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            PREFACE

         

         The ‘Trump phenomenon’ is often described as the US version of a populist trend that has impacted on many areas of contemporary global politics. Exploring it is a key part of understanding the modern world and its complexity. As the US gears up for the 2020 presidential election – and as the polarisation of US politics increases – the nature of this phenomenon, its origins, its impact on the USA and its long-term effects are the subjects of analysis, speculation and heated debate. We hear it and read it via the broadcast news, in our newspapers, across the internet and on social media. Again and again people ask: ‘What is going on in the USA? Why is it happening?’

         Despite the global political similarities, Donald Trump’s success is also rooted in a peculiarly American experience, since a very large and influential part of his support base lies among Christians of the so-called ‘evangelical religious right’. The influence of US evangelical Christians on national politics has never been more pronounced than it is today. From the appointment of Supreme Court judges, to US relations with Israel, from support for the wall, xiito abortion legislation, the power of this extraordinary lobby is seen in the changing politics and policies of the nation. In this, religious faith has an impact that is quite unique to the USA among 21st-century Western states; and it stands in comparison with the impact of Islam in other countries. There is clearly something distinctive about US culture and politics that sets it apart from comparatively developed democratic societies and states.

         Remarkably, 2020 is not only the year of the next US presidential election, it is also the 400th anniversary of the arrival of the Mayflower Pilgrims in North America and the beginnings of Puritan New England. In addition, both the election and anniversary occur in the month of November. Is this mere coincidence, synchronicity or a providential arrangement of events? While readers will have their own opinions, there are clearly those in the modern USA who would consider this juxtaposition of dates as being something more than mere random chance. To them, God’s providence is shaping the pattern of modern history. But, regardless of differing conclusions reached concerning the significance of the autumnal coming together of events in 2020, there is undeniably an historical link between the origins of Puritan settlement of North America and the remarkable events that have shaken the nation since 2016. What is going on in the modern USA has very deep roots. They are roots that stretch back into the almost mythological origins of the nation in the seventeenth century.

         That is the contention of this book. The evidence we explore reveals how the original Puritan settlers (at Plymouth Colony and, especially, in Massachusetts Bay Colony) contributed something undeniably potent to the development of the eventual United xiiiStates, which emerged in the eighteenth century, expanded in the nineteenth and became a superpower in the twentieth. In the twenty-first century, modern America is still negotiating a way through the legacy of these events of 400 years ago. And this is so, despite the huge ethnic, demographic, political, constitutional, cultural and religious changes that have occurred in the intervening years. In short, huge numbers of US voters are still, in effect, doing ‘Puritan politics’.

         As a result, this book provides an exploration of one of the most important forces driving the support for Donald Trump, which is delivering millions of election-winning votes: America’s Puritan heritage. Support for Trump among evangelicals is the latest manifestation of this key strand within the cultural DNA of the USA. As a direct result, the long-term influence of the Puritans makes the USA different to any other Western democracy; it motivates and energises a key part of the Trump base; and it has played a major role in delivering political power to the President.

         Our exploration will bring together historic evidence and the latest journalistic analysis. The Mayflower Compact meets the tweets of @realDonaldTrump and New England Puritan ideology meets the political goals of modern evangelical conservatives. It is through untangling these ancient narratives and tracing their path through four centuries of history that we can begin to understand that, while aspects of the Trump phenomenon can be compared to wider global developments, what is occurring is still unique to the modern United States.

         We believe that anyone wanting to fully understand what is currently happening in the USA must take this into account if they are xivto fully appreciate what is going on. Trump and the Puritans takes readers from the formative years of the seventeenth century to the remarkable events that have led to the current situation in the USA.

         In carrying out this exploration we are grateful to a huge range of people, sources, assessments and evidence streams, which have made this possible. We have endeavoured to formally identify our sources in our endnotes. We have also attempted to be fair and balanced in a field of politics that has become increasingly heated over recent years. We hope that we have achieved this and that readers will gain a deeper (and historically more connected) insight into this crucial area of US politics. It goes without saying that all errors are our own.

         
             

         

         James Roberts

Martyn Whittock

      

   


   
      1
         
            INTRODUCTION

            A RATHER UNEXPECTED ALLIANCE

         

         AN IDEA THAT WENT BADLY WRONG

         In the US presidential election year of 2004, The Guardian dreamed up a scheme to recruit thousands of readers to persuade American voters in swing states to reject sitting President George W. Bush and vote, instead, for the Democratic candidate, Senator John Kerry. ‘Operation Clark County’ would involve recruiting 50,000 readers to write letters to voters in Clark County, Ohio. In 2000, Bush defeated Democrat Al Gore in the tightest of races. Four years later The Guardian wanted to help the Democrats oust him. In 2000, Gore won Clark County by a mere 1 per cent – just over 300 votes. So, The Guardian contacted the director of the Clark County board of elections and paid $25 for a copy of the electoral roll. The scheme seemed set to change US history.

         Unfortunately for The Guardian and ‘G2’ editor, Ian Katz, who came up with the idea, soon after the first 14,000 letters started arriving in the county in the rural Midwest, an un-anticipated response took shape. It was expressed succinctly in a headline in the 2local newspaper, the Springfield News-Sun: ‘Butt Out Brits, voters say’. ‘Each email someone gets from some arrogant Brit telling us why to not vote for George Bush is going to backfire, you stupid, yellow-toothed pansies’, was one reaction. Clearly, the scheme was not exactly going to plan. In late October The Guardian called a halt to ‘Operation Clark County’. In November, Bush won 51 per cent of the vote there, with a swing of 1,600 votes in his favour. The hapless Katz said afterwards that it would be ‘self-aggrandising’ to think The Guardian’s intervention made any difference to the result, but one wonders. Influencing voters by telling them how they should vote can be a far from straightforward venture, but some of those committed to such an approach have not been deterred.

         Twelve years later, interventions by ‘Brits’ on behalf of Democratic hopeful Hillary Clinton against the Republican candidate Donald Trump were more sophisticated. Birmingham-born and Cambridge-educated comedian John Oliver successfully imported a very British brand of mockery to the US. His late Sunday night HBO TV show, Last Week Tonight with John Oliver, was launched in 2014 and rapidly garnered an audience of over 4 million. Donald Trump was manna from heaven for Oliver’s satire and, after ignoring the billionaire tycoon in the early primaries, he turned to deploying all the comic savagery he could muster once it was clear Trump might win the Republican nomination. Oliver’s fans found his show fearless, and it was widely applauded: it was nominated in six categories at the Emmys in 2016 and went on to win three awards. On the online news forum Daily Beast in February 2016, Marlow Stern declared that Oliver had ‘destroyed’ Trump. But Oliver hadn’t destroyed him. After Trump’s victory over the favourite, Hillary 3Clinton, in November 2016, Oliver urged his viewers to spend their time and money to help ‘support organisations that are going to need help under a Trump administration’, including the major abortion provider, Planned Parenthood. A horrified Oliver declared that ‘a Klan-backed misogynist internet troll is going to be delivering the next State of the Union address, and that is not normal’.1

         Oliver was discovering that while there was a large sector of the American population – particularly in New York where he had made his home – who viewed the world with his level of knowing, not to say, British style of comedic sophistication, there was an equally large population in the so-called ‘flyover states’ that was suspicious of this apparent sophistication and was unconvinced by its presumption of moral superiority. The geographical and social pattern of ‘east/west versus the middle’ and ‘city and suburbs versus the countryside’ that would become even more entrenched in the November 2018 mid-terms had claimed another victim. However, by the time Oliver had become aware of this phenomenon – and long before 2018 – Hillary Clinton had made her own spectacular contribution to dividing the USA. And, unwittingly, to her own defeat.

         A DEFINING MOMENT – THE BIRTH OF THE ‘DEPLORABLES’

         On 9 September 2016, while addressing the LGBT Gala at the Cipriani Club in New York City, from a podium bearing the words ‘Stronger Together’, Hillary Clinton let the cat out of the bag. After praising her warm-up speaker for ‘her advocacy on behalf of the transgender community, particularly transgender women of colour’, 4she moved on to attack the running-mate of her rival for the presidency, Donald J. Trump. She described how Mike Pence, whom she did not refer to by name, had ‘signed a law that would have allowed businesses to discriminate against LGBT Americans’. As the audience understandably booed their disapproval, she expanded on her point:

         
            And there’s so much more that I find deplorable in his [Trump’s] campaign: the way that he cosies up to white supremacists, makes racist attacks, calls women pigs, mocks people with disabilities – you can’t make this up. He wants to round up and deport sixteen million people, calls our military a disaster … Our campaign slogan is not just words. We really do believe that we are stronger together.2

         

         Clinton nodded to the gender issues that were already starting to provoke debate in the US and in the UK, musing that ‘somewhere not far from here … is a young girl who is just not sure what her future holds because she just doesn’t feel like she’s herself and no one understands that’. Then she went on to make a number of campaign promises:

         
            So, together we’re gonna pass the Equality Act to guarantee full equality. We’re going to put comprehensive, quality, affordable healthcare within reach for more people, including for mental health and addiction. We’re gonna take on youth homelessness, and as my wonderful, extraordinary, great daughter [Chelsea Clinton] said, we are going to end the cruel and dangerous practice 5of conversion therapy [whose proponents claim to ‘cure’ gays of their homosexuality]. We’re going to keep working toward an AIDS-free generation, a goal that I set as secretary of state, and with your help we’ re going to pass comprehensive gun laws…

         

         The chants of ‘Hill-a-ry! Hill-a-ry!’ bounced around the hall, and she seized the moment: ‘We are living in a volatile political environment. You know, to just be grossly generalistic, you could put half of Trump’s supporters into what I call the basket of deplorables. Right?’

         The laughter and applause allowed her to pause, before she rose to a triumphant climax:

         
            The racist, sexist, homophobic, xenophobic, Islamophobic – you name it. And unfortunately there are people like that. And he has lifted them up. He has given voice to their websites that used to only have 11,000 people – now have 11 million. He tweets and retweets their offensive hateful mean-spirited rhetoric. Now, some of those folks – they are irredeemable, but thankfully they are not America.

         

         So, there were some Trump supporters – half of them – who were ‘not America’; but the other half were redeemable, and could still belong to Hillary’s America if they came to see the error of their ways.

         
            But the other basket … that other basket of people are people who feel that the government has let them down, the economy has let them down, nobody cares about them, nobody worries 6about what happens to their lives and their futures, and they’re just desperate for change. It doesn’t really even matter where it comes from. They don’t buy everything he says, but he seems to hold out some hope that their lives will be different. They won’t wake up and see their jobs disappear, lose a kid to heroin, feel like they’re in a dead-end. Those are people we have to understand and empathise with as well.

         

         In other words, Hillary calculated that if she could win over the votes of the half of Trump’s supporters who might be wavering, she would become the next President of the United States. It seemed a reasonable calculation, but she had just made a terrible tactical error. The ensuing applause at the Cipriani Club covered up the fact that she had made a disastrous miscalculation. Because there, more exultant than anyone in the hall, was Steve Bannon, co-founder of the hard-right news website Breitbart News, who the previous month had been named chief executive officer of the Trump campaign. He knew the group she was referring to. He was well acquainted with those Clinton had named ‘the basket of deplorables’. He knew they despised the Washington elites, both Republican and Democrat, because they considered them as serving just two masters: their own self-interest, and Wall Street. Since the financial crash of 2008, caused by Wall Street financiers and bankers who had been rescued from ruin by trillions of dollars of public money – and who had by-and-large emerged relatively unscathed from the catastrophe of their own making – many of those in ‘the basket of deplorables’ had held this elite – politicians and their Wall Street allies – in contempt. They believed, not without some cause, that the hardship 7they were now enduring was a direct result of the financial rescue of the billionaires. The bitterness was tangible and Bannon knew all about it. And he knew how to use it.

         The ‘continuing progress’ that Clinton claimed America was rooted in was not progress as far as these Trump supporters were concerned, with its ‘Equality Act’ and emphasis on group identities. This liberal-secular agenda, which President Barack Obama had promoted for eight years, was not their agenda. As Clinton noted, they had seen their communities decline inexorably and could do nothing about it. The values that they had been taught were the route to success in an America they believed in – blue-collar fathers and mothers making sacrifices to raise their family in the hope that their children would have a better life, an easier life, than the life of their parents – no longer applied. They could sacrifice as much as they liked, and dream as much as they could dream, but the odds were now so heavily stacked against them that the hope that had nourished their striving was, in this new America, a fantasy. The door to the American Dream was locked and bolted. Across the so-called ‘Rust Belt’ of the USA – from Pennsylvania, through Ohio and Michigan, to northern Indiana and eastern Illinois and Wisconsin – the abandoned factories spoke eloquently of their experience of America. The same could be said of the boarded-up shops in the small towns of West Virginia whose coal mines had closed. But it was not only in these states that the mood was angry and alarmed. In the white picket-fenced, small-town communities across much of the Midwest, emotions were also running high. And, for many, the frustration with the economic situation was matched by a deep ideological disquiet, which was becoming anger.8

         To many living outside the seaboard states, it seemed that the foundation of their traditional hope – their Christian faith that was mirrored in the public conversations of what they still considered to be ‘a Christian country’ – was now held in contempt in most of the media that hosted the national conversation. To them, for every voice upholding traditional Christian faith and traditional morality, there seemed to be two that derided it. Hillary Clinton’s politics explicitly embraced every minority group imaginable but failed to see the ones – in their view – that were the least complaining and most deserving: themselves. As they saw it, in a world of liberal identity politics they had been denied an identity that they themselves would recognise. Her invitation to them to join her was seen immediately for what it was: an attempt to split the Trump vote. From their perspective, her attempt was risible and presumptuous. Clinton had posted her invitation into a chasm.

         Unbeknown to her, however, she had presented this part of the electorate with a priceless gift. She had provided them with a group identity. From now on all Trump supporters, ‘redeemable’ or ‘irredeemable’, would feel the power of belonging. They had a team. They were the ‘deplorables’. The term quickly became a badge of honour that was worn with pride. Inadvertently Clinton had given them a label and it unwittingly assisted them in focusing much of their anger on the kind of America that had gained public approval since 2008.

         After the passing into law of what Hillary and her supporters in the US and elsewhere called ‘marriage equality’ – a term that many ‘deplorables’ regarded as a form of Newspeak – President Barack Obama ordered that the White House be bathed in the colours of 9the rainbow. In the eyes of many this was a tender act of solidarity. After centuries of the darkening of marriage through prejudice and exclusion, America had taken a step towards a new era of equality, perhaps the most important one since the Supreme Court’s Roe v. Wade ruling in 1973, which affirmed a woman’s right to abortion.

         In the eyes of the ‘deplorables’, however, the rainbow White House was a transparent act of liberal-secular passive aggression. Under the guise of inclusiveness, the government was excluding the huge section of traditionally Christian Americans who believed that marriage was, by definition and nature, an institution that joined together one man and one woman. Hillary Clinton took it for granted that she and her supporters were on the right side of history; implying that humanity was on a path from lesser to greater moral virtue and that she and her allies were leading the way. However, she and her supporters collided with an entrenched position that had millennia of history in Judaeo-Christian scripture and tradition behind it: ‘In the image of God he created them; male and female he created them.’3 To the most active defenders of this belief system, it seemed that the liberal secularists had thought that they could overthrow this ancient natural order without looking back. The future belonged to liberal secularism. But now ‘they’, the ones left behind by history, Americans who felt they had had ‘the land of the free and the home of the brave’ pulled from under their feet, to be replaced by an a-patriotic and unrecognisable patchwork of banners and loyalties, suddenly had a flag around which they could rally, along with the Stars and Stripes. The battle was joined over traditional Christianity, US patriotism and economic anger. And its articulation as a distinct cause gave the opposition to Clinton the 10sudden appearance of ‘a crusade’. Albeit a crusade whose banner was being held aloft by a rather unlikely Christian crusader: Donald Trump. Homemade roadside signs, such as that observed outside Luverne, Alabama, read: ‘THANK GOD WE ARE DEPLORABLE.’4 It would prove to be a heady and unorthodox kind of moonshine that was being distilled in the ‘flyover states’.

         THE MYSTERY OF DONALD TRUMP, THE ‘CHRISTIAN CRUSADER’

         Across much of the world Donald Trump is a hate figure. The people who floated the Trump balloon above Westminster in London in July 2018 and the 100,000 who demonstrated against his UK visit, which was marked both by a meeting with the Queen and by the launching of the balloon, were hardly able to explain their hatred beyond saying that Trump was ‘horrible’ – a word frequently used when those protesting against the presence of the US President were asked to explain why they disliked him. He excited similar levels of opposition when he visited London again in 2019.

         Harvard students who were so traumatised – the day after the presidential election – that they were excused completion of their assignments were similarly unable to explain why they were so incapacitated. But what was clear was that behind the opposition and the trauma was a mystery and an enigma. How could a man with such well-documented personal failings, whose personality traits were so unappealing to so many, be elected President of the United States?

         And, as the identity of his supporters was examined more closely, how could it be that self-described ‘evangelical’ Christians could 11see such a man as their political saviour? These Christians would be asked many questions along the lines of: ‘Aren’t you all about forgiveness? About loving your enemies? About helping the poor? How do you reconcile these teachings of Jesus with backing a man like Trump?’ And their answers were sometimes as simple and instinctive as the views of those who launched the Trump balloon in London. But not often. For the most part, evangelicals who were Trump supporters knew exactly why they voted for him.

         The phrase ‘it’s the economy, stupid’ was coined by James Carville, Bill Clinton’s election strategist in 1992, as part of a Democratic strategy to remind voters about the weak George H. Bush economy. However, the world has moved on since then. It is now clear that voters care about other things too, and they care about some things even more than the economy, and whether they will be better or worse off. They care about what they consider to be the distinctive culture and values of the country in which they live, and if they think these values are under attack or being eroded, they will vote to defend them even if this defence carries an economic price. Trump’s slogan ‘Make America Great Again’ brilliantly referenced both the American economy – he would bring jobs lost as a result of globalisation back to the United States – and American culture. Being American, he insisted, was no longer something to be apologetic about: he would bring back pride in being American (as he and his supporters defined it). As they saw it, the ‘American way of life’ was something that could be defended before the whole world because it was the best way of life that the world had so far produced. Among these Americans, there had always been an ill-disguised suspicion that the patriotism of the previous President, 12Barack Obama, had not run very deep.5 This made Obama popular in the UK and Europe, where patriotic nationalist fervour had long been regarded as a rather suspect emotion among more educated people, particularly following two nationalistic world wars that had torn Europe apart. But in America it became clear that patriotism had been bottled up, rather than diffused or deflected. And in Europe, too, it is rapidly becoming clear that the potency of competing nationalisms is far from being defused.6 When Trump uncorked that particular bottle in the USA, the energy released was – in rally after rally – quite appalling, or quite magnificent, depending on one’s viewpoint.

         In Britain, the Brexit vote uncovered a hidden nationalist patriotism on the part of many Britons. Those whose loyalty to a more narrowly defined version of country and culture took precedence over their acceptance of British-European identity and an administration based in mainland Europe (that might or might not deliver greater prosperity) momentarily had a chance to speak in the referendum of June 2016. They duly delivered a kicking to the leaders of most UK parties, their EU partners and the other half of a deeply divided electorate, taking many by surprise. But even here there was a fundamental difference between the US election of that same year and the Brexit vote. In the US election, God was an acknowledged player. In the Brexit vote, he wasn’t. That is not entirely true, however. A fringe group of numerically small, but energetic, UK Christians made much of their claims that the EU represented an anti-Christian fulfilment of biblical prophecy.7 It was an extreme (and much disputed) millenarianism that would have been understood across the Atlantic but would have mystified 13the vast majority of Leave voters, had they even been aware of these particular accusations against the EU. Things were – and are – different in the USA.

         The presidential inauguration of Donald Trump, on 20 January 2017, featured six religious leaders, more than any other inauguration in history. One of the five Christians who prayed with Trump was Paula White, a televangelist who had been his spiritual adviser since 2002. ‘Let these United States of America be that beacon of hope to all people and all nations under your dominion, a true hope for human kind,’ she prayed, ‘in the name of Jesus Christ. Amen.’8 Seven months later, on The Jim Bakker Show, she said that Trump had been ‘raised up by God’, and that ‘we are scaring the literal hell out of demonic spirits’. This was spoken in the context of Trump’s nomination of the so-called ‘originalist’ Neil Gorsuch to the Supreme Court. ‘Originalists’ interpret the US constitution as stable and unchanging, in a political version of the biblical fundamentalism espoused by many traditional Christians in the USA. Paula White’s enthusiasm revealed that a major hope among those often termed the ‘Christian Religious Right’ or ‘evangelicals’, regarding the Trump presidency, was for nominees whose rulings would accord with their faith. ‘If we get two more [Supreme Court justices] we will be able to overturn demonic laws and decrees that have held this nation in captivity,’ White declared.9

         Franklin Graham, son of Billy and head of the Billy Graham Evangelistic Association, took his inauguration text from the New Testament letter, 1 Timothy 2: 5–6a: ‘For there is one God and one mediator between God and mankind, the man Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all people.’10 Many in the UK (whether 14of faith or no faith) would have struggled to see this as a preparation for an endorsement of President Trump. In the USA, too, the approach has been questioned. As the presidency progressed, Graham was persistently challenged to defend Trump from a Christian point of view. While not defending Trump’s history of alleged immoral behaviour and intemperate comments, Graham held that God had placed Trump in the White House, despite his character flaws, because he was the man who could get God’s work done at this – in Graham’s view – absolutely critical point in US and world history. US liberals were incredulous.

         It was indicative of what some contemporary evangelical Christian commentators have called the ‘Cyrus Factor’ – a reference to a king of Persia described as an instrument of God in the Old Testament – whereby God might choose to use an imperfect person in order to accomplish a divinely ordained task. We shall return to this view of Donald Trump as we explore and seek to understand other areas of support for him within the so-called ‘evangelical religious right’, for it is one of the powerful forces driving support for him from within this influential section of US society. It also helps to explain some, otherwise inexplicably sanguine, approaches to his actions and alleged behaviour that shock many other observers. As such, we need to put a marker on it now, because referring to it will help explain many of the more puzzling areas covered in this book. For, so long as Donald Trump promises to deliver on areas considered as quintessentially ‘home territory’ to traditional right-leaning evangelical voters, other areas (alleged or self-evident) of his life – conduct, speech and policies (that might otherwise give cause for concern) – can be ignored or marginalised.15

         Meanwhile, Britain has drifted ever further away from its cousin across the water. Franklin Graham was invited by the Lancashire Festival of Hope to preach at Blackpool’s Winter Gardens in September 2018. In July, Blackpool Transport banned adverts for the event being placed on the side of the town’s buses, citing ‘heightened tensions’. Gordon Marsden, Labour MP for Blackpool South, called on the government to deny Graham a visa. ‘Graham’s visit to Blackpool is likely to cause considerable offence,’ he said. The Muslim Council of Britain said the government had a duty to deny Graham a visa. Otherwise, it claimed, ‘it will send a clear message that it is not consistent in challenging all forms of bigotry’. Two more MPs, Paul Maynard and Afzal Khan, opposed the visit, while the Blackpool Methodist Circuit said it ‘cannot support any preaching or teaching that promotes homophobia or is likely to be damaging to interfaith dialogue’.11 Three Blackpool churches planned to parade a four-metre model of Jesus wearing a rainbow sash through the town centre on the weekend of the visit. The differences between the UK and USA could not have been more clearly articulated. A report in The Guardian on 9 September 2018 described Graham as ‘a prominent US evangelical preacher with links to Donald Trump and a track record of Islamophobic and homophobic statements’. Graham has said that Islam is evil, and that Satan is the architect of same-sex marriage and LGBT rights.12

         In Britain in the week before the November 2018 mid-term elections in the US, the broad position of most commentators regarding Trump was less heated than the opposition to the Graham visit, but still hopeful that the President would be reined in. A Democratic majority in the House of Representatives would do this 16job nicely, was the rough consensus. The astonishing successes of the US economy since Trump’s election were acknowledged, but praise and enthusiasm for these achievements were distributed with care.

         Trump, meanwhile, embarked on what must have been an exhausting programme of carefully targeted rallies at which he appeared to draw energy from the massive turnout they all commanded. His aim was to endorse candidates in tight races, hopefully swinging the vote to the Republicans and thereby maintaining the party’s majority in both Houses of Congress.

         At Pensacola, Florida, on 3 November, he gave his full and enthusiastic support to Ron DeSantis for governor against Andrew Gillum, and to incumbent governor Rick Scott running against three-term Democratic incumbent Bill Nelson in the Senate race. He duly disparaged Gillum and Nelson. But he saved his most extraordinary rhetoric for the end:

         
            For years you watched as your leaders apologised for America. That’s what they did. They apologised for us. They apologised for your great country. Now you have a President who is standing up for America … We love our country. We really love our country … Reject the Democrat politics of anger and division.

         

         ‘Reclaim our proud and righteous destiny as Americans,’ he told the crowd. Florida was a place, he claimed, of ‘pioneers and visionaries, who raised up gleaming cities by the sea’. Several times he urged his supporters to get out and vote in order to defend the America that he was describing. For the people of the past did not make the sacrifices of blood, sweat and tears that had built the state just so 17that people today could ‘sit at home, while others try to erase their legacy, tear down our history and destroy our very proud American heritage’.

         Getting further into his stride, he delivered exactly what the crowd had been waiting for:

         
            For the sake of our freedom and for the sake of our children, we are going to work, we are going to fight and we are going to win, win, win. We will not bend, we will not break, we will never give in, we will never give up, we will never back down, we will never surrender. And we will always fight on to victory. Always. Because we are Americans and our hearts bleed red, white and blue. We are one people, one family and one glorious nation under God.13

         

         For Britons, the exaggerated (almost Churchillian) register is recognisably Trump. Less recognisable is another set of references: ‘pioneers’, ‘visionaries’, ‘gleaming cities’, ‘righteous destiny’, ‘one glorious nation under God’. These ideas reverberate in American history from well before the Second World War, when Churchill honed his own form of rhetoric. Trump’s words evoked a much older tradition; one that can be traced back to the Puritan settlers. In this way he was appealing to a Puritan heritage in a way that is unthinkable and incomprehensible on the UK side of the Atlantic. And when Trump says ‘we will never surrender’, he was stating that this legacy will never be abandoned. It will never be replaced by an ideology that sees America as anything less than exceptional and a ‘righteous shining city’ (as he and his supporters define it), that can inspire the less fortunate, less virtuous, darker world to follow its guiding light. In this he was plugging into a 400-year-old 18tradition and forging an unlikely connection with the Puritans. For, among the many factors which explain the Trump phenomenon, the support of evangelical Christians is a vitally important one. About 81 per cent of American evangelical Christians, or about 33.7 million people, voted Trump in 2016.14 This base remained solid, even after two turbulent and controversial years, with a Fox News poll, prior to the November 2018 mid-terms, indicating that the approval rating for Trump remained as high as 73 per cent among this group of voters.15 In understanding the power of this highly influential lobby and its outlook, we need to view things through the lens of the seventeenth century and its consequences.

         The Trump presidency is seeing nothing less than a struggle for the soul of America. In 2017, Mike Huckabee (Governor of Arkansas 1996–2007 and a Republican presidential candidate in 2008 and 2016) asserted that ‘he [Trump] truly understands and welcomes godly advice and he sees the value of prayer’. Furthermore, Huckabee stated: ‘I believe Trump’s historic battle for the White House in 2016 metaphorically reminds us that America too is in a historic battle not only for its political future but also for its very soul.’16

         The aim of this book is to show how the four-centuries-old Puritan legacy serves to illuminate both the parameters of the ‘struggle’, and the ‘soul’ itself that is being so bitterly contested in the USA.
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            CHAPTER ONE

            CREATING A PURITAN BRAND

         

         The year 2020 is a defining one in the USA. For a start, it is the year of a much-anticipated presidential election. Will the controversial incumbent of the White House win a second term as leader of the most powerful nation on earth? After four bitterly contested years as President, the matter is once again to go before the US electorate. Furthermore, Donald Trump’s call for a return to ‘civility’ in the political debate – in the run-up to the mid-term elections in November 2018 – only led to gasps of disbelief among his opponents (including ex-President Barack Obama) as they claimed that he was the one who had so effectively coarsened it in the first place. Things have not got calmer since. America is once again at a political crossroads.

         However, as if that was not enough to make 2020 stand out in modern US history, the year also marks the 400th anniversary of the arrival of the Mayflower Pilgrims in the New World and their establishment of a ‘godly’ colony in what was for them the ‘American wilderness’. Many millions of Americans will not see this as a random juxtaposition of events, since for them Donald Trump is 20the one chosen by God to implement a 21st-century programme of godly rule and the restoration of American spiritual exceptionalism that is directly rooted in those far-off events, when Puritan settlers (who followed in 1630) first established a semi-theocratic ‘New Jerusalem’ in the ‘New World’. For millions of key voters, the link is providential, not random. These are Christians of the evangelical religious right. And if we fail to grasp this, then key elements of the Trump phenomenon and key motivations within powerful sections of his support base will remain a mystery to us.

         The alliance between Trump and the evangelical religious right is of great importance due to the large numbers of voters involved (as we saw in the Introduction). For, in a way surprising to many outside the USA and despite recent numerical decline, the number of Americans identifying as Christian remains huge. The USA is home to more Christians than any other nation on earth. In 2014 an extensive programme of research revealed that 70.6 per cent of US adults identified as being Christian. And of the total US adult population, 25.4 per cent identified as ‘evangelicals’.1 While the meaning of this term may be open to interpretation, those who use it in the USA as an identifier generally subscribe to a broad raft of beliefs: acceptance of the Bible as the inspired ‘word of God’ (which often has a fundamentalist and literal interpretation of the scriptures); traditional concepts of marriage, family and gender; and traditional attitudes towards the practice of sexuality, almost always involving classifying homosexual practice as sinful, with acceptable (heterosexual) sexual relations being reserved for within marriage. This is a collection of beliefs that would have been both recognised and accepted by most seventeenth-century Puritan believers. As 21a result, ‘Christian politics’ is a game-changer in any US election. And for those classified as ‘evangelicals’ this remains broadly recognisable as ‘Puritan politics’.

         For people in the UK the latter point will be even more surprising than the former, since while the Christian Church is no longer a major influence in UK politics, the idea of anything remotely resembling ‘Puritanism’ deciding the future of government would be incomprehensible. This is because US and UK Christians have drawn hugely different lessons from their common history and understanding about ‘Puritans doing politics’. In the UK, the Puritans are a tainted brand – to put it mildly. We might admire their dedication to ‘purifying’ the church and their love of the Bible, but all that stuff about banning Christmas, plays, music and sport on a Sunday afternoon looks very joyless, judgemental and dull. Not to mention the slaughtering of Catholics in Ireland, which has left a legacy of bitterness that is still with us in 2020; and continues to deeply divide the way that that island views its history. And anyway, British people might say (assuming they have thought much about it at all) surely all that ‘Puritan politics stuff’ fell apart when King Charles II was restored in 1660. Indeed, in 1659 one contemporary commentator said of the Puritans, who had dominated politics since the execution of King Charles I in 1649, ‘the Lord has blasted them and spit in their faces’.2 On 30 January 1661, which was the twelfth anniversary of the execution of Charles I at Whitehall in 1649, the body of Oliver Cromwell was exhumed from its grave in Westminster Abbey.3 The corpse was then put through the indignities of a posthumous ‘trial’ for high treason and ‘executed’. This took the form of the body being hanged in chains at Tyburn, 22as a common criminal, and afterwards disposed of by burial in unconsecrated ground. When one of the surviving regicides was on his way to suffer retribution at the hands of exultant royalists, following a predictable trial verdict, somebody in the crowd yelled out: ‘Where now is your Good Old Cause?’4 It seemed a reasonable question, if rather unkind to pose it in such a blunt fashion to a man on his way to be hanged, drawn and quartered. But, all in all, it was clear that Puritans and politics had parted ways. Puritans were a thing of the past; and the future, in what would become the United Kingdom, would have little time for its Puritan past. After the restoration of the Stuart monarchy in 1660, dissenting non-conformists (the heirs of the Puritans) focused on rather less ambitious projects, such as social reform. British Puritans – and their association, in the popular consciousness at least, with drab-coloured clothes, stiff white collars and joyless souls – have been confined to the history books. And only a minority of 21st-century British people mourn their disappearance.

         This is not so on the other side of the Atlantic. There the Puritan brand is still doing very well indeed. This is because it was Puritans (of one form or another) who set up their own version of an ideal community in New England in the seventeenth century (a ‘New Jerusalem’ in the ‘New World’), which has become such a key part of the cultural DNA of the USA since then and remains so today. What’s not to like about a turkey dinner at Thanksgiving, which was originally celebrated by Puritan Europeans and Native Americans sitting down at the same table in 1621? Millions of school kids, dressed up in Puritan garb at their school pageants, can’t be wrong, can they?

         On top of this, the Puritan brand has left more than just a taste 23for turkey and cranberry sauce in the modern USA. The Pilgrim settlers at Plymouth Colony (in 1620) and even more so at Massachusetts Bay (in 1630) believed that they were founding, as the latter explicitly put it, ‘a city on a hill’; a beacon of godliness, Bible Commonwealths in which all life would be lived in accordance with the Christian scriptures. It is not hard to see how this has morphed over four centuries into a belief in ‘American exceptionalism’ and even into strident calls to ‘Make America Great Again’.

         This formative experience in the seventeenth century has been one of the major factors in making the USA stand out from all comparable Western democracies. While a lot of water has flowed under the bridge since the 1620s and 1630s, something crucial and distinctive has fed into the national identity of what is now the USA as a result of its early history. This has led to a situation where a particular form of Christianity (‘evangelical’) remains highly influential as a confident, energetic, committed and active force within modern US culture and voting. The evangelical population has a significant political effect since its turnout is fairly reliable. This is especially the case if the electoral contest is tight. In 2016, about 81 per cent of white evangelicals supported Donald Trump.5 Trump’s victory illustrates how there is an unbroken stream of politically influential and biblically conservative Protestantism that flows from the seventeenth century to today, despite all the inflowing streams of other forms of Christianity (e.g. Roman Catholicism and Eastern Orthodox), not to mention other hugely influential faiths, such as Judaism and, more recently, Islam. As a result of this seventeenth-century formative experience, there is something very distinctive indeed about the modern USA. It points to the power 24of history in shaping a national identity. And in America’s long run of history, the Puritans played and play an influential part.

         In order to explore the importance of this legacy, it is necessary to examine who these Puritans were and why they ended up in North America; the kind of society they created; the mindset they embodied; and their importance for the future trajectory of what would become the United States of America. In other words, to analyse their contribution to the historic and cultural DNA of the USA. We will then (in Chapter Two) see how this Puritan past was celebrated, as well as adapted, and how it contributed to the character of the communities emerging in the British colonies in the eighteenth century, in a way that was out of proportion to the numbers of people originally involved. We will also explore the state of the Puritan legacy as the newly formed United States ended the eighteenth century, and how this legacy was highly influential in the moulding of the young country. Then (in Chapter Three) we will see how this heritage was adapted, celebrated and manipulated in the maturing United States as the westward drive turned it into a continental power, before (in Chapter Four) examining the way in which what is now often described as the evangelical religious right emerged as a recognisable group (with political influence) in the twentieth century. And we will assess how this significant group is indebted to the peculiar Puritan roots of the USA. From this foundation we will be better placed to explore how Donald Trump has tapped into this support base and why these voters see in him a politician who expresses their hopes and anxieties. This is the essence of Trump and the Puritans. But first, we begin with the arrival of the Mayflower Pilgrims. For, small as their numbers were, they 25were the start of a much larger influx of settlers who would create a distinct culture in New England.

         1620: A YEAR THAT CHANGED NORTH AMERICA

         In November 1620, an exhausted group of immigrants arrived at Cape Cod, now in Massachusetts, in New England. These were the Mayflower Pilgrims. They arrived on a ship that had never crossed the Atlantic before and had been delayed by a couple of months, so they landed just as the New England winter was starting. The Mayflower was grossly overcrowded and was carrying 102 passengers and about thirty crew. This was the same number of people they had set sail with; while one passenger had died on the voyage, a baby had been born while at sea. That single death was a taster of much worse to come.

         Their story started in the Netherlands, where they had been living in exile due to persecution at the hands of English royal authorities and the bishops of the Church of England. Although the persecutors and persecuted were all Protestant Christians, they differed in their worship and lifestyles. Those who had fled to the Netherlands believed that the ceremonies of the Church of England were ‘catholic’ and ‘popish’, whereas they regarded their own as biblical, holy and in line with the will of God. There was a culture war going on. Many in society would have regarded them as religious extremist members of divisive and contentious sects. And, as a result, they had fled to the relative freedom offered by the more tolerant Netherlands. However, while the Netherlands offered greater religious freedom, it too had its problems. The Dutch did not seem to be as holy in their lifestyles; jobs done by the English exiles were poorly paid; their 26children seemed to be assimilating and losing their English identity; and religious war was once more looming in continental Europe. So, the Puritans looked to move and to build their New Jerusalem in the New World of North America. This was why they self-consciously adopted the term ‘Pilgrim’ to describe themselves.

         Having decided to emigrate to North America, the Pilgrims negotiated with London-based Merchant Adventurers who agreed to finance the expedition and secure royal approval. These backers also insisted on some other individuals (economic migrants) joining the group. After protracted negotiations (which left the Pilgrims owing their backers much unpaid work in order to clear the debt), they finally left the Netherlands and rendezvoused with the other passengers at Southampton. From there, they set out on two ships but, due to the unseaworthiness of one vessel, were forced to put in to south-coast ports for repairs on two occasions. Eventually abandoning one ship, they crowded onto the remaining vessel and the Mayflower finally left Plymouth, Devon, on its voyage across the Atlantic and into history.

         The passengers on the Mayflower were the first wave of what are often simply referred to as ‘Puritan’ settlers who colonised New England. Most of these early colonists in New England were what are now often called ‘non-separating Puritans’. This means that they had no wish to set up separate congregations distinct from the Church of England. However, they wished to enjoy a large degree of semi-autonomy within their individual church communities, while still maintaining nominal loyalty to an over-arching system. In contrast, a fairly small minority of the immigrants to New England were ‘separating Puritans’, or ‘Separatists’, who wished to establish 27congregations outside of any national church structure both in Britain and in North America. At the time such groups were known as ‘Brownists’, after an early seventeenth-century proponent of Separatism (Robert Browne, died in 1633).6 In North America, ‘Brownism’ became a name for Separatists, especially for those who had emigrated from Holland (on the Mayflower and later ships) in the 1620s.7 The Pilgrims were one of these Separatist groups, and it was these arrivals who established the Plymouth Colony in 1620. So, strictly speaking, ‘the Pilgrims’ is a term describing the particular individuals who arrived in 1620 (and were joined by others over the next few years of that decade), while ‘Puritans’ describes the much larger groups that followed them in the 1630s. However, we do not need to be too restrictive in the use of this latter term, as a ‘Puritan mindset’ united all of these groups in a fairly distinctive view of the Bible, the world around them and their special place within God’s providential plans. This is shown by the fact that the first arrivals and those who came after them got on fairly well together, despite differences over church organisation. They visited each other’s churches and communities and prayed for each other as kindred spirits. This friendly state of affairs frayed at times but generally persisted. These people were part of a broad Puritan community which soon transformed New England. However, it should be noted that a hard-line theocracy was more of a hallmark of those who arrived after 1630. Alongside this, it is worth recalling that these early Pilgrims usually called themselves the ‘godly’ and the ‘saints’. They did this with no sense of irony or reluctance, since they genuinely believed that their communities were superior to the sinful societies around them.

         It should be noted that, while these colonists were the first English 28settlers in New England, they were not the first English settlers in North America. In 1585, an English colony had been established at Roanoke, in what is now North Carolina, but it failed and was soon abandoned. In 1587 another attempt was made to revive the settlement but it too met with failure and the complete disappearance of all the colonists. Not surprisingly, this became known as the ‘Lost Colony’. A similar failure occurred at a place named Cuttyhunk, in Massachusetts, in 1602, where the fort there was swiftly abandoned. However, despite the total disaster at Roanoke and the disappointment at Cuttyhunk, other attempts at North American colonisation were more successful. The most famous of these was the settlement established at Jamestown in 1607, in Virginia, by the London (or Virginia) Company. As a result, it became the first permanent English settlement in North America.

         Consequently, it was to Virginia Colony that the Mayflower and its passengers were heading in 1620. But bad weather and treacherous seas prevented them from getting to the northernmost part of the colony (then stretching as far north as the Hudson River) and so they turned back to Cape Cod. It was to be a fateful (or providential) turn of events. Virginia Colony was a commercial enterprise, poorly run by (mostly male) economic migrants, who had poor relationships with local Native Americans. In contrast, the colony established at Plymouth in 1620 was based on families and was overwhelmingly a godly enterprise (despite including some economic migrants). Its aim was to build a New Jerusalem of holy communities living in the American wilderness.

         In the first winter, half of those who had arrived in November 1620 died of illness and exposure. And yet the colony survived. The 29Pilgrims carved a life out of the wilderness in a strange land; they raised their homesteads; they explored and traded; they faithfully prayed and worshipped in good times and in bad. Making friends with local Native Americans – who were looking for allies, in their own local rivalries with other tribes – the English newcomers learned how to plant corn and use the resources of the sea and the land. As a result, it was English and Native Americans who sat down together to enjoy a Harvest Home meal in the autumn of 1621: the first so-called ‘Thanksgiving’, the marking of which is now such an important part of November in the USA. All in all, it was the stuff of which myths are made.

         AN EXPLOSION OF PURITAN SETTLEMENT

         Despite the fame of the Pilgrims who arrived in 1620, most of the godly emigrants to North America travelled there between 1630 and 1640. Unlike the Separatists in Plymouth, these were ‘non-separating Puritans’. This period has become known as ‘the Great Migration’. During this time ‘non-separating Puritans’ established the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1629 (which would soon have Boston as its chief town); New Hampshire in 1629; Connecticut Colony in 1636; and the New Haven Colony in 1638.

         Among these godly Puritan colonists, the most important migration occurred in 1630. It was then that John Winthrop led the so-called ‘Winthrop Fleet’, made up of 700 colonists travelling on eleven ships. This great movement, which soon led to the founding of the town and port at Boston, was encouraged by the fact that the Plymouth Colony, further south, had survived its turbulent first years: a godly New England really was possible.30

         The ‘Great Migration’ ended in 1642 when Charles I put a stop to emigration. It had become clear that a rather lax royal oversight of the westward movement was allowing Puritan settlers (enemies of King Charles’s form of High Church Anglicanism) to dominate the North American colonies. But by then it was rather too late, as between 1629 and 1642 approximately 21,000 Puritans had moved from England to New England. Of these, roughly 13,000 had settled in the Massachusetts Bay area. New England belonged to the Puritans, and this would have far-reaching consequences.

         LIFE IN THE BIBLE COMMONWEALTHS OF NEW ENGLAND

         There were things about life in the Puritan communities that stand out dramatically and which were to resonate down the years. The first was their sense of godly exceptionalism. The fundamental nature of the new colonies was made clear by Winthrop’s manifesto, which was entitled ‘A Model of Christian Charity’. It declared:

         
            We are a Company professing ourselves fellow members of Christ, in which respect only, though we were absent from each other many miles, and had our employments as far distant, yet we ought to account ourselves knit together by this bond of love, and live in the exercise of it … We must be knit together in this work as one man.8

         

         It is abundantly clear from Winthrop’s words that this was not going to be just another commercial venture. The word ‘Model’ in the title of the manifesto indicated the new settlement’s nature as an archetype and an ideal. It was going to be spiritually distinct 31and an example to the world. For, as Winthrop explained to his companions on the sea voyage to North America, their colony should be a ‘city upon a hill’ (quoting Jesus in Matthew 5: 14–16). That phrase would run and run and we will come across it again and again as we trace the trajectory of Puritan influence on the USA. There are echoes of it in Donald Trump’s speech in Pensacola, Florida, in November 2018, when he declared that ‘pioneers and visionaries raised up gleaming cities by the sea’. This was more than just a passing reference to Florida real estate and condominiums. The imagery reached back into the past, hence the reference to ‘pioneers and visionaries’. It also echoed more exact quotations of Winthrop’s actual words, such as when Ronald Reagan famously borrowed the very same phrase (‘a city upon a hill’) when articulating his vision for the USA in 1980,9 and again in 1989.10 President John F. Kennedy had done this earlier, which is particularly ironic given the way that Puritans regarded Catholics. In such references these later politicians connected with the aims of the seventeenth-century Puritan settlers, who believed that, far from the control of the English bishops and the English king, a New Jerusalem really might be raised in the context of the New World. It was a powerful contribution to the concept of American exceptionalism. That it was originally expounded by immigrants and asylum seekers is an irony lost on many (including President Trump) who reference it today. Such is the complexity of history as it is mined and quarried by later generations.

         This sense of being on the right side of history – or, as they would have described it, being in line with God’s providence – inspired a supreme sense of confidence as the Pilgrims stamped 32their ownership on the land. The settlers at Plymouth in 1620–21 had survived partly because they inherited overgrown fields left by Native Americans who had died of European diseases brought by passing fishermen. But despite this, this group and especially the settlers up the coast in Massachusetts Bay Colony soon imposed a very distinct form of land management on New England. Fenced villages became the norm, rather than life in dispersed homesteads. This fencing-in of land became a key feature of their settlements. God-given ownership was being laid out for all to see. It was being stamped on the land itself. Puritans contrasted their fenced and ‘productive’ fields with what they considered to be the ‘laziness’ of Native Americans with their mixed economy of agriculture and hunter-gathering which left much of the land – as it appeared to the Europeans – as untouched and unused.

         The early English Puritan settlements were relatively self-sufficient and they were less integrated into wider trading networks than other settler communities in the expanding English empire elsewhere around the world. Alongside this relative isolation, they were more socially homogeneous and, of course, deeply religious. They were highly distinctive and, consequently, more ordered and unified as a group than the other seventeenth-century European colonies in North America.11 As we shall see, this was more than a geographical and economic characteristic; it also had ideological implications. The historian Michael Zuckerman has called them ‘a totalitarianism of true believers’.12 While the isolation would not last, the idea of a tight-knit and ideologically distinct community would.

         This confidence also revealed itself in the Pilgrim attitude towards 33those who did not form part of their godly commonwealth. At first, the Pilgrims at Plymouth enjoyed generally good relations with Native Americans and kept no slaves. But this approach did not last; as the more numerous settlers further north in Massachusetts Bay expanded inland, conflicts with local tribes developed. In the second generation of settlers this drew in the once more tolerant colony at Plymouth too. And when it did, it assumed an almost exterminatory character, which was rooted in the settlers’ selective use of the Bible (almost always the Old Testament). This attitude first revealed itself in their interpretation of the Native American mortality in the face of European diseases. In parts of New England this had resulted in mortality rates of 90 per cent. This was seen as a sign of God’s providence. John Winthrop expressed it succinctly in a letter he wrote in 1634: ‘God hath hereby cleared our title to this place’.13 John White, who supported the settlements but never made it to America, referred to providential ‘defoliation’, which had left the eastern coast-lands ‘void’.14 The image was that of ‘weeds’ cleared to make room for ‘better growth’. And, as we have seen, the godly colonists believed in private property. They expected the immediate and permanent vacation of any land purchased from local tribes. By way of contrast, Native Americans did not consider that selling a piece of land meant granting exclusive and permanent ownership to the purchaser. Two worlds were on a collision course. This was accelerated by a settler attitude which rapidly assumed prior rights to any land they desired. The New England Puritan writer Increase Mather wrote, in 1676, of ‘the Heathen People amongst whom we live, and whose Land the Lord God of our Fathers has given to us for a rightful possession’.15 Not a lot of ambiguity there.34

         Well before Mather wrote this, violence had already occurred. An early example was in 1623, when a military force from Plymouth went north to aid settlers at Wessagusset Colony in a pre-emptive strike which involved the killing of Native American leaders invited to a meal. A larger outbreak of violence occurred in 1636, when war broke out between the New England settlers and the Pequot tribe. In 1637 a Pequot settlement on the Mystic River was utterly destroyed in an action which saw no mercy extended to non-combatants. In 1638, in a publication entitled Newes From America, Captain John Underhill, who had witnessed the massacre, wrote that

         
            many were burnt in the Fort, both men, women, and children, others forced out, and came in troopes to the Indians [local allies of the English], twentie, and thirtie at a time, which our souldiers received and entertained with the point of the sword; downe fell men, women, and children.16

         

         He then added, in a justification which characteristically drew on Old Testament rather than New Testament Christian parallels, ‘sometimes the Scripture declareth women and children must perish with their parents … We had sufficient light from the word of God for our proceedings’.17

         Estimates of the Native American casualties range from 400 to 700 men, women and children.18 The Native American allies of the English were shocked; this was a new kind of war. They would soon experience much more of it.

         In 1675 resentment at English behaviour and loss of land led a number of tribes to join together in what became known as King 35Philip’s War. It raged from 1675 to 1678, and saw approximately twelve frontier towns destroyed and large numbers of homesteads burnt.19 The war rapidly spread across what is now Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut and as far north as Maine. Only Connecticut survived without the devastation of other areas, due to its alliance with local tribes holding firm. Large numbers of settlers were killed across New England; but these numbers were dwarfed by the number of Native Americans who were massacred and those survivors that were enslaved. It was an exterminatory policy. Even Native American Christian converts were rounded up and imprisoned on Deer Island in Boston harbour, where 50 per cent died.20 It was an indication of things to come as the colonies later expanded westward. And this exterminatory expansion was accompanied by a sense of cultural and, indeed, spiritual superiority. This was not inevitable. In Pennsylvania, Quakers (themselves persecuted in New England) had a much better relationship with Native Americans. Extermination was not the only option on the table. But it would become the option of choice as the years unfolded, however it was disguised in official statements.

         This fear of ‘the other’ and the intolerance of ‘difference’ became a feature of the semi-theocracy established at Massachusetts Bay (far more so than at Plymouth). Social control was maintained through ‘fierce gossip, defamatory and often obscene billboards, and court suits. In one town, 20 per cent of the adults in each decade found themselves charged with an offense, usually a morals violation.’21 Moral and social conformity was policed by mutual surveillance in a conscious effort to restrict the corrosive influence of sinful behaviour. Isolation from home communities in England 36left the settlers free to develop these trends. It ‘insured that American Puritanism would remain more severe (and, frequently, more intellectually subtle and rigorous) than that which they had left behind’.22 In the area administered by the authorities in Boston a number of Quakers were hanged (though it should be noted, not in Plymouth Colony). They were Christian versions of ‘the other’ and as such were not regarded as ‘Christians’ at all. Even Puritans who were too independent in their outlook (such as the preacher Roger Williams, in 1636) or who exhibited a tendency to receive revelations from God alongside their study of scripture (such as Anne Hutchinson, in 1638) could find themselves expelled. In this way, the breakaway colonies at what became Portsmouth, Rhode Island, and Rhode Island and Providence Plantations came into existence where relative freedom of religion was practised. Something deeply intolerant was being worked into the identity of the settlers, alongside the positive virtues of holiness, hard work and American grit. Even among the godly congregations, those who tried but could not quite achieve the appropriate level of spiritual holiness would be excluded. Membership of the local church was restricted to those who had publicly confessed their experience of conversion and were able to persuade church authorities that this was genuine. And in such situations it was not long before a sense of the existence of ‘spiritual outsiders’ exploded into violence, as in the Salem witch hunt in 1692–93.

         In January 1692, a group of young girls in Salem Village, north of Boston, claimed to be possessed by the devil and exhibited fits and bouts of screaming. They accused several local women of witchcraft: a Caribbean slave named Tituba; and two other women: an 37unpopular beggar named Sarah Good and the poor and elderly Sarah Osborne. Good and Osborne protested their innocence but Tituba ‘confessed’ and named other ‘witches’ in the community. The situation escalated and other individuals were dragged into the conspiracy. Unspoken spiritual anxieties, long dormant in the repressive community, burst out in vocal accusations. In June, the first ‘witch’ was hanged, and between then and September she was followed by eighteen others, with many more accused and awaiting trial. Then, from October, the hysteria began to subside. The calming of the situation was accelerated when so-called ‘spectral evidence’ (testimony involving dreams and visions) was no longer deemed admissible in court. In May 1693, those still held in prison were pardoned and released. The hysteria was finally over. In January 1697, the Massachusetts General Court declared a day of fasting for those who had been victims of the trials. It had been an ugly and shocking episode and all too deeply rooted in the intense fervour of the community. While it was not to be repeated in this extreme form, the tendency to exclude and condemn did not vanish and remained a potent force within the legacy bequeathed from these formative years.




OEBPS/images/9781785905513_cover_epub.jpg
§ JAMES ROBERTS & MARTYN WHITTOCK]

HOW THE EVANGELICAL RELIGIDUS RIGHT PUT
OONALD TRUMP IN THE WHITE HOUSE





OEBPS/images/title_page_online.jpg
JAMES ROBERTS & MARTYN WHITTOCK

IRUMF

AND THE

PURITANS

HOW THE EVANGELICAL RELIGIDUS RIGHT PUT
DONALD TRUMP IN THE WHITE HOUSE

Biteback Publishing





