachers, the Filipinos would someday pass “‘from
anarchy to self-government.”” But this transition could only he achieved
“through government from without." *

The opponents of colonial empire tended to agree with the imperialists
concerning the limitations of the people of the Orient. Louisiana’s Senator
Donelson Caffery, for example, predicted that “in all human probability,”
. the Filipinos would never **be fit for the glorious privileges, franchises, and
functions of an American citizen "~ The anti-imperialists, however, held a
rather more optimistic view of the nature of mankind than did their op-
ponents  They argued that while the self government of the Philippines
would certainly be marred by imperfections in comparison to American
Rovernment, it would neve: theless be far superior to a government of co-
lontal despotism. Henry M. Teller of Colorado reminded the Senate that
they had no right to say: “*Your standard [of government) is so low that
you can not have a government of your own.”" st Apdrew Carnegie, who
hacked his anti-imperialism convictions with an offer to purchase Philip-
pine independence with a personal check for twenty million dollars, argued
that the Filipinos were **by no means in the lowest scale —far from it—nor
were they were much lower than the Cubans.” Carncgie had no illusions
that Philippine seif-government would be without bloedshed o riot, but he
msisted that the nevi . result would be **a government better suited
the people than any that vur soldiers and their officers could ever give.”s?

As the antiamperialists advocated independence for the Philippines,
they attempted to recapture the term **progress.” which their opponents
had associated with “the march of the flag.” To the extent that they suc-
ceeded in making the idea of liberty *progressive,” they effected a radical
change in the traditional meaning of the American ideology. True
progress. Bryan insisted. would come with the expansion of liberty to -
Asian shores—with the American flag giving way “to a fag representing
the wdea of self-government.”** Bryan described the real measure of
American progress 2s “the growth of the principle of self-government.”
Once firmly planted in American soil, this idea had berome “the
overshadowing political fact of the nincteenth century.”” instead of a
“march of the flag” to China, Bryan described American's influence on
the world as “the onward march of this idea.”** In resolving the impe-
rialism question, he believed, Americans would decide whether they would
turn away from progress and rcturn to the old European models of govern-
ment. Would the old statue of liberty be sent back to France and be re.
placed with “‘a statue of William the Conqueror?* Bryan asked. Or
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would the American people join with the Filipinos in placing in Manila
harbor “'a statue of Liberty enlightening the Orient?"** As Bryan argued
against imperialism, he damned it as a policy of reaction and retrogression
which would repudiate the very meaning of the American Revolution. The
American empire foreseen by the founding fathers, he insisted, bore no
relation to the overseas empire proposed by Beveridge. Through his dual
themes of “*progressive” liberty and “'reactionary’” empire, Bryan actually
lad the groundwork for a reconciliation between the warring God terms.
This reconciliation would allow liberty to retain its primary position in the
ideotogy. but the new concept of liberty would lead Americans into world
affairs with a fervor that the idea of cmpire never could have stimulated.

Bryan saw the imperialism question as more than a debate over forms of
government. An overseas empire. he believed, would pose grave threats to
the American republic, undermining the principle of self-government in
the United States and creating again a nation half free and half slave. In
accepting the Democratic nomination for president in 1900, Bryan warned
that Americans could not “repudiate the principle of self-government in
the Philippines without weakening that principle here.”"*s An imperial
policy. he continued. endorsed “‘brute force™ as the only foundation of
government and invited *‘the reign of a despot.”*” In a similar vein, the
Democratic party of lowa had predicted in 1899 that the **conquest of the
Philippines™ wouid ultimately result in the “‘obliteration of equality of
rights and the assassination of democratic institutions.” **

Far worse than the threat to the rights of Americans was the danger that
the country would abandon its role as the moral leader of the world and
ac.opt corrupt, European models of government, behavior, and values.
Self-government, Bryan maintained, was America’s “national idea”’—the
idea which had **a controlling influence upon the thought and character of
the people.” This idea defined America ard gave it meaning; it was an idea
that had “given eloquence to the orator and inspiration to the poet.”** In
contrast, the idea of imperialism was associated with the devil terms of
“European,” *‘colonial,” and “foreign.” To turn away from the idea of
self-government and return to a European colonial policy, would be to re-
ject the United State’s unique identity—it would deny that America was
_ the last best hope on earth. In Savannah, Aan Arbor, Indianapolis, and
New York, Bryan hammered away at the European character of impe-
rialism. It was a **European and monarchial doctrine,” a foreign idea, and
“the colonial idea of Europcan nations.”’® Bryan rarely allowed his
listeners to forget that the assumptions of colonial rule supported not the
government of democracy. but the government of monarchy. Victoria, he
pointed out, was “Queen of England and Empress of India. Should we then
make McKinley “President of the United States and Emperor of the
Philippines” "' From Yale University, the pioneering sociologist William
Graham Sumner joined Bryan in predicting that American imperialism
would constitute *‘the conquest of the United States by Spain.” 72
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When linguistically identified with Europe, imperialism became a dan-
gerous cntanglement in the controverises of the Old World. Bryan
reminded his audiences of Washington's warning that America should not
tie its destiny to "“any part of Europe,” nor entangle its **peace and pros-
perity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, [and]} interest.””* The
anti-unperialists tapped a powerful force in public opinion by labeling co-
lomalism as European. In the American ideology Europe was at best de-
cayed, and at worst, utterly corrupt. From Thomas Paine to William Jen-
nings Bryan, American spokesmen had testified to their profound suspi-
cions of the Old World. Paine urged America to “steer clear of European
contentions.” He characterized Americans, not as leaving “'the tender
embraces™ of mother England, but as having fled *from the cruelty of the
monster.” '* Qver a century later Senator Teller expected no challenge
from his colleagues when he spoke of Europe “with all its evils, with all its
vices, with all its cruelty.” ** To Senator Hoar the temptation to retuen to
European models of government seemed almost the work of the devil. and
immediately following Beveridge's famous n  iden speech in the Senate
the Massachusetts Senator rose to denounce ‘the youth charmed by the
dream of empire.” Hoar claimed that the very thought of America— “this
brave young Republic™ —listening to Beveridge's call for impenalism
caused him to recall the Biblical passage relating to the temptation of
Chast: “The devil taketh him up into an exceedingly high mountain, and
showeth him all the kingdoms of the world, and the glory of them: and
saith unto him all these things will I give thee, if thou wilt fall down and
worship me. Then saith Jesus unto him, Get thee behind me, Satan "

If America accepted iperialism, Bryan predicted, it would lose the
power of its moral leadership and would *“*descend to the level of empire
and monarchies.” ** American colonialism would set human progress back
a full century, it would mean that despotism had *“recrossed the At-
lantic.” " Imperialism, Sumner warned, would force Americans to give up
the goddess of liberty and transform the republic of “our fathers” into
“"another empire just after the fashion of all the old ones.”” America's
democratic republic, he feased, would be regarded *“'as a mere transitional
form like the colonial administration of carlier days.” ™ After contemplat-
ing th.» possibility, Bryan asked a Denver audience: “*Shall we turn to the
vld world again with the penitent prodigal's cry?” Cast in these terms, im-
perialism threatened the very meaning of America; it required America
"to retrace its steps and, with shamed face and trembling voic:, solicit a
humble place among the servants of royalty.”* It would, in short, nullify
the American Revolution.

At first glance, it might appear that the imperialists and anti-expan-
sionists were irreconcilably opposed. William Graham Sumner insisted
that to establish a coionial empire would be *‘to abandon all American
standards, [and] to put shame and scorn on all that our ancestors tried to
build up here. . . . Albert J. Beveridge summarized the imperialists’
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respunse to their critics in a single sentence: they were a “feeble company
of little Americans, doubters of the rightousness, wisdom and power of the
American people, nfidels to American destiny, oppusers of American
progress.”* Yet, cach side was adjusting its objectives and its rhetoric. At
the turn of the century Americans were willing to give up neither their
belief that America was the land of liberty, nor their dream of a rising
empire Harvard scholar Ernest May, perhaps the dean of historians of
American impertahsm, has noted that the “accepted meanings of
American traditions changed dunng these years,” and as they changed
they “had much to do with shaping men's convictions.” *? This modifica-
tion in American values and beliefs was essentially a rhetorical reconcilia-
tion which altowed both imperialists and anti-impenalists to get on with
the mussion of Amenca. The concept of rhetorical reconciliation has been
defined as “a tendency. deliberate or not, to reconcile inconsistent
practices and values by assocrating them rhetorically. In other words, it
seeks to achieve the appearance of compromise and accommodation by se-
mantic shght-of-hand (or mind) that consists of a tendency to use words to
justify. rather than to define, inconsistencies.”"** Expansionists and anti-
expansionists reached a reconciliation that not only allowed them to retain
their Revolutionary ideals as they dealt with the realities of forcign affairs,
but also allowed them once agan to view fiberty as the dominant term of
Amencan culture and to preserve empire as a subordinate and supporting
value. In Theodore Roosevelt’s words, Americans could resolve “to serve
high ideals, yet to use practical methods.” ** As the rhetorical reconcilia-
tion emerged, imperalists quicted their calls for unending territorial ex-
pansion and proposed an American mission of promoting liberty in Cuba,
Puerto Rico, Hawan, and the Philippines. Anti-imperialists retreated from
their carly demands that the United States immediately abandon its
nsular empire, and instead emphasized the duty of America to protect
these infant republics from encroachment by other foreign powers. This
reconciliation profoundiy altered the American ideology and established
the basis for the rhetonic of American foreign policy during the next
century. Amenca was no longer merely the example (. the world—it
would have to assume the active role ‘of ensuring the arvival of liberty
around the globe.

Imperialists discovered that once the war feve. of 1898 had subsided,
American public opinion made further expansion impossible. Secretary of
State John Jay acknowledged to a friend in the spring of 1899 that the
United States government would make no attempt to obtain Chinese terri-
tory hecause ““we du not think that the public opinion of the United States
would justify this GGovernment in taking part in the great game of spolia-
tion now going on ' When Bryan focused upon the imperialism issue
during the campaign of 1900, Mark Hanna established a Republican cam-
paign based upon domestic prosperity. Roosevelt and McKinley retreated
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from full-fledged imperialism, stressing the importance of commercial
rather than territorial expansion.* Joseph Foraker, Ohio’s imperialist
Senator, denied that anyone “'in this Chamber™ proposed a permanent co-
tonial system  Atterrpting to treat the imperialism controversy as a
theuretical dispute, Foraker insisted that while the United States had the
right to establish colonies, it need not necessarily exercise that power. ¥

Even the leading advocate of empire, Albert J. Beveridge, professed to
see empire as only the instrument ¢f liberty. In speech after speech, he paid
homage at the sacred alter of Amecican liberty, chitracterizing the people
of the United States as “'the propagandists and not the misers of liberty.”
Through s history, he rejoreed, America had always pitched “the tents of
hberty farther westward ¢ Beveridge reconciled colonial administration
and hiberty by speaking of “the substance of liberty” —the American insti-
tutions of good guvernment, public education, and domestic order. While
velf-government wav the most elevated instrument of liberty, he explained,
1t could be safely emploved by Filipinos only after they had learned from
the Amencan example and “mastered the alphabet of freedom.** Be-
vendge sincerely believed that expansion across the Pacific gave America
the upportunity to promate “the great eternal ends™ of life, liberty and
pursuit of happiness. These great ends, he warned, could not be accom-
phshed sf Americans apphed “dogmatic™ theories which would “ignore
conerete conions.” Instead, America should adapt its ideals to the
reshities of their new lands. This “fitting of means to ends,™ this “adjust-
ment of measures to conditions,” he explained, was “the heart of Ameri-
canmsm .

While the nnperiabsts could not reconcile themselves or their rhetoric to
the loss of American control over the Philippines, they could endorse the
abstract principle of self-government in overseas territories. American co-
tomal admunistration, they argued, was essential if the natives were to be
educated “gradually toward self-government.” ' The imperialists’ belief
that they were promoting the cause of likerty was illustrated by the
banquet of the Home Market Club of Boston on February 16, 1899. With
Pre.ident McKinley as the main speaker, the four thousand guests at this
gigantic feast consumed half a ton of fish under the watchful portraits of
American “hberators” Washington, L.incoln and McKinley. In introduc-
ing the President. Postmaster General Charles Ethory Smith pointed out
that while Lincoln had freed only four million slaves, McKinley had
“lfted 10,000,000 unto light and freedom."

Anti-imperialists also employed rhetoric to reconcile their ideals of
hberty with the reality of the United States’ possession of overseas terri-
tories. Simple retreat from the Philippines, they recognized, would be just
as impossible politically as would be fusiher territorial expansion into
China. When Beveridge proclaimed that the founding fathers had *planted
no sluggard people. passive while the world's work calls” —that they had
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“unfurled no retreating flag™—he spoke the sentiments of a people who
wdentified their nation with progress ¥ Anti-ex pansionists recoiled when
Maine’s pingonst Senator Wilham P Frye offered a theological interpreta-
tion of the Philippine question, asserting that *“God opened the door,
pushed us 10 and closed it But realists on_both sides of the controversy
recogaized that once America entered the world arena as a major power,
“no man on earth or angel in heaven™ could force it out of world affairs,*
Jacob Gould Schurman, pressdent of Cornell University, had vigorously
oppused expansion while serving on McKinley's Philippines Commission.
But after the annevation in December of 1898, Schurman turned his atten-
tion to the “nughtv™” and “awful” fact of America's “actual sovereignty
over and responsibility for the Philippine Islands ™ Dismissing **the policy
of scuttle™ as arresponsible, Schurman sounded curtously like Albert
Beveridge as he told his Cornell students in 1899 that the mission of
America was “to educate and elevate the Filipinos and aid them in govern-
ing themyelves ©** Schurman's speech indicated that an:i-imperia’ .s had
maodificd therr weal of hberty so that it could continue to guide America
while she temporanly held overseas territory. At the sai-2 time, the God
term of hberts had been redefined so that it possessed a progressive
vharacter —so that it became a mandate for action rather than a call for
retreat

From the heginming of the impertahsm controversy, anti-¢xpansionists
had gloried 1n the power of the American example. Like Henry Clay. they
viewed America as “the rallying point of human freedom.** % Bryan argued
that Amerwa encouraged the progress of liberty through “‘its silent
example™ which had already “*been an inspiration to millions." 9 The anti-
imperialists shared the flattering notion, given voice by George Bancroft
nearly seventy years earlier, that “'the defense of public libe. ty in our own
halls of legnlation penetrates the plains of Poland, it v-hoed along the
mountains of Greece, and pierces the darkest night of castern despo-
thm 7 As the opponents of empire contemplated 2 fate of America's
new terrtones. the tradition of the American example seemed to justify a
more direct role in the defense of liberty. With European powers anxious
te acquire the Philippines, the idea of America's example merely “casting
its influence™ in support of liberty seemed woefully inadequate, even to
leading anti-amperiahists ™ senator Teller characterized the Spanish-
Amernican War as a war for *human freedom' and vowed not to abandon
the Philippines to the mercies of foreign powers. “*We cannot stop,™ he
insisted. “We commenced this great work of humanity, and we are bound
tocarryiton. . '™

As a first step, Teller proposed that America should give Filipinos “the
protection of the flag **'"' In a similar vein, Senator Hoar urged that the
United States apply the Monroe Doctrine to the Philippines, and Bryan
proposed an American protectorate which would “‘guard them from out-
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sid¢ interterence.”'*? In accepfg the 1900 Democratic presidential nomi-
. nation, Bryan pledged that “if elected™ he would *protect the Filipinos"
and “guard them against molestation from without.”'? In order to pro-
mote liberty in the world, Senator Teller also explained, the United States
. would have to control the foreign affairs of its protectorates. Beveridge
sumnarized this concept when he predicted that America would ulti-
matdly become the arbitrator of world disputes—*'the most powerful of
powers and most righteous of judges.” Such sentiments hardly scemed far
from Bryan's ideal that the United States would become “‘the greatest re-
publi¢ on eaith, the greatest republic of history,” and would wicd its in-
fluence “in behalf of truth and justice " '0¢

Expansionists and anti-expansionists, of course, still disagreed over
exactly when Filipinos would be ready for seli-government. But cach side
had adjusted its rhetoric so that it was possible to reconcile the old
American ideology with the nation's new role in world affairs. Both sides
seemed to endorse the same ideal: America as the promoter of liberty in
the world. As the imperialism debate progressed, Americans turned
away—as their Presidents had in the Inaugural Addresses—from John
Quincy Adams’ dictum that the United States was “the well-wisher to
freedom and independence of all.™ but *'the champion and vindicator only
of her awn " As they looked to the Revolutionary generation, Americans
scemed to hear, not Washington's “Farewell Address.” but Thomas
Paine’s appeal that “the cause of America is in a great measure the cause
of all mankind '™ L ike a young Fourth of July orator in Boston in 1826,
Americans believed that they had a responsibility to act “"not merely for
ourselves but (or all the oppressed of all nations.'*'™

Woodrow Wilson was fond of remarking that it was not men, but ideas,
that interested and worned him—"ldeas live, men die.”'*’ But not all
ideas survive for two hundred years as the watchwords of a nation. Those
that do live on must be adapted through rhetoric so that they can serve in
new circumstances and situations. The rhetoric of the imperialism con-
troversy performed this transforming function for the ideas of the
American Revoivtion In a type of cultural dialectic, the expansionists and
anti-expansionists brought the ideals of “empire™ and “liberty" into op-
position. Neither idcal emerged intact from the dispute; instead, the ora-
turs created a new version of the American mission. Thus, the imperialism
controversy served to link the Revolutionary ideology with American
foreign policy in the twentieth century. The basic principle of the Declara-
tion of Independence—self-determination and self-government—lived on
as onc of the justifications for American involvement in world affairs.  .iis
transformation of the American ideology made it possible for Woodrow
Wilson to characterize American intervention in the First World War as
an effort to make the world “safe for democracy™ —as an act of a people
secking *‘no seifish ends,” but simply performing their role as “‘the cham-
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pions of liberty " Twenty-five years later, on D-Day. General Dwight D.
Eisenhower would echo Wilson's words when he told the Allied forces that
“the prayers of liberty-foving people everywhere march with you. '''s

The Truman Doctrine, the Marshall Plan, the Korcan War. and the
Vietnam War were cach at least partially justified in terms of America's
mission as the protector of liberty in the world. Just two vears after the end
vt the Second World War George C. Marshall told a war-weary nation
that it must “face up to the vast responsibilities which history has clearly
plaved upon our country v~ And, incredibly, Americans did try. The idea
of Amerca’s new world mussion certainly did not mask the realities of eco-
nomic interest and milizary power, but it did provide s moral interpreta-
ton of Amencan foreign polics By 1960 this revised idea of mission had
hecome deeply rooted in American values. When Richard Nixon asserted
in the “Gireat Debates™ that “America’s desting ™ was “not just to keep
frecdom for ourselves but to extend it to all the world,” John Kennedy im-.
mediately challenged: " Are we doing enough today”* ' In 1961 Kennedy
seemed to lay the groundwork for America’s tragic involvement in
Victnam when he pledged that “we shall pay any price, bear any burden,
meet any hardship. . to assure the survival and success of liberty." ' Like
the imperialium controversy, the Vietnam War forced a reassessment of
Amenca’s world mission And it may also have forced a new rhetorical re-
conctliaion of Amenca’s Revolutionary ideals with the realities of a
vhanging world

Fhe ideotogy. then. entered the twentieth century modified but intact,
serving still as the focal pont of national self-evaluation. The second half
of the century, however, was to be fraught with tests of the ideology and
the ability of rhetonic to mamtain the relevance of the Revolutionary
fegacy Certinly g severe stramn was placed on American faith and self-
confidence by the challenge of the civil rights movement. The role of a con-
servatine rhetone an the strueele for reform is examined in the next
vhapter
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. In August of 1963, on the eve of the March on Washington-for Jobs

and Freedom, W' E. B. DuBis died at age ninety-five in his self-imposed °.

Africap exile. Embit by the long, painful, and frustrating struggle for
- the rights of blacks, DuBois was considered radical by whites who tended
to prefer the less jarring rhetoric of Booker T. Washington. But PuBois, in

rejecting Washington’s position as a surrender of black civil and political

rights, argued that “manly self-respect is worth more than fands and

_houses; .. . a people who voluntarily surrender such respect, or cease striv- *

ing for xt are not worth civilizing.” t Fighting against the overpoweringly
brutal forces of hostility or indifference, blacks had made very little

progress toward real freedom in the century which followed their supposed .

emancipation. Held in a tight grip of pelitical, social, and economic Bomi-

nation, they relied on white sympathizers to a¥d them in their quest forp
_equality and justice. But the 1960s saw a new kind of black activism:
emerge. The struggle for self-res for black identity, and for the

‘recoghition of fandamental human pe;tts was led by black spokesmen and

galled upon the massive @on of the blach cqmmunity itself.

The civil rights movement Wes a severe test of th: &lasticity and du-
rablhty .of the ideology and its ability to gerlerate ar. applmblc rhetoric.
Traditibnal rhetorical strategies were formulated within the givep context
of public discussion. In such a setting, the relative merits of the basic tenets
of the ideology could be evaluatetl as in the imperialism Qmmvcrsy or

N the ideology itself could be upheld as a standard. Opposing sides would
lface the rhetorical task of devnsmg arguments designed to prove their own

closer identification with that ideology. .
Relations between the races, however, were poisoned by a bjtter history

* +  and gtrongly flavored by-coercion. There was little hke}xhood that blaclg

~ -
T-

M

leaders could employ traditional tactics to ghin the attention '
of white audiences and the confidence of black audiences. Furthermore, in-

* timidation by the agencies cf the power structure made normal ppb}ic de-

e 0 ) 160 e



4o -
'.. . * ’ : . » ',

' batc"g!most tmpnssrble Indeed, opponents of civil rights professed to sre
any argument for black equali.y as subversive of American values. Racist
= rhetoric took as a fundamental assumption that biack aspirations would
rent the fabric of American life. When Oliver Brown's historic battle with
- the.Topeka Board of Education finally fed in 1954 to the Suprgme Court's
decision ordering dmgragauan of the public schogls white extremists in
‘the South saw deep and sinister forces at work. Judge Fom Brady believed
that the action was taken “in behalf 6f Communist Russia,” reasoning.,
that if ““the.South, the stronghold of democracy, would be destroyed, then
( the nation could be destroyed.”? Bui perhaps the most ‘persistent claim
" made by southern racists was that, in fac\, thére was no“discrimination ,
against blacks, that blacks were quite happy with things as they were.
Segrcgatmn‘ Senator James Eastland told the Senate, was supported by
both races “who dwell side by side under harmonious conditions.” The |
Senator, from Mississippi.was prgparcd to go cven further; he could state
unequivocally that “*There is no ‘racial hatred in  the South. The negro race
is not an oppressed race.” *Surely most blacks knew. as anyone who would
read or watch television was soon to know, the patent absu:dxty of such an
assertion. The hate in the screaming faces of the mothers in Little Rotk,
Arkansas, the vicious reaction by much of the white &stablishment to
-~ constitutional protest—what Amhony ‘Lewis of the New York Times
called the “‘corruption of the processes of law"—and the record of brutal
intimidation by police, combined to make the plight of black people
desperate.* And se-she tactics used by’civil rights activists in the 1960s
were not those of ordinary public discu. m\Exphcn arguments based
clearly on the prevailing ideology were not yet appropriate to the situation.
The boycotts, sit-ins, and demonstrations of the late fiftiessdnd particu-
larly. the early gixties grew in frequency and militancy until there could be
no doubt that blacks demanded change and were prepared to confront the
most implagable hostility to bring it about. Between May and August of
1963 there were over 900 demonstrations throughout .the country, both
North and South. * Although blacks had becn striving foF their freedom for
gencrauons. the civil rights movement might be said (0 have begun in
earnest at a Woolworth lunch counter on North Elm Street in’Greensboro,
North Carolina. The four students from North Carolina Agricultural and
Technical College who *sat-in” on that February aftefnoon in 1960
rocked the country. The sit-ins spread to Durham, Nashville, Atlanta. The
. Southern Regiona! Council reporf® that within seven months of the be-
ginning of the sit-ins nearly 70,000 had participated in protests jm the
North as well as the South and an estimated 3,600 had been agrested.®
Three activigt civil rights groups took leading roles in encouraging blacks °
te shape théir own destiny. The Congress of Raial Equality (CORE),
founded in 1941 and a pioneer in direct action, was joined by Martin® .
Luther King’s Southern Christian Leadership Conference, which was bora
a of the 1957 Montgomery bus boycott, and by the fiercely independent
o Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC). Jamcs Farmer, . 2 .
« . g
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argaing that pgople had to control. their own lives, observed that *You
- cannot engineer freedom.” ’ Fréedom had to be won by oneself, uand blacks
set about'to do that. Direct action was to be the distinguishing {actic of the
.+ civil right: movement of the 1960s. Bag it was, of course, only a part of the
overall strategy designed to bring the white community into confrontation
with its  own conscierice—with its own ideals. For such a task, the ideology
proved to be a fruitful storehouse of mvention. Certainly the rhetorical
culmination of the strategy was the March on Washington for Jobs.and
* ' Freedom on August 28, 1963.
In the early 1940s, when the federal government planned to exclude,
blacks from jobs in the defense industry, the original March on “WasH-
, ington was devised by A. Philip Randolph. Randolph believed that, nonvio-
lent,. (ﬁ'cel actign was the most fruitful course fér a minority group to
take. A¢ orgamzed sit-ins similar to those which became the hallmark of
™ civil Tights ‘agitation twenty years later. In 194} Randolph threatened to
bring 200,000 black. people to- Washmgton in a glganuc protest march
azainst job discrimipatiqp. Eleanor Roosevelt set up meetings between her
husband and Randolph and on June 25, 1941 the President issued Lkecu-
" tive Order 8802 which barred discrimination by firms awarded, govern-
ment contracts.® In the words of Bayard Rustin. Randolpi had * devdu[x.d
the stfategy Of mass protest,” and it was successful. His method was
political thetic whnch has since become common- place in the Negre anc
ment.™ ¢ -
.* It was Randolph who poncewed and became Director of the March on
Washmgton fo? Jobs and Freedom in 1963. He was joined by Roy Wilkirs
*" and Whitney Young, the leaders of the conservative National Association
for theAdvancement of Celored People (NAACP) and the Urban
League, by Dr. Kjng representing the Southern Christian lo..adershnp
Conference, and by John Lewis and James Farmer of the more militant
SNCC and CORE. At the urging of Wilkins and Young, the sponsership
was enlarged to include white civil rights leaders: Mathew Ahmann of the
National Catholic Conference for Interracial Justicerfugene Carson
. Blake of the National Couiicil of Churches, Rabbi Joachiin Prinz of the
American Jewish Congress, and Walter. Reuther of the United Automo:
. bile Workers. Bayard Rustin; who became Deputy Director of the March,
» was the organizing and integrating force "
T, The Marchers’ goals were political and economic. Spcuﬁc.dlly. lhcy
“hoped that the March would help brmg about:

L]

+

~——

(- passage of Presidefit Kennedy‘s civil rights bill; e
(2) integration of all public schoolg by the end of 1963;

(3) agovernment sponsored program to “‘train and place all unem-
ployed \vorkers-‘—Negracs or white—in meaningful and dignified jobs
at decent wag ’

(4) a federal: &nr employmcnt law prohibiting all job di ‘kcnmnn.n

tion. ! _
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A!thoﬁgh the Mgrch was the result of a variety of motwcs‘, its official aims
were rather sharply stated, with attention particularly fogused on the civil
rights legislation pending in Congress. The question of whether or not sup- °
port of the Kennedy prégram was the real motivating fofce behind the
March became a matter of some dispute. Kennedy aides did play a part in

- the planmng of the protest, farticularly through the good offices of Walter
. Reather)1? Janies Foreman felt that conservative black, feaders had con-

nived with church. b;adcrs and labor bosses to make the whole demonstra-
tion a iribute to Kennedy's civil rights efforts. “If people had known that
they had come to Washington to aid the Kennedy administration,”
Foreman charged, “they would not have come in the number§shey did." 1
There is much truth in the conclygion that people did, not come to Wash-
ington only to support the Kennedy legislation. Tommy Greenwood came
up from Knoxville, Tennessee, “because I'm for freedom,” and Bernice
Hudson travelled from Detroit because she wanted “'to be frec and see all
Negroes free.”!* As the official program noted, that day Qrought together
“the dreams, hopes, ambitions, tears and prayers of millions.”'* Because
the March was so highly charged with emotion, it was to take on a sym-
bolic significancisthat surpassed the immediate objective of legisfation.

Before the March there was a sense of apprehension’ afitl tension: the
Washington Daily News observed that the general feeling was that the
Vandals were coming to $ack Rome.!s Nothing could have been further
from describing the rally that took place. In its front page headlines the -
Washmgmn Post termed it a “Solemn. Orderly, Plea for Equality.”"” “It
. was g wonderful and immensely nnportant thing that happencd here,”.
M\ya—Mannes commented. **And the only pity of it was that the people
who fled it, the people who deplored it, the people who resented it, missed
one of the great democratic expressions of this century, a people claiming,
with immense control and dignity, the American rights long denied
them.”!* Tims, howewer, was to erode, even destroy utterly, this confi-
dence in the democratic process for some black leaders. Four years later
Floyd McKissick could tefl the National Conference on Black Power that
“we are given rhetoric about power sharing: ‘the Land of the Free. Home
of the Brave.' ‘With liberty and justice for all.’ . .. They were never

uptemied to mean anything for Black People. Thcy were. wmten when we

were still slaves.”'*

In reality, the Marchgvasa watcrshed a crucial mcﬁem in-the struggle
to capture the ideology and employ its powcr to legitimize and galvanize

_ the movement. It was not, however, fully perceived as such at the time.

* Neveptheless, from the perspective of almost two decades it is clear that
the Match on Washington was a moemen( when black spokesmen began to
decide whether to embrace the institutionalized ideology whjich.had been
passed down through the generations or to articulate a moré€yadical ver-
sion of the American ideology which was closer to the views of rineteenth-
century abolitionists like Frederick Douglass and William Lloyd Gar-
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rison. This dixision was most sharply illustrated in the contrast between *
the speeches of John Lewis of the Student Non-Violent Coordinating -
Committee and Martin Luther King, Jr., of the Southern Christian’
Leddership Conference. The leaders of the March clearly identified with .
the traditional, conseryative interpretation of the ideology as epxtomtzed '
by King. The March leadership saw in the harsher rhetoric of John Lewis a
clear deviation from the general American consensus. Lewis, nevertheless,
was the precursor of a militancy, one that ignored the institutionalized
ideology and seemed, rather, to hark back to'its more revolutionary roots.
~The Lewis speech, then, was not perceived as conforming to the ac-
) cepted view of the ideology dnd was thus rejected by the managers of the
- © March. This speech,|in marked contrast.to King's effort—which was

widely seen as the quintessential statement of the spirit of the Movement

and a reaffirmation of its place in the panorama of, Americon values—

questioned certain of the basic interpretations of the ideology, especially as

the ideology had come to represent a progressive rather than revoltuionary
_ideal. An analysis of the Lewis and the King.speeches illuminates both the

ways in which control of the ideology, was sought gs welt as the ways in
“which it was exploited.

By noon on WedRcsday, August 28, 1963, the great crowd overflowed
the Mall at the foot of Lincoln’s Memorial waiting for the speeches to -
start. The members of the crowd noted the delay, but they could not know
that it was caused by a contretemps over John Lewis’ speech. John Lewis
was twenty-five years old, the youngest of the day’s $peakers. The new

" chairman of SNCC had, nevertheless, hg;n &rrested twepty-four.titnes and
had been beaters by white mobs during the famous 1961 Freedom Rides. -
Hewas yoysﬁg ; he was angry; he was the fugure. The daybefore the March.

YSNCC had jsfued a copy of the-speech to the presy. Apparently
Archbishop Patrick O'Boyle of Washington and others saw the copy and
were aghast. According to the New York Times, Archbishop Q’Bayle
threatened to withdraw from the program—he was scheduled to

¢t pronounce the invocation—if Lewis’ speech was not modified. 22 The basic ~
.camplaint seemed to be with what was perceived as the incendiary tone of
speech, but it wis probably the deviation from the traditional ideology thay
could be sensed in the speech and that"led March leaders Randolph and
" Reuther to observe that Y original draft was "not gonsistent with the
tenor™ of the day’s events. 2! Particular objections on Lewis’ rejec-
tion of the Kennedy civil .rights bill, a favorable reference to moving
through the South {ike Sherman, and an attack on the federal govern-
ment. 22 Just as the.pfogram was beginning, the leaders of the March met
‘in a small room inside the_j,mcoln Memorial to try to arrive at a com-
promise. Most had serious reservations about Lewis' speech and insisted
upon changes. James Foreman, then an active leader of SNCC, took a
prominent part in the controversy, negotiating on behalf of Lewis. The
. issue ‘having been joined, Archbishop O’Boyle and the othen.speakers
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N\ agreed to address the crowd, whilé’ Fureman Telped to prepare
~ promisg draft. This Graft was not actually finished ustil after several other

. -

4 -
.

& com-

speakers had presented their addresses.

Finally the ptogram began. It was evident that the idcology, and the

whole vision of America that it symbolized, strongly influenced the parade

of dignitarics who stepped to the microphone. The speakers attempted to
make. it clear that this protest ‘was within the American tradition. Al-
though Philip RandaJph described the marchers as “the udvance guard of
a massive moral revolution,” neither he nor the other speakers sqriously
questioned pasic American institutions. Theldea of America as the land of
liberty was an overriding theme—grounded in pppeals to both mogal and
legal vglues. In his invacation Archbishop O'Boyle prayed ‘that our¥heri-

tage of democracy™ would prevail and asked for divine blessing on these

who were “dedicated to the principiés of the Constitutipn of these United
States.” It was quite natural thas the concept of fierty would bé of
supreme importance ca an occasion designed to protest oppression. That

the idedlogy itself was working to shape the rhetoric stenis from the nature -

of the,occasion as well; the March was meant to influence directly the cs-
tablished institutions of government,\{o bring about social and political

‘change in the traditional fashion of applied pressure and favorable, im- .

pressive publicity. This was not an attack on “the establighment™ —rather

am attempt to bring it to its senses. The I'moral rev&‘luuén“.was hardly '

-

F . ;
revolutionary at all. As the rhetoric makes clear, the appeal was for a res- *

roration, a return to basic principles and not an overturn of society.

The day was, in a particular seose, A. Philip Randolph's day. The -
- seventy-féur year old President of the ‘Brotherhood of Siceping Car

Porters had suggested tthMa'rch,,had edlisted support, and had generalija
overseen its planning.*A Vice-President of the ARL-CJ]O, Randolph was
accustomed to negotiating and struggling within the system. While he
called for a “*moral revolution,” he was fairly specific about what needed

to be done—passage of civil rights, employment, and education’ legista-’

tion. His brief speech, was a carefully woven interlace of appeals to
freedom and calls for the enactment of a liberal social program. Arguing
that the civil rights “‘revolution reverberates throughout the land,” and “is

* not confined to the Negroes," Randolph asserted that the gadl of this revo-
* lution was not “merely the passage of civil rights legislation.” He called

for a Fair Employment Practices Act, public accommiodations legislation,
integrated public schools, federal aid to education, and a solution to the
problems of unemployment created by automation. There is an imeresting
disparity between the recurring revslutionary references and the sugges-
tions for specific action. The aging labor leader made no call for the
workers to arise, no demand for a different government or kind of govern-
ment. Deploring the **Mrs. Murphy™ clauge in the public accommodation
act which gave those who rented rooms in their own houses the right'to ex-
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clude blacks, Randolph claimed that “real freedom will require many
.¢hanges In the nation’s political and sucial philosophics and institutions.”
Yet, cven though Ragdulph maintained that’ “the sanctity of pnvnle

propcrty takes sccond place to the sanctity of a heman personality,” the

oppressive Mrs. Murphys were.net to be overthrown, deprived of their
* politital or social power; he simply asked that they he compelled by law to
respect the equal rights bf other citizens.

The ‘assumption expressed by Randolph and mutny of. hns colleagues on
August 28, 1963 was that freedom coutd not be given to some and withheld
from uthers. Thus, the movement for black rights was pecessary to free
whites as well: **Our white allies know that they cannot be free while we
are not.” The enemies of blacks, then, were the enemies of the very con?

¢ ception of -America as the land of liberty. The transformation of the

ideology into traditional political ferms came when Randolph identified
these enemies: “Look fpr the enemies of Medicare, of higher minimum
. wages, of Social Suumv of Federal aid to education, and there you will
find the enemy of the Negro, the coalijon of Dixiecrats Aand reactionary
Republicans that seek to dominate the Congress.”: The momcmum of the
movemgnt, he urged. had (0 be maintained so that those ‘who would aid
blacks vould be bolstered. “We must develop streopth,” Randoiph said,
“in order that we may be able to back and support the uul rights program
of President Kennedy ™ ~
.Randolph was followed on the platform by a parade of other speakers.
. Eygene Carson Riake's speech was laden with references to the symbols of
the, American heritage and relied heavily on the sanctity of historic tradi-
_tien. The American flag, the Constitution, the Bill of Rights, and Emanci-
pation Proclamation were all cited and Abraham §.incoln and Thomas Jef-
ferson quotcd The United Auto Workers leader Whlter Reuther stressed
particularly that the civil rights struggle was fordthe realization of the
American promise, a movgment to bridge the “moral gap between
* American democracy's noble progiscs and its ugly practices.” Thg “great
moral crusade™ was, in rcahty *to arouse Amwa to the unfinished work
of American democracy.”

Whitney Young and Ruy Wilkins, puhapt{ thc two most umsuv.mvc
black spokesmen, remaincd within the prevallmg ideological framework.
According to Young, pressure should be put jon Congressmen and Sena-
tors in order, to remind theny of basic Amcq‘ican convictions: that *civil
rights, which are Giod-given and Constitutionally guaranteed, are not ne-
gotiable. . . . Wilkins, too, pointed out that “we came here to speak to
our Cong'rcss He asserted that Congress knew “of the greatness of this
whole nation, of its reservdirs of strength, amd of the sicknesses which
threaten always to sap its strgagth and to crade, in one or another selfish

~ and stealthy and specious fagﬁ'ioq. the precious liberty of the individual
* which is the hallmark of our ccuntry among the nations of the carth.” Wil-




kins, true to the American xdcology. saw Iibcrty as the “hallmrk" ofthe -«
nation and believed that only a sickness within the body gohtlc haﬂ caused” °
" the terrible deviation from the healthy ideal. - v
Speaking for Catholic laymen, Mathew Ahmann announced his de-

termination to work for civil rights legislation that would give biacks jobs/
and the right to deal equally with other citizens. Rabbi Joachim Prinz who
had personalfy witnessed the sisc of Hitler strongly embraced “the great
‘American Adea”—the idea of Indw:dual 1iBdrly. Prinz reminded his
audience hat the real threat to hbcrty. whe in the Germany of the
1930s ofthe United States of the 1960s, wa< silence: He pointed to the in~
congruity between the .American id leand JAmerican practice: he '
described the <children of America whg pledge allegmnce to the flag in

' schoolrooms across.zz counfry, speakjng “fervently and innocently of this '
land as thc\land of liberty and ju QF for alt,” while hberty and justice did

‘ not exigtfor alf. Prinz also saw thecivil rights struggle as one that affected
“* .~ not oflly blacks. Action must ken *“not for thie sake of the Negro, not
' e sake of the black cogxmmty. but for the sake of th\hnagc. the
ndca nd the aspiration-gf America itscif.”
" These speakers—Q’ Boyle, Randolph, Young, Walknps. Ahmenn and-
T } Prinz—did not call for the destruction of the system so that a new and

more just one ¢ould arise. They called for a reformation of the system so
that it would work as it was supposed to, In 1775 foseph Warren had
2| characterized the early New Englanders as * Qeter ined to find a place in
- «  which they might enjoy their freedom, or perish in the gloriaus attempt.”*
' Bixcks and-their lwetal allies were now therhisclves the historical progeny -
\ " of this attempt. America was believed to be the lapd of liberty; almost two
i indretd years had despiy cngrained the ideology. The thetoric that
. characterﬁed the day of protest, then, was a rhetoric informed by the |
" Atnerican ideology. It wis a rhetoric that called back to the old ideal of
. liberty and demanded that it be apphed anew to black. Americans. While \,.'Z}
T thc civil rights movenient was populagly thought of as politically liberal, it [
. wis hardly radxcpl Attoot, tl\e%r:etonc of the March on Washmgton was
- tdeologteall if not pohucally nservative. On the surface, howeyer, t

iwe thetoric ¢ ld qppear ut'vohmonary” bccauSc it embodicd the ideals o 3

-
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- the American, ke\coluﬁon The ideplogy made it possnblc to talk about
‘\, : revolutlon while preservihg institutional viability. - S

You Not all black! keqmen. however, drew upan the Amencan xdcology in
KA their protest rh%nc 'Malcolm X, who deplored W on Wash-
© " ington, compl~in that black leaders thought in s00 ni¥row teggns., While

., __condemning th  Malcdlm was accurate in his description of ﬂmc basnc ’
< " orientatiofitin a - eech in New York in 1965 q,complamed “they spend 2
‘most of their time trying to prove they're Amgricans.” *John Lewis, the .
_ comromslai speaker from SNCC, shared many of Maléo}m’s sentiiments o,
o _ind he had- planned to express them from the stépsof the Lincoln Me-  * °
.morial. Even as the ﬁrst,speakers addressed the crowd, however, the .
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March leaders required Lewis to alter his speech, forcing it into the mold
of the ideology. The speech that Lewis did not deliver—or rather, was not
allowed *o deliver—foreshadowed the repudiation of the civil rights move- -

. ment by later black power spokesmen. But what is important to an under-
standing of the rhetoric of the March.on Washington *. +hat the civil rights
leaders engineered emcndations in Léwis® speech so tnat the traditional
ideology and the spirit of refoim prevailed ovgr Lewis’ more truly radical.
effort to reshape the ideology. Hence, the specch Lewis planned to present
gnd the speech he actualiy gave majst each be considered in order to ap-
preciate the dominant character of the rhetghic of the March.?” In
contrast, Kin§ based his entire speech upon a call for reform. _Taken
together, the speeches of Lewis and King offer particularly interesting
examples (of the thetoric of protest and it3 relationship to the American
idedlogy. ‘

As the cailier study of the Inaugural Addi@ses reveals, it had become
virtually axiomatic that liberty in this land of liberty was preserved, in part
at least, by the stability and viability of the nation’s institutions. The

" validity of the i¥eology, as it were, was maintained through the orderly.

operation of government—the conservative nature of the Revolutionary
heritage thus diverting radical attack on what was by tradition established.

To effect legislative action was the primary stated goal of the March on .
Washington. No black leader was willing to say that all problems would be
. - solved if the Kennedy program was enacted, but it was clear that passage
) of the civil rights bill jending in Congress was generally desired by the
 “March lefidership. The March was billed as and praised as an orderly,
peaceful protest in the best American tradition: the peactice by the people
of their Constitutionall guarangeed right to seck redress of grievances. In
effect, the March was a lobbying effort, the marshalling of support and the

. applying of political ffressure in a manner not unusual, and certainly not
inimical to traditionally accepted practice. It became apparent that John
Lewis did fiot believe in the basic good faith of the system, acceptance of
which was crucial to the preservation of the assumptjon that, the 'agéepted
veision of idevlogy capable of working in practice through that very \
system. The nature dhid extent of support that Lewjs afid SNCC could give
to Kennedy's bill was an issue that spoke directly to this point. -

. In the'original draft of the speech Lewis planned to open with a brief
reminder that “we have nothing to be proud of” since so many brothers
were poor and starving and could never afford to come to Waslfington to.
match. He then immediately took up the civil rights bill announcing: “In
good conscience, we cannot support, wholeheartedly, the administration’s
civil rights bill, for it is so too littée, and too late.” Leiwis planned to reject

 the bill because it did not protect blacks from brutality, ecnumerating by
way of example, the citizens of Danville, Virginia “whe must live in
constant fear in a police state,” the “Bundreds of people who have beer |
arrested on trumped-up charges,” the “three young men in Americus,
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Georgm who face the death penalty for engaging in peaceful protest.”
skewise, the voting section of the bill would fail in its professed purpose
of securing the franchise for black people. It would also fail to prevent the

terrorizing of those who sought to vote. Nor would the hill in any of its

- parts **protect the homeless and starving people of this nation.” Even
though the word *wholeheartedly” appeared in the prefatory statemen, it
. was clear that there was no sense in which Lewis could be said to support
the proposed legislation. On the contrary, the passage was a torceful con-
demnation of the bill and a denial of its effectiveness. According to James

Foreman, it was Eugene Carson Blake who objected to the word “whole- -

heartedly.” Participating in the negotiations before he began his own

speech. Blake wanted the phrase changed to read: “we support with re-
servations.” The SNCC group agreed and Foreman obseryed: “It seemed
like a small r.atter to us, then; we thought that Blake and the others erdmg

-with him were just masturbating over words.” Later, however, Foreman

saw a2 more disquieting motivation. He believed that “'it was the intent of

the Kernedy administration for the white liberals and sellout Toms to
create a base of support, . . . to have apparer* unanimity of support for
the civil Fights bill. . .-. It did not matter that oné group supported *with re-
servations’: it wpported nevertheless. 'If, on the other hand, we hid said

‘we cannut support wholeheartedly” «r *we cannot suppert’ period, the

whole pame would have been shof.™ **

There was without question a strong desire to preserve unanimity to try
to bring about pressure on Congress, and to mirimize dissent, particularly
about the Kennedy bill. And it is also irue that Kennedy staff members'
were helping behind the scenes. But Foreman's zonviction that the whole
conflict came about only to preserve a united front on the bill is, perhaps,
too simplistic. The rejection by Lewis of the civil rights bill was only a
prelude to his rejection of the pelitical process, for the originai draft
dismissed the bill in such & way so as not to suggest legislative alterna-
tives. The stance was damningly negative in the eyes of the leadership;
the amended version of the specch was more compatiblé with the kind of

" stand taKen by Wilkins, for example, that the proposed bill musi be
" strengthened. As delivered, the speech read, *'It is true that we support the
Present civil rights bill in the Congress. We support it with great reserva-
tions, however.” Where befoxe Lewis simply said what the bill would not
do, th€ actual speech indicatgd that “‘unless Title Three is put in™ the bill
would be ineffectual. The 2fiange might have been slight, but it was funda-
mental—more so than even James Foreman suspected. For the change sig-
naled a shift from contempt for the legislative efforts to a call for amend-
ing a particular piece of legislation. Furthermore, the discussion of the bill
was but the tip of the iceberg: the original draft, as it was developed,
revealed the depth and magnitude of rejection and must have been exceed-
ingly chilling to leaders commited to the accepted American ideology.



»

As Lewis deprecated the voting rights. section of the civil rights bill, he
pronounced the slogan. “One man, one vote,” and went on to 1denufy it as
“the African cry,” He added, **It is our's too. (It grust be ozts )" The seed
of the true revolutionary stance-can be seen here. Later lack militants
were to reject categovically ttradxt:onal interpretations of American values.
Ernest Bormann, commenting on black rhetoric in the late sixties and
early seventics, observed that “in general,, ‘the contemporary black agitator

»

places his movement outside the mainstream of American socicty and-re- 'r

jects the American dream.” He went on to explain that *“the decision to re-
ject the American culture and traditions has forced the agitetors to search
for other histories and other cultures with which to build a sense of com- -
munity among- their followers and give meaning and relevance to their
movement. Some have identified . . . with the African heritage of their .
ancestors.” 2 The foreshadowing of that characteristic is clear in Lewis’ |
speech. The change made in this section v'as to add another sentence which
deflected the radical impact of such an idea and forced it nearer to the
» traditionul idéological mold. Following the phrase “it must be ours™ came
- the wpr'ds **Let us tell the Congress: One man, one vote."

Lewis® attack on the established political parties, clearly integral parts
of the system, -was scathing. His original draft proclaimed, “We are now
involved in a senov%@vo!utmn va:ogls-ly, the revolution would need to
bring about substan 1 political change. Lewis said; **This nation is still a
place of cheap political leaders who build their careers on immoral com-
promises and ally themselves with open forms of political, economic, and
social exploitation. What political leaders here can stand 1p and say ‘My
party'is the party of principles'? The party of Kennedy is also the party of
Eastland. The party of Javits is also the party of Goldwater. Where is our
party?" The leaders were cheap, immoral, and exploitatiye, according to
Lewis, and there was no party that could represent black interests. The
modifications in the text blunt the thrust of such blanket political condem-
nation and suggest, rather, u ne¢d for reform that the original does not.

. The revolution was termed a *social” one, and the *‘cheap politigians”
reference me: “By and large American politics is dominated by
politicians who build their careers. . . . The attack on politicians, many

- of whom sat prominently on the platform that day, was softened by the ad-
dition, *There are exceptions, of course. We salute those.™

Lewis proceeded, in the original drafi, to question tlie motives of the
federal government in a passage that was excised—"It seems to me that
the Albany indictment [of nine SNCC leaders) is part gf a conspiracy on .
the part of the Federal Government.and local polluaans in the interests of
expediency.” Lewis wanted to know, “which side is the Federal Govern-
ment on?”' He certainly did not assume that the government, specifically
the Kennedy Administration, was dedicated to the protection of the funda-
mental American rights of all citizens. It was clear that Lewis did not ac-
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. . ( cept the idea that the land of liberty needed only to be awakened to its

2,

rightful obligations. He used ihe word *‘revolution™ in a much purer sense
and much more frequentsy than did other speakers. Asserting that “the’
revolution is at hand,” Lewis called for blacks to “free curselves of the
chains of political and economic slavery.” He argued that “the people, the
masses,” must bring about “radical change,” by participation in the
“struggle.” “*The revolution is a serious one . . . . All of us must get in the
revolution. Get in . . . unti} the revolution is compiete . . . . The black
masses are on the march: . . . Al the forces [of southern political leaders}
won't stop this revolution.”’ The exhortation in the original draft
culminated with the passc.e that scemed most to offend Archbishop
O'Boyle, and certainly suggested a militancy morc 'hreatening than any-
thing thus ~ r seen: “The time will come when we will not Confine our
marching to Washington. We will march through the South through the
Heart of Dixie, the way Sheiman did. We will pursue our own ‘scorched
carth’ policy and burn Jim Crow to the ground—nonviolently. We shall
“fragment the South into a thousand pieces and put‘them back togethef‘ in,.
the image of demozracy. We will make the action of the past few months
look pelty. And I say fo yos, WAKE UP AMERICA!!" fDespite his
insertion of the word “nonviolently,™ it was highly unlikely that the spint
of this section was in harmony with the rst of the rhetoric of the March on
*Washington as Randolph, Wilkins, Blake and the rest perceived it. This
peroration was the peak of a series of ideas which Lewis labeled revolu-
tionary, and in, which very little of the usual {one and vocabulary of non-
violence and re were present. )

The key to the nature of Lewis' response to the prevailing vision of the
ideotogy can be found in two refercnces to the Revolutionaryperiod itself.
The copy of the-Lewis speech distributed beforehand urged the black
masses to stay in the styeets “until the revolution is complete.”™ The
amended version read™until the unfinished revolution of 1776 is tom-
plete.”” The former version gave absolutely no suggestion that the erginal
American Revolution was to be carried on. Thiat was, indeed, the implica-~
tion of much of what others had said, as they expressed the conviction that

- the ideology could be made to work. Such a concept, however, was not at

all implicit in Lewis® words or argument. Furthermore, Lewis had planned
to indict politicians of both parties because they had “betrayed the basic
principles of the Declaration of Independence.” This reference was omit--
ted plong with the passage that led to. it in which Lewis rejected the slow
process of judicial redress and insisted that *‘we will take matters into cur
own hands and create a source of power, outside of any national structure
that could and would assure us a victory.” In Lewis’ vocabulary, patience
was “a dirty and nast%'d"; blacks demanded their freedom now. Surely
a return to the fevolutionary “Declaration,” which justified the overthrow" .
of the-established government, was much more consistent with the entire
rhetorical stance of Lewis’ speech than was a call for the completion of the
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1776 Revolution. The **unfinished revolution™ which began two centuries '

before does, after all, have a very evolutionary quality about it. The de-
mand for fulfillment of the promise implies that the promise is capable of

. being fulfifled under the present system. The notion of progress was clearly

imbedded in such a demand, whereas the rejection of “the courts . . . the
President, the Justice Department, . . . . Congress” in order to entrust
power only in “our own hands™ was a plain denial. of the effjcacy of es-

" tablished institutions. It contained the seed of repudiation of the American

ideology which was soon to ﬂounsh in the rhetoric of the black power
movement.

John Lewis had inter.ded to prcsent a truly revclutionary speech—-one
that is. that was closer to a revolutioniary spirit than to the ideological heri-
tage of the American Revolution, institutionatized and encrusted with
tradition as it was. Despit¢ his desire to advance a radical position, Lewis

had been thwarted, and all of the major addresses at the March reflected a
reformist stance based upqp a faith in the pmvanhn; conception of the

American ideology. Certainly, this faith was most evident in the speech
presented by Martin Luther King, Jr. who was the next;dnd final speaker.
There is htt!e disagreement that the clectrilying moment of the March
came with | King's speech. This speech was not only seen by those present as
the most moving event of the day. it wasalso the,best cxamplc of the

grounding of black aspirations in the American tradition, of protest rhe- )

toric strongly reflective’ of the ideology thar had evolved from -the
American Revolution. .

Martin Luther'King, Jr. first gained attention as the leader of the Mont-
gomery Bus Boycott in 1956, and thef, as founder and President of the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference, he helped to direct the protest
movement throughout the South. Just a few months before the March he
wrote from a jail in Birmingham that “we Know through painful
experience that freedom is never voluntarily given by the oppressor: it
must be demanded by the oppressed.” @ At thirty-four years of age, Dr.
King had been in jaif at least 12 times and had travelled 20,000 miles a

" year promoting his cause. ! His reputation was international: a year-after

the March he was to become the youngest recipient of the Nabel Peace
Prize in its history.

““To those who formed the most massive protest rally. Washmgton had

evef seen, Martin Luther King, Jr. was the most prominent spokesman—a
"living symbol of the movement itself. He did not disappoint those who

ionate moment not only of the day, but of the civil rights movement it-

/222 hima His speech, the climax of the rally, was perhaps-the most.

If. The speech was onc of fierce, penetrating, lilting contrasts—contrasts
in theme and argument, highlighted by King’s organizational pattern and
style. Infusing-he whole.was the essence of the American ideology which
depicted the nation as the home of liberty and ti:z sanctuary of the op-
- pressed, guided by God's almlghty hand.!’
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The principal theme of King's specch was the faifure of the ideology to
manifest itself in the lives of bl eople—the contrast of the promise and

the practice, the ideal and the teality. Beginning with a reference to the

. “symbolic shadow!" of Lincoln, King extolled thy Emancipation Procla-

mation which cnded the “lcng night of their captivity.” ** The Emancipa-
‘tion Proclamation is one of those historic docunients laden with rhetorical
significance of the most far-reavhing and enduring kind. In popular con-
cepnon it “freed the s}avcs * No matter what limitations were placed on-
this freedom, no matier how specific it was in freeing slaves only in certai

' r‘?arts of the country, no matter if the motivation might have come in paft °
" “Trom

the desire to prevent Great Britain from recognizing the C
federacy, no matter that political pressures at home more than humani-
“tdrian reasons may have brought aboyt its issuance; the Emancipation
Proclamation rises above its own limitations to a t6wering symbalic mean-

~ing. Like Magna Carta, the fipe print did not matter: its rhetortcal sig-

nificance was that in popu!av belief it proclaimed human freedom and* "
dignity. Lincoln, then, had freed the slaves; the Prbclamation had
promlsed frccm “But one fundred years later, the Negro is still not
free.” King' words set out the basic contrast of the fundamental
“theme: blacks #ho were promiscd liberty were, in fact, denied it.

Biacks, King went on to say, were languishing (in the corners -of
American society: the Nogro was “an exile in his own land.” The land, of
sourse, was'a great one, “'a vast ocean of material prosperity.” The black
was isqjated in it, but it was his own land. It was most important for the
development of the theme, and very much in keeping with the ideolbgical
mold of the occasion and the other speakers..that King stressed the in-
digenous character of blacks. Alienated they were, perhaps, but not alien.

he condition was “‘shameful’’ precisely because blacks were Americans.
The founding fathers, the *“‘architects of the republic who wrote the mag-
nificent wotds of the Constitution and the Declaration of Independenge,”
were, in King's words, "signing a promissory*notc to which every
American was to [all heir [italics added].” And King was quick to assert
that “*Americans™ referred to “black men as well : ite men."” King did

" not try to “‘prove. that blacks wére’Amcncans hefnerely asserted it. The

ideology alloweﬁ him to, and there were few whe contgsted, or even
. thought of contesting, such an assumption. Malcomr X did, of course, but
in 1964 he was not in the mainstream of black thought and. ccrtamly
considered beyond the pale by whites. Later more blacks would
aicolm in abandoning moderation. In their bitter attacks on the sys{em
which oppressed them, they would deny the relevaace of the American
tradition to them, " but in that sammer of discontent attention was clearly
directed toward the denial of the rights of black citizens—rights
_guaranteed by thé American system and sanctified by the ideology.
King's argument was that the denial of these basic rights caused their
uprest—that black disconhtipt was “legitimate.” In April of 1963, while
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King sat in a Birmingham jail, eight pmmmem Alabama clergymen de-

. plored thg actions of “outsiders,” and called the demonstrations then go-

* ing on *unwise and ufitimely.” Furthermore, while they reaffirmed their

+ condemnation of “batred and violegce,” the clergymen went on to “point

~ out that such actions as incite to hatred and violence, however technically

peaceful those actions may be,” were not very productive. > But King's

point, reiterated in the Washington speech, was that there could be no

compromise with the fundamental nced of blacks to be recognized as full

_ citizens. So not only was it incumbent on America’eo “make redl the

promises of democracy,” but that those prdmises had to be fulfilled now.

ng then began a variation on thﬁrmc:pal ent when he stressed the
urgéncy in granting to blacks t! ‘rrights.

Again, the contrasts underhned King's point. Gradualism was pitted

- against the fulfillment of democracy, wgreganon against justice, injustice

against brdtherhood. And through it all, the insistent note sounded strong.
Racial pgace ‘could be bbughh&nly at the price of justice; only when the
“ country lived upto its professions could it hope for tranquility. *There will
" be neither rest ror tranquility in America,” King stated flatly, “untxl thc
- Negrois granted his cmzenslnp rights.” T os

But racial unrest was not racial revolution. King spoke of the * ‘whirl-
wind of revolt,” but he did not call for destruction. It was because King
and most of his audience, white and black, had heen so schooles in the
. “ideology that he was not able to ask that the liberty tree, rotten with cor-

ruption, be chopped down, to be.replaced by a new and different sapling.

Instead, he askoc qnl; that it be allowed to bear its natural fruit. The revo-
lution was to Tontinue to be a conservative one; it was to be * ‘creative
protest,” dnd it was definitely to be fought by a “bi-racial army.” Like so
many of the other speakers, King argued for the mdmstbnhty of freedom
and asserted, “We ¢annot walk alone.”
Nothing less than the justice they deserved, and that had been promised
te thens) would satisfy blacks. But the constntufents of justice as

.enumera by King form a recognizable part of traditional American as- .

pnranons. cks wished to be free of police persetution, to able to stop
in a motel to rest after a'day’s travel, to be given the opportunity to break
out of the poverty and deprivation of the ghetto, to be able to use the same
public facilities as other Americans, to be able to vote—in sum, to have
hope. Over one hundred and ninety years earlier Joseph Warren had called

erica the “asylum of the oppressed,”* and surely such an asylum
would provide the basic mgrednents of liberty that King envisioned,' King
recognized the suffering and legal persecution of civil pghts workers; he
was “not unmindful that some of you have come Irere~out of excessive

trigls and tnbulauon » Bu( this recognition of evil was balanced by thé

conviction thai “*somehow 'this situation can, and will be changed.” It
would be changed not by propesing new ideals but by implementing old
. ones. Thus was Martin Luther Kiag led to his dream. *1 still have a dream.
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.lt is a dream deeply rooted in the Americin dream that one day th.s nation
WIH rise upand live out the true meaning of its creed—we hold these truths
to be seif evident,, thatall men are created equal.”

So convinced was King of the potency of th¢-ideology apd its promise
that he belicved the guiding ideas of the cousitry, when summoned up,

" could move mountains. The tactic, then, was not violent overthrow. As

Gandhi had sought to touch the conscience of the British nation by peace-
ful but forceful moral protest, so Kdng hoped to arouse the conscience of
hite America. Physical force was to be met with “soul force.” The move-
merft wae to be characterized by *‘dignity and discipline,” and must never
“*degenerate into physncal violence.” It was clear that the “moral revolu-
tion"” was one that sought the return to accepted values in their original,”
pure state; the temple of liberty was tofﬁe cleansed, not destroyed. King
articulated his dream, making it concrete, making it valid, and making
hopeful the possibility of its coming true. It was a dream, when realized,

~ thut would lead to the reaffirmation of the essence of America: “the day

-

when ali of God's children will be able to sing with a new meaning— ‘my
country ‘tis of thee; sweet Jand of liberty; of thee I sing: land wherc my
fathers died, land of the pilgrim’s pride, from every mountain:ide, let
freedom ring.' * This phrase from the traditional “America,” King took

, as the cornerstone of His peroration: from every part of the countryf

freedom should be made to ring uptil, as King ended with the words of the
old Negro spiritual, all people, not blacks alone, but all Americans
together would be able to sing, “Free at last, free at last; thank God
Almighty, we are free at last.” .
King's theme, so deeply rooted in the American tradition, was rein-
forced significantly by his orgamzauonal pattern ang, his balanced style,
both of whith developed the contrasts.and the hope of the speech, while
generating tremendous emotional power. The towering statue of the pen-
sive Lincoln physically daminated the day's proceedings. President Lin-
coln had, in his Second Inaugural Address, recalled the mood and the
events at the time he took his first oath of office in 1861; no one then had
expected such a long and ferocious war and no one had looked for, results
so “fundamental and astounding.”’ The basic cause of the war, Lincoln
said all knew, was slavery—neither side *‘anticipated that the cause of the
conflict itself should cease.”'” Slavery was ended by Lincoln, the Gr
Emancipator. King's: opening words, “Five score ycars ago,” and his
reference to Lincoln’s **symbolic shadow' began the speech with what was
the promise symbolized by Lincoln—the promise to end the degradation
of human slavery. The action a century before “‘came as a joyous daybreak
to end the long night of their captivity.” King’s fifst major point, which
was made economically and forcefully, was that blacks were, by the legal
action and moral waght of America’s manyr—hem President, frec. There
was a strong ironic note in commencing with a reference to what should
have been the end of slavery, but what was, in fact, the beginning of a long,
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tortured struggle by blaclu to mam the rights presumably guamteef
them. The first point, tﬁatblacksmbyﬁghtfrec,wastakmasagwen,
as it might de in & nation whose history was seen as the fulﬁllmem of the
idea that it was the land and asylum of liberty.

King’s second point was the contrast of the first: blacks stitl mana-~
‘cled and chained. Physical slavery was replaced by the tePritiie slavery of
poverty ¥nd discrihination. With the contrast made, the two points were
by King into a demand to “make real the promises of,
** King rarely strayed from the reality-practice comparison,

ization consistently heightened it. The militancy of the black
community would not be dispinished until real citizenship was attained. It -
'was a *marveloss new militancy™ that could aot be allowéd to erupt into-
destructive revolution, but that also could not be allow& to cease until full

s Jusgice had been given to blacks.

As the third point in-his speech, King predicted that “‘one day this nation
will rise up and live out the true meaning of its creed.” It was through this

. prophecy that Kiag detailed his dream—a dream that envisicned

brotherhood, that saw even Mississippi as an “oasis of freodom,” and Ala-
bama as a place where black and white children could j join hands. ng
swiftly and deftly transformed the dream to **hope,” and then to'a *“faith.”

The faith would sustain blacks in the work needed to bring about the day
of freedom. And thus King came to his stirring conclusion. With freedom
ringing from the mountain tops of the North and"West, “but not only
that,” from the mountains, the hills, the molehills of the South, King
ended with the mighty crescendo of *‘free at last.” By way of his three

. major points, each one elaborated upon and embellished, he had come

from the promise, tMough the reality, into the hope, and finally to the vi-
aon of fulfillment. Along with the organizational supports for the
eology, stylistic qu*almes ‘seemed pamcular!y well suited to the
ogical mold. ’
. As King progressed through his 'speech, he wove a rich and emotional
tapestry. Every word scemed designed to heighten the theme and point vp
the id=al. Yet, it was not only the words that gave power to the speech.
King's delivery, shaped and honed by his years in the pulpit, reached out -

. and drew in his listeners. Of King's delivery, critic Arthur Smith has ob-

served: “Often speaking in the same melodious-cadence black preachers.
had been using fos years, King could captivate his audience by dropping
the vocal pitch to give a.sense of foreboding to the tone.” To Smith,
Martin Luther King “was the epitome of the black preacher.”’® Lerone
Bennett, Jr.,'in his cssay on the Washington March, sees King's speech as.
one of the keys to understanding the March; it was not so much the words
as their expression. “The rhythms and the intonation and the halts and
breaks: these called back all the old men and women who had this drearh
and died, dishonored; catled back nckety Negro churches on dirt roads
and tlie men and women who sat in them, cafled them back and found
11
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them not wanting, nor their hoping in vain.” These rhythms and King’s in-
- lonatina, according to Bennett, “called back all the pain and all the agony,
" and held forth the possibility of triumph; they called back Emmett Till and.
Medgar Evers and all the others; called back ropes and chains and’bombs
and screams in the night; called back one room walk-up flats and roadms
and sats, called them back said they would,soon te over.” "

King's language, and the way it was patterned, provides an rllummatmg
{nmght into the raetoric of the preacher-protestor. The intermingling of the
Bible and traditional American values produced a dramatic rendering of
the ideology as did the strategic stylistic choices made by King. His style ./
was intricate, an elaborate design formed largely by balance and repeti-

. tion, embeihshed by metaphor, and striking for the qualny of its juxtaposi-
tions.

King began the speech with a cluster of metaphoric contrasts The Proc-
lamation was a “beacon” for those who had been. “seared in the flames of
withering injustice the long night of captiyity was ended by ‘joyous
daybreak.” The hope was quickly dashed, huwever. Using repetition of the
phrase *‘onc hundred years later,” King contrasted the contemporary
reality with the historidal promise. The harshness of the situation was un-
derlined by his slavery njetaphors: **manacles of segregation,” and *chains
of discrimination.” alienation and isolation of black people from the
society into which they were supposedly admitted; was depicted by King’s
image of the black whe “lives on a lonely island of poverty in the midat of
a vast ocean of material prospcrity." Furthermore, he “languished” in

“corners, he was an “exije” in what was ostensibly his own land. Precisely
because such a conditidn was directly contrary to American professnons
could it be called *‘shameful.”

Most fully developed of all King's metaphors was the financial meta-
phor of *‘the check.” Perhaps it was an gttempt to concretize the situation
in a way that everyone could readily understand. Perbaps, in a material so-
ciety, such a reference might have been considered to have special force. It =
was, however, the least i msplrmg part of the speech. Its labored, prosaic
quality did not do justice to its point: that the “magnificent words of the
Constitution and the Declaration of Independence™ should guide our ac-

_tions. Its extensive claboration, ir which all the parts fit, gave the meta-

phor a baroque quality that made the comparison seem overdone: a pro-
missory note that had been defaulted on, a bad check, insufficient funds, . j

. vaults of opportunity, a check that would give upon demand the riches of
freedom, the security of justice. The metaphor was simply inflated beyond
its capacity; nevertheless, it was designed to portray clearly that America
was guilty of default. Blacks were not asking for a handout; they were ask-
ing that the check already given them be honered. This metaphor, to which
. arelatively extensive part of the speech was devoted, is a palpable indica-
tion of King's commitment to basic American values. He wanted the bank
to pay off. Later, more radical black leaders would talk about robbing

[ )
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banks asa Jusuﬁa'blc way to fin the movement. In a moment of exu-
berance, Eldridge Cleaver could envision transcending the mere robpery of
*“*one jivg bank,” and arming the people so that they coutd walk up to-the
White House and demand what was theiz own at-the point’of a gun. # It is
‘not only the dramatic language that is different, but the sentiment that

shapes and is reflected in the language. Both King and Cleaver wanted ‘ ‘

what was theirs, but whereas Cleaver, more true to the essence of revoly-
tion, wished to destroy those who had pillaged his people, taking from the
oppressors the freedom they had stolen from exploited blacks, King, in the

- spirit of the Revolutionary ideology, believed that in, B.dand of liberty,
liberty must be shared by all. “So we have come to cash this check,” King -
said, **a check that will give us upon-demand ghe riches of freedom and the
security of justice.” King demanded no less than full participation in the
American ideal, but no more than was promised. And this metaphor, for
allits technical faults, makes that abundantly cleai” #

In the next section of his speech, in which he warned whites not to expect

. peace without justice, and blacks not to rpsort to violence to-obtain justi~¢,
King balanced good and evil in a host “of opposites. Segregation was 2
“dark and desolace valley,” in contrast to the “sunlit path" of racial jus- -
tice. The “heat of injustice™ would be ielieved by “an oasis of freedom™;
from a “mountain of despair™ would be hewn a *'stone of hope™; “Jangl-

/mg discords™ would be transformed into a “‘symphony of brotherhood.”
The urgency of King's contrasts was reinforced by the repetition of **Now
is the time": a time to make real, a time to risc, a time to lift, a time to
chieve justice. Four times in as many sentences King called for the im-
mediate fulfiliment of the *“*sacred obligation.” And until the promise was
kept, -he foresaw no rest or tranquility—*The whirlwinds of revolt will
continue to shake the foundations of our nation until the bright day of jus-
tice emerges.” .
Repetition was again King's technique as he answefed his own rhe-
- torical question: “When will you be satisfied?” It was a repetition that
™ Both heightened the climactic quality of the specch, underscored the ur-
gency theme, and finally united with the Biblical allusiof in a crescendo
thiat brought together the preacher and the protestor. long strihg of
' _negative assertions=—*We can never be satisfied. . can never be
satisfied. . . . We cannot be «utisfied. . . . We can nevq' be tisfied.. . . We
‘cannot be satisfied”—finally culmmated with the exclamation: “No, we
are not satisfied, and we will not be satisfied until justice rolls down like
waters and righteousness like a mighty stream.”

The final, most dramatic, portions of King's speech also rehed heavily
on repetmon for eﬂ'ect There was first the short, directive sequence of
"Go backs™ (tq Mississippi, to Alabama, to Seuth Carolina, to Georgia,
tol.oumaa. the ghetto slums of the North) that led King to hope,
_ despite the obvious difficulties that would be faced in these places, that the
_.American dream would come true. The famous series of statements from

+
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which the speech has genera'ly taken its name-those beginning with “1
have a dream’-—was the heart of the speech. And it is essential to an
understanding of Kingls comniitment to the American ideology to re:
member that the orator explained that his dream was *“deeply rooted in the
American dream.” The method of building through repetition of the initial -
phrase followed by dramatic contrast (as in King's vision of M.ssissippi,
Ssweltering in the heat of oppression,' being transformed into “an oasis of
freedom and justice™) enabied thc atidience to respond each time with
shouts of approval, cries of “Amen™ and applause, and to build with the
speaker toward an emotional climax that correspongded with the strucmral
one. ln fact, in this instance, King found the audience responsc “'so won-

. derful” that he extemporized the *'1 have a dream" sequence, which he had

often used before, and left the text- he had prepared.* Again, it was the
preacher that mumphed at the emotional peak; the final dream is not like
those that had gone before, a dream of racial peace, harmony, and love. It
i$ one that, in a certain Iogncal sense, does not fit. But it does havc a
psychological fit, for while it.is nona’speclﬁc as to content and vague in its °
strict relation to the subject, it is an emotional summation lit with the
prophetic fire of the-preacher: “I have a dream that one day every valley
shal! be exalted, every hill and mountain shall bg made low, the rough
places shall be made plain, and the crooked places shail be mnade straight
and the glory of the Lord will be revealed and all flesh shall s it
together.”

Having reached this emotional fieight, King p&nsed to reaffirm his faith
that the dream would become a reality and then rushed forward to his final
serics of repetitions. The opening lines of the patriotic anthem,
*“America,” provided King with the phrase that most strongly identified
what was to foBow with traditional American values, and at the same time
with the text of his last climax: ¥*My country ‘tis of thee; sweet land of
liberty; of thee [ sing: land wher: my fathers dned land of the pllgum s
pride; from every mountainside, let freedom rng.”, . - .

And so King launched into the final moments of the speech, begmmng
seven sentences with “Let freedom ring. . . " Freedom wag to'ring not only .
in the North, but in the South as well, in Georgia, in Tennessee, and“in
what was obviously the ultimate: “LcN‘{eed_om ring from every hill and
molehill of Missi=sippi. . . .” In the last, climactic minute, the Rg?cnd
Dr. Km? moved the pow jubnlant congregation by the predncuon men

" Lof all colors and religions would some day be able to join hands and “sing

o
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- in thie words of the old Negro spmtual “Free at last, free at Jast; thank
God Almlghty, we are free at last.” Donald Smith, who was in the crowd,
later wrote thdt “on this momentous afternoon the guilt of oppréssion am:l
the yoke of subjugation were released in a torrent of passion and tears.”
Smith went lga/w,obsem that King had, in the speech, “effected a mar-

" riage of the protest and the imiman tradmon "a2
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Martin Luther King’s speech reflected the prevailing mood of the
March on Washington becmscthat March was seen as the great culminat-
ing effort of & peaceful promt, of the attempt to appeal to the conscience
of America to share with blacks what was rightly theirs. Not only King's

* speech, byt the entire event, was profoundly influenced by the American
ideology and was a tribute to'its potent influence. The “tone . . . of hope
and optimism,” as Floyd McKissick put it, was to change, however, when
“Black peopie who had hoped there was a national conscience realized
there was no such thing.” MecKissick believed that “‘although few realized -
it at the time . . . much of the idealism and romanticism of the civil rights
movement dier’ that day. For chat demonstration culminated years of suf-
fering and toil—and when that cry went unheeded, black America began a
revolution.”* Years after the March and armed with a new, Marxist
ideology, James Foreman write bitterly that “Dr. King spoke for
twenty or more minutes about his dreams while the back people lived in
nightmares.’s Thus. some black protest eventuaily moved from the rhe-
torid of civil Fights to the rhetoric of black revolution. In this connection,
the contrasting rhetoric of Lewis appears to have been thic wave of the im-
mediate future. Traditional ideological interpretations certainly did not in-
form the style or strategy of the new black power spokesmen. Control of
theldeologydidnotmmlmmml of their black followers.

For all the times and ways in which the word “revclution™ was used,
wlm happened in Washington ©n August 28, 1963, was not a revolution -

ught to overthrow; it was, nonctheless, Revolutionary in the sense:

| m it maintafhed those basic ideas devéloped by thé founders of the na-
tion as those ideas had been incorporated into an accepted ideology. One
did not bear the distant clatter of the tumbrils that day; the march was, on
the contrary, in President-Jobn Kennedy's words: 8 demonstration of

«~—“faith and confidence in our democratic government.” ¢

The Washington March s an extremely interesting case study of the ]
relationship of protest rhetoric: to the ideology. The civil rights
movement, like so many movements in history, was essentigfly
reformist: The fact that there was some pawptable ideology, thére were
some ideas—vague or unspecific as they might have been to most people—
hdped:pokmen to overgide only current contingencies and focus on the
universal essence of what was seen as somehow American. The ideology
mld.ninthemofthe March, shape and direct the rhetoric into a
cobereacy. Certainly most of the rhetoric was predicated on the belicf that
Amersica was, indeed, supposed to be the land of liberty, the protector of
the idea of liberty, the haven for the oppressed. Oppression in America
was a flat contradiction of the ideology, 2nd the strategy of protest was not
to destroy the idcology and supplant it with a new oae; it was, rather, to
point out that the contradiction did exist. The years of white representa:
tion-of blacks as carcfrée people, happy with their lot, would bave tended
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to keep- the rdcob:.gy intact while allowing its spirit to be vmlated in
practice. The protest rhetoric ‘of the civil rights movement was meunt to
rip away .the veil ‘of pretense by. confronting the nation with its Qwn
ideology. The ideology was being made to perform a conservative and yet .
at the same time progressive function. It dirc.ted the rhetonc, and the ac-
tion intended to be evoked, into tegaﬂy acceptable and traditionall sanc-
tioned paths; it allowed the proponents of change to work through ~s-
. tablished institutians; it allowed a strategy of restoration which called
upon the coumtry to return to mutually agreed upon and historically N\ -’
hallowed principles. It also did, however, rest on the assumption that being\
out of phase with the ideology was a motivating dissonent force, one that
had the potesntial to bring the practice into congruence with the theoty.
Doubts about the power of the ideology te so function, as Lewns
demonstrated, were growing.

The American ideology, informing the rhctonc of the March on Wash-
ington, robbed it of a truly radical spirit and made it rather the lineal-
descendent of the American Revolution. While John Lewis talked of “the -

- . unfinished revolytion of 1776, it was the other speakers who essentially
" believed that they were but calling for the fulfillment of the American
dream: Lewis wanted to smash the chains,'not point out that they were
really there. If the expetience oi the civil rights movement generally, and
the March on Washington specifically, is any indicator, it might justly be
hypothesized that the Americgn ideology has been a bulwark of stability -
) and evolutionary change in America. The rhetoric which mirrors that
. ideology is founded on the basic assumption of American virtue. The
ideology inherited from our Reyolution has tended to subvert revolution in ~
later generations and, instead, to lead our reformer rhetoricians as it did
King to call on us to livg up to our own national ideals, our own national
" character. The ideology, then, was seen as possessing the power to move,
to compel. The dissidents, soon to form the black power movement, saw
the application of power in all spheres of political and social life as a way
to transfonn the ideology. The civil rights movement dld give way to
black power and both left indelible marks of race relations in America. It
is impossible to say who actually captured the ideology, although an asser-
_ tion that its basic natire has radically changed for blacks or whites would
/  bedifficult to prove. What the rhetoric of the March on Washington does
suggest is that the ideology cag have overwhelming appeal for reformers,
-that whcn it scems to serve a conservative function no one is its exclusive
guardian, but when its efficacy is threatened or its interpretation ques-
tioned, it cannot serve as the exclusive arbiter of events. Neverstheless,
while historical forces.and events buffet it, reshape it enlarge or restrict it,
the ideology continues to exert influence, and it continues to be a highly
VM for which polmcal groups are very much mllmg to comend
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CONCLUSION

Four years after the Treaty of Paris Dr. Benjamin Rush—the
Philadelphia physician, scientist and patriot-~remarked, “The American
War is over: but this is far from being the case with the American revolu-
tion.” Rush insisted that only **the first act of the great drama” was com-
pleted; it remained for Americans “to establish and perfect” their republic
and their national character.! We have argued in this monograph that rhe-
toric played an important role in the contiqyﬁg American Rcvolution
which Dr. Rush foresaw. Indeed, to the extest that the continuing Revolu-
tion was a solidification and institutionalization of the fruits of the War for
Independence, then the Revolution did not continue—at least, not as a
revolutionary force. What did continue was the rhetoric of the American
Revolution —the expression, the reaffirmarion, and the purification of the
ideas inherited from the nation’s birth. As Americans struggled for the

' “perfection” envisaged by Dr. Rush, rhetoric served them by bringing the

_ past to bear upon the present. On the most obvious level, it passed on the
Revolutionary tradition; but more than this, it also informed Americans’
perceptions; it provided a lens through which the confusion of events could
be focused, ordered, and understood. In yet another way, rhetoric served
to contrast the Revolutionary igcal with the American reality. When dif-
ferent ideals from the Revolutionary ideology seemed to dictate different
courses of action Yor Americans, rhetoric served to reconcile both the ideal
with the reality and the conflicting aspects of the ideology with each other.
When the clash. between interpretations of the ideology bccame too
extreme, when the ideal and the practice diverged so much as to preclude
réconciliation, opposing groups engaged in rhetorical struggles for
possession of the past. ' '
_ American speakers and writers have been quite self-conscious in fulfill-
ing their responsibility to pass on the Revolutionary. tradition to the next
generation. Historians have become aware of the myth-making tendencies
of the early histories of the American Revolution—the **heroic™ chronicles
by David Ramsay, Mercy Otis Warren, and Parson Weems. These were
epideictic discourses in historical form, for they were concerned above all
with praise and blame. The founding fathers were portrayed a =~ ‘. -ss
paragons, commanding the almost universal allegiance of the popt...ion,”
while-the loyalists were denounced as *‘craven sycophants of a vicious
. oligarchy. 2 Yet, these histories were late comers to the field of epideiciic
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htcrptnrc in Amenca By the time they appeared near the heginning of the
nineteenth century, the oral tradition of ceremonial disoourse had been
creating and transmitting the American idcology for alinost twenty-five
years. In occasional addresses, culogics of national leaders, and, of course,
the ubiquitous Fourth of July orations, speakers passed on a network of
perceptions and ideas that contributed to the understanding of the
American character as something unique. Indeed, as the rhetoric por-
trayed jhe ideology, this new land was especially chosen by God as worthy
of Hisgp:ccml favors. The New Jerusalem idea was as old as the earliest. -
settlemints, but the conflict with the Mother Country reinforced such a
conception. Divinely blessed as it was, the new country was the logical re-
pository for “liberty,” personified and revitalized, flecing from the
political and moral corruption of the Old World Sodom. Such a land, of
course, was more than a fit placg for ‘the tree of liberty to flourish and
spread her seed. From the perio?of national birth this sense of mission
was strong, and it was communicated to succeeding generations in the
form of a vision of a new empire, new in territory and new in conception,
that would be as mighty as it was free. The Revolutionary tradition, then,

. was father to an American ideology. Of the public discourses which
transmitted the American ideology for two hundred years, the Inaugural

Addresses constituted the most formal and important series of speeches

Through this regular, orderly rhetorical event the continuity of and unify-

ing power of the ideology were brought to bear on national évents and a

tradiﬁon was created aid sustained. While these addresses often lacked

origjnality, this was itself a token of continuity and stabili!y; the past pro-

the present widh predictable sustenance.

b?":\etom: did not simply serve as-a conduit for the past to exert ltaelf on

e present generation; it rather operated selectively to. mtcrpret both past

“——‘and present. The American ideology identified this land as the home of

L Y

'I‘Gcrty. hence the abuse of loyalists by patriots, while historically an under-

standable occurrence, could not easily become part of the American past.
Carl Becker alludes to the concept of the American past when he observes
. that “history in this sense cannoi be reduced to a verifiable set of statistics
.or formulated in’ terms of umversally valid mathematical formulas. It is
rather an imaginative creation, a personal possession.”” The past, then

_serves as a national memory; it is our “*living history.” *Just as the rhetoric
‘of the American Revolution filters our history so that it can serve as our

past, the past serves as a means of perceiving and understanding the
present. Thus, insiability in the government of a pro-Western Asian
country becomes a threat to liberty; the Mexican-American War becomes:

an cxpansion of the American empire; and American material présperity
becomes a sign of God's blessing. This tendency of Americans to interpret
present problems and to envision the future in terms of the American

- ideology has led some historicans quite explicitly to instruct our national
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leaders on how to *‘use history more discriminatingly.™ ¢
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Not only does our ideology shape our perceptions of the present, it also
4 enters actively into our disputes over public policy, becoming the yardsuck
agaipst which proposed policies are measured. Thomas Jefferson
deschibed the ideals of the American Revolution as “the creed of our
political faith, the text of our civic'instruction, the touchstone by which to
try the services of those we trust.” If Americans should deviate from the
ideology “in moments of error,”” Jefferson- declared: “let us hasten to .
retrace our steps. . . . *Over a century later Woodrow Wilson urged his
«  countrymen to “'go back and read some of the immortal sententes” of the
founding fathers and “see how they set up a standard to which they
intended that the nations of the world should rally."¢ ﬂ

The American ideology, transmitted and transformed from the Revolu-
tionary era, has become a part of the national rhetoric. Americans have
struggled to fulfill their immense responsibility as God’s chosen people, to

" carry on this sacred trust. The idea of a rising American empire evolved,
or rather mutated, until the empu‘e of ireec men foreseen by Thomas Paine
became the world empire—'‘the commercial supremacy of the world™—
envisioned by Albert J. Beveridge.” The most powerful idea of the
American ethos—the myth of America as the land of liberty—both fired
Americans’ passion for progressive reform and led the nation into the ho-
locaust of foreign wars. Leaders as diverse as Martin Luther King and -
Lyndon Baines Johnson appealed to the American value of liberty as they
argued for civil rights legislation.® "'Yet Johnson also joined Woodrow
Wilson and John Kennedy in the conviction that Americans must die in

_distant wars it:‘:sjer to ““make the world itself at last free” and “‘to assure |
the- survival a coess of liberty.”* It is to no avail that hard-headed
experts on international relations advise Americans to disregard the senti-
ments of the Declaration of Independence’ when formulating ‘foreign

. policy. The essence of liberty is self-government—or in contemporary lan-
guage, “self-determination”—and American leaders have not hesitated to
invoke the sacred document of 1776 in support of securing liberty for
others. Charles Burton Marshall, the Nitze Professor of International
Politics of the School for Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins
University, acknowledges the potency of the continuing rhetoric of the
American Revolution when he observes: “[deas explicit or implicit in thc‘”
Declaration have endured as legitimizing concepts in the national psyche.
Presndents their spokesmen, and their principal advisors, have been wont

., ' to turn to such ideas as a way of validating policy undertakings in their

own minds. Thus, in a manner unparalleled, our twentleth-cemurx.g nduct
in world affairs has been accounted for in enghtecnth-century frameg, of
thought.'" ¢ .

Because rhetoric both shapes and reflects thought, it must be pomu.d
out that the ideology does more than rationalize action: it also influences
action. The ideology, for example,..frequently creates debates over
American ideals versus American self interest. In Britain in the nineteenth

-
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century leaders faced similar problems consnttmonal governments like
their own were admired if they approached the British model. but English
statesmen often found themselves alifed with the autocrats of Russia or
Austria or withthe destroyer of constitutionalism, Napoleon III, in order
. “to serve best what they conceived to be British interésts. Americans were
likewise uneasy that they shared their political bed with dictators. But the
_ restraints of the ideology would probably not allow a prominent American
pelitician to admomsh his countrymen as Canning did when he advised
" Parliament: “‘Let us not, in the foolish spirit of romance, suppose that we
alone could regenerate Europe.” Americans could not accept the notion
. that their attempts to regcnerate liberty in the world have becn “foolish ro-,

. mance.” "

Never a static group of concepts, the American ldeology had to adjust
constantly to its changing setting. The notion of America as the example
of libérty to the world, which had served so well during the nincteenth-
century, became the concept of America as the promoter and defender of
, liberty throughous the world. When the cdutious clung to the traditional

N version of the ideology, Albert Beveridge asked: docs *“our duty end with
that? Does any' man's duty to his childfen gnd, with mere example?”
. Should Americans fail to take positive action as the promoter of liberty
simply because g foreign peoplc fails to understafid our “Nation’s high
duty?” Bcvendge paused only long enough to ask: *“Does the parent . .. re-
frain from discharging this duty it the child resists?’!2 As America has
tnoved fitfully through the twenticth century it has redefined its past and
altered its understanding of the American ideology. The debate over the
» League of Nations, the polemics of isolationism and internationalism, and
the rhetoric of the civil rights movement have cach contributed to the
evolving ideology. Martin Luther King, for example, as he buttressed the
civil rights movement with the tenets of the ideology, reinvigorated the
tradition with moral fervor. The American dream, as it subsumed King's
dream, was one that projected a peaceful, creative, and wholly legitimate
way of producing change without tampering with established institutions.
The significance of the past as a rhetorical force is perhaps best
illustrated by the siruggles of opposing groups to possess it. Although
Williams Jennings Bryan and Albert Beveridge were on opposite sides in
,  the imperialism fontroversy. they both claimed Thomas Jefferson as the
father of their policics. Woodrow Wilson and Henry Cabot Lodge cach in-
voked the founding fathers in the League of Nations debate. And in 1976
the government-sponsored American Revolution Bicentennial Adminis-
- tration found itself confronted with the People’s Bicentennial .Com-
mission. Both bicenterfniai groups endorsed the traditional function of the
American ideology—that Americans should “measure our institutions
against the-principles of ‘76" —but they disagreed sharply upon just what
those principles were. 1%When President ‘Gerald R. Ford commemorated
_ the Battle of Lexington on April 19, 1975, his conservatnvc use of the past
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was booed and jeered by those members of his audience who possessed a
more revolutionary memory. '* The rhetorical struggle over the past pro-
voked a subcommittee of the U.S. Senate judiciary Committee to issue a
thirty-page report charging that the People’s Bicentennial Commission
was attempting *“to steal the bicentennial.”'*

If the past is any guide to the future, the rhetorical processes of con-
forming national policies to the ideology—and of modifying the ideology
to changing conditions—will continue to be central to American public
discourse. Jimmy Carter's entire 1976 presidential campaign, for example,
might be seen as an effort to renew Americans’ Sense of community—a
community defined by its common belief in the American ideology. '* In
assuming office, Carter attested “‘once again to the inner and .piritual
strength of,pur nation.” Using exactly -the same Biblical reference that
John Wintlop had cited on the deck of the Arbella in mid-Atlantic in
1630 wherllhe had addressed his band of Puritans about their special
covenant with God,!” Jimmy Carter reminded Americans of the .‘timeless
admonition” of the ancient prophet Micah: to do justly, to love mercy, to
walk humbly with God. The renewal of a community based on this faith,
Carter sermonized, would create **a new dedication within our government
and a new spirit among us all.” He went on to speak of America’s “unique
self-definition’ and its “‘special obligation’ to promote personal libefly. 7
Noting that the “passion for freedom™ was on the rise in the world, Carter
urged that there could be **no nobler nor-more ambitious task for America
to undertake . , . than to help shape a Jést and peaccﬁﬂ world that is truly .
humane.” ¥

Having embraced the ideology in his Inaugural Address and having sug-
gested how that ideology ought to influence national policy, it was quite
A consistent and predictable that Carter would proclaim in his first address

before the United Nations that American foreign policy would serve the

nation's “‘historic values and commitments.” ‘Moreover. he announced
that the United States had an.““historical birthright™ to be a leader in the
campaign to extend human rights. **No member of the United Nations,™
he continued, *‘can claim that mistreatment of its citizens is solely its oyn
business. Equally, no member can avoid its responsibilities to review and
to speak when torture or unwarranteg deprivation of freedom occurs in
any part of the world.” * Thus, the American ideology again exerted itself
- in the national and international dialogue, transcending individual
political leaders, entire administrations, and even political affiliations.

And it can be expected to contiriue to do so in the future.

’ “The mighty past,” to use Theodore Roosevelt’s phrase, is not to be
taken lightly: 22 The rhetoric of the American Revolution continues, then,

! not in the crumbling pages of speeches and pamphlets ot the 1770s, but in
the national dialogue as Americans attempt to perfect their society, their
government, and in Dr. Rush’s words, “the principles, morals and man-
ners of our citizens. . . .2 When President Carter charted the general
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. principles of his administration, he confessed: *'} haye no new dream to set
forth today, but rather urge a fresh faith in the old dream.” Having re-
called the American Revolution as *‘a milestone™ in the’quest fer human
“liberty, he quickly reminded Amiericans of their obligation to the past:
“The bold and brilliant dream which excited the founderssof our nation
~ still awaits its consummation.” 2 The rhetorical legacy of the Reyplution.is

* not revolutionary after all. What our rhetoric did for us wasto est:%hQ an
- ideology that has, in a sense, presided over our evolutionary processes.
Though shaken by “the whirlwinds of revolt,” the ideology has proved
durable as it has proved adaptable. Americans have come to embrace it as
a faith, and with Harry Truman they continue to declare: “From this faith
we will not he moved.” ™ ? -

2

CONCLUSION .
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