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In his Fourth State of the Union Address, delivered in 1838, Martin Van Buren articulates the pivotal challenges facing the young American republic. This address employs a formal yet accessible literary style, characterized by clarity and persuasive rhetoric, designed to engage both Congress and the American populace. Van Buren adeptly navigates pressing issues such as economic stability, territorial expansion, and the critical moral implications of slavery, projecting a vision for a unified nation that embraces democratic ideals while confronting the realities of a rapidly evolving society. His insights reflect the political landscape of the time, marked by tension between federal authority and states'Äô rights, as well as the push for westward expansion fueled by Manifest Destiny. Martin Van Buren, the eighth President of the United States and a founding figure of the Democratic Party, was deeply influenced by the political upheavals of his era, including the War of 1812 and the emergence of a two-party system. His extensive political career, serving as Secretary of State and Vice President prior to his presidency, provided him with a profound understanding of governance and the importance of public discourse. The intellectual environment of his time, particularly the debates surrounding American identity and sectionalism, undoubtedly shaped his perspectives articulated in this address. This address offers readers a compelling glimpse into the mind of a leader grappling with the complexities of nationhood. Van Buren'Äôs thoughtful examination of contemporary issues not only serves as a rich historical document but remains relevant to discussions about governance and social justice today. Recommended for scholars, political historians, and general readers alike, this address is a vital contribution to understanding the nuances of American political philosophy.
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Exploring the multifaceted tapestry of American political literature, *The Republican Party* anthology offers a rich compendium of works that delve into the ideological evolution and foundational philosophies of one of the United States' major political entities. This collection presents a spectrum of literary styles and periods, providing a diachronic view of the party's progression'Äîcovering transformational events and key principles. The diverse compositions within the anthology contribute to a robust discourse, capturing critical milestones and momentous eras that shaped the party's legacy. Among these, certain pieces stand out for their vivid portrayal of pivotal Republican ideals, inviting readers into the complexity of the political landscape. Contributors Willis Fletcher Johnson and Ray Burdick Smith bring profound insights as they delve into the heart of Republican identity. Their editorial expertise unifies a chorus of voices reflecting the historical and cultural movements synonymous with the party's narrative. Their collective works offer a nuanced exploration of the Republican ethos, profoundly examining its influence on American society. This anthology not only aligns with significant political and literary movements but also illuminates the ongoing dialogue about governance, democracy, and leadership. For readers eager to comprehend the diverse dimensions of Republican thought, this collection presents an exceptional opportunity. It serves both as a foundational educational tool and a catalyst for greater understanding of political dynamics. Engaging with these multifarious perspectives allows readers to traverse a broad array of insights and engage in the dynamic discourse sparked by such a diverse group of writers. This anthology is a testament to the intellectual diversity and historical significance of the Republican Party and offers a platform for exploration and dialogue.
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Excellent Women, a seminal work in the canon of 20th-century British literature, artfully intertwines elements of social commentary and character study within its narrative. Set in the post-World War II era, the novel delves into the lives of women navigating a patriarchal society, exploring themes of independence, societal expectation, and personal identity. Written in a sharp, observational style characteristic of its literary context, the book juxtaposes the mundane with the profound, often using wit and irony to critique the status quo. The protagonist, Millicent, embodies the tensions of 'excellent women''Äîthose who excel in their roles yet grapple with their own desires for fulfillment beyond domestic spheres. Authored by Barbara Pym, a notable figure in English literature, Excellent Women reflects her own experiences and observations as a single woman in a male-dominated literary world. Pym'Äôs keen insights were shaped by her extensive academic background, particularly her studies in anthropology, which equipped her with a profound understanding of human relationships. Throughout her life, Pym drew inspiration from her encounters with various social circles, infusing her narrative with authenticity and depth. This novel is highly recommended for those seeking to explore the complexities of gender roles and societal standards in mid-20th century Britain. Pym'Äôs deft characterizations and subtle humor invite readers to reflect on the nuances of everyday life, making Excellent Women a compelling read for scholars and casual readers alike.
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In 'The Man in the Queue,' Josephine Tey introduces readers to a compelling mystery imbued with rich characterization and an exploration of societal norms in early 20th-century England. The narrative unfolds when a man is murdered in a queue outside a theater, thrusting Inspector Alan Grant into a labyrinthine investigation where the public's perceptions and prejudices become critical to solving the crime. Tey's skilled use of dialogue and vivid descriptions paints a lively backdrop, while her innovative plotting invites readers to grapple with themes of justice and morality, establishing this work as a trailblazer in the detective fiction genre. Josephine Tey, a prominent figure in the crime literature sphere, was known for her keen psychological insight and ability to weave historical context into her narratives. Her background as an accomplished playwright undoubtedly contributed to her narrative flair, while her personal experiences with social dynamics would have sharpened her understanding of human behavior. 'The Man in the Queue' showcases her ability to comment on the intricate web of social interactions, revealing the interplay between individual motives and collective assumptions. This novel is recommended for readers who appreciate intricate plots laced with social commentary and character depth. Tey's debut not only engages with suspenseful storytelling but also provides a fascinating lens through which to examine societal constructs of her era. A must-read for mystery aficionados and scholars of literature alike.
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In "A Writer's Diary," Virginia Woolf presents a rich tapestry of her reflections on the writing process, weaving together personal insights and literary musings that illuminate the struggles and joys of the creative endeavor. Written with her characteristic stream-of-consciousness style, this collection showcases Woolf's profound understanding of the artistic psyche and the intricacies of literary craftsmanship. Set against the backdrop of early 20th-century modernism, the diary entries reveal Woolf's engagement with contemporary thought, as she grapples with themes of identity, gender, and the complexities of narrative form. Virginia Woolf, a central figure in modernist literature, was not only an accomplished novelist but also a keen observer of her own creative journey. The diary entries span a period of significant literary evolution, offering readers a glimpse into the mind of a writer who sought to challenge societal norms and elevate the voice of women in literature. Her own struggles with mental health and the constraints of her time shaped her perspectives, providing depth to her reflections on both the art of writing and its implications for personal and societal truth. "A Writer's Diary" is an essential read for anyone interested in the mechanics of writing and the inner workings of a literary genius. Woolf's poignant observations resonate with both aspiring writers and seasoned professionals, making this work a timeless exploration of creativity that encourages readers to ponder their own artistic journeys. In this enriched edition, we have carefully created added value for your reading experience: - A succinct Introduction situates the work's timeless appeal and themes. - The Synopsis outlines the central plot, highlighting key developments without spoiling critical twists. - A detailed Historical Context immerses you in the era's events and influences that shaped the writing. - An Author Biography reveals milestones in the author's life, illuminating the personal insights behind the text. - A thorough Analysis dissects symbols, motifs, and character arcs to unearth underlying meanings. - Reflection questions prompt you to engage personally with the work's messages, connecting them to modern life. - Hand‐picked Memorable Quotes shine a spotlight on moments of literary brilliance. - Interactive footnotes clarify unusual references, historical allusions, and archaic phrases for an effortless, more informed read.
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    In a nation born of argument, Martin Van Buren charts how ideas harden into parties and parties steer the republic. His Inquiry Into the Origin and Course of Political Parties in the United States opens with the calm persistence of a statesman intent on explaining a phenomenon many assumed but few had fully mapped. The work offers a patient anatomy of American party formation, tracking how convictions, interests, and institutions converge into organized power. Van Buren invites readers to see parties not as accidents or mere factions, but as enduring structures through which public opinion is organized, contested, and ultimately translated into governance.

The book is considered a classic because it joins firsthand political experience with sustained historical reflection. Written by the eighth President of the United States, it carries an authority rarely matched in the literature of American politics. Its longevity rests on clarity of purpose, the breadth of its historical reach, and a measured style that treats controversy without surrendering to polemic. By fusing insider knowledge with a historian’s patience, the Inquiry established itself as a touchstone for understanding the mechanics of party life, the discipline required to maintain a coalition, and the constitutional boundaries within which partisan struggle unfolds.

Its classic status also owes much to the way it set a template for later analyses of the American party system. Rather than treating parties as unfortunate byproducts of ambition, Van Buren framed them as integral components of representative democracy. Subsequent scholars and practitioners have returned to his pages to grasp how parties stabilize competition, aggregate interests, and shape governing agendas. The book helped legitimize the study of party organization as a distinct field of inquiry, encouraging future writers to examine not only electoral outcomes, but the internal rules, alliances, and habits that sustain durable political movements over time.

Key facts underscore its place in the canon. The author is Martin Van Buren, a central architect of nineteenth-century American politics and President from 1837 to 1841. He composed the work in his later years, and it was published posthumously in 1867. The book surveys the rise and evolution of political parties in the United States from the Founding era into the decades that followed, offering both historical narrative and analytical argument. Its purpose is to explain why parties emerged, how they operate within constitutional limits, and what their presence reveals about the character and endurance of the American experiment.

At its core, the Inquiry guides readers through formative conflicts that defined early national life, showing how debates about constitutional interpretation, federal power, and economic policy crystallized into organized parties. Van Buren does not narrate events merely to recount them; he examines the institutional consequences that followed. He pays particular attention to how leaders, caucuses, and coalitions transformed scattered opinions into platforms capable of governing. The book’s balance of history and analysis helps readers trace the trajectory from initial disputes to lasting alignments, illuminating the ways ideas become political habits, and habits become the rhythms of public life.

Van Buren’s intention is practical as well as historical. He aims to demonstrate that parties, properly understood, channel disagreement toward stability, giving structure to contestation and continuity to policy. He offers readers a framework for distinguishing between transient factions and enduring organizations, and for evaluating the civic virtues and risks that accompany partisanship. Without revealing his specific case studies in detail, it is clear that he seeks to show how disciplined organization and adherence to principle can coexist within a constitutional order, and how the health of self-government depends on the norms that govern partisan competition.

The method is sober and cumulative. Van Buren assembles episodes, precedents, and patterns from public life and arranges them to reveal underlying regularities. He writes as a lawyer-statesman accustomed to weighing evidence, situating decisions within their constitutional context. His vantage point as participant and observer lends depth to the account without sacrificing restraint. The prose proceeds deliberately, connecting institutional design to political behavior and electoral outcomes. In doing so, the book models a way of reasoning about politics that resists sensationalism, privileging careful inference over anecdote, and encouraging readers to evaluate parties by their conduct as much as by their promises.

The Inquiry’s influence on subsequent authors lies less in stylistic imitation than in its method of framing questions. It foregrounds issues—organization, discipline, public opinion, regional interests—that would later become standard topics in political history and political science. It invites a research agenda: how parties recruit and socialize leaders, manage internal disagreement, and adapt to shifting constitutional and social constraints. By treating parties as institutions embedded in law and habit, the book guided later thinkers toward comparative and developmental analyses, urging them to see American partisanship as part of a broader story about democratic governance under a written constitution.

Context amplifies its significance. Van Buren wrote after decades of upheaval, having witnessed the transformation of the early republic into a complex national polity with mature party competition. His career in New York and Washington gave him a close view of how local and national organizations interact, how rules travel from caucus to convention, and how public sentiment is shaped by institutions. The posthumous publication in 1867 placed the Inquiry before readers assessing the nation’s political traditions, ensuring that its reflections on party dynamics were weighed against a rapidly changing constitutional and social landscape.

As literature, the book succeeds through clarity and steadiness. It avoids melodrama, preferring the cadence of reasoned exposition. Yet the narrative is not detached: it is animated by a conviction that ideas matter, that institutions shape conduct, and that political organization can elevate or distort public life. Themes recur with purpose—the necessity of loyal opposition, the tension between principle and expediency, the discipline required to sustain a coalition without suffocating dissent. These concerns give the work its moral center, inviting readers to judge parties not only by victories, but by the constitutional character of their methods.

Today, the Inquiry resonates because it refuses easy answers while insisting on intelligible structure. In an era of frequent realignment and intense polarization, Van Buren’s analysis of how parties mediate conflict remains instructive. He illustrates the conditions under which organization promotes accountability and those under which it drifts toward instability. The book’s insistence on examining incentives, rules, and norms anticipates modern institutional analysis, making it a durable guide for readers who seek clarity amid partisan noise. Its vantage from within public life offers a reminder that political systems are built, maintained, and reformed by deliberate choices.

To read this book is to encounter a durable argument about the relationship between constitutional design and organized political life. It presents a history of parties as a history of how citizens, leaders, and laws translate conviction into action. Its qualities—measured judgment, conceptual rigor, and practical insight—explain why it continues to engage new audiences. For contemporary readers, the Inquiry offers both perspective and challenge: perspective, in tracing how long-standing patterns emerged; challenge, in asking how parties can serve liberty without eroding it. Its enduring appeal lies in that balance of instruction and invitation, skepticism and hope.
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    Martin Van Buren’s Inquiry into the Origin and Course of Political Parties in the United States presents a chronological account of how parties formed, matured, and operated within the constitutional system. The work’s central claim is that parties, far from being purely divisive, are indispensable instruments for securing liberty, restraining power, and organizing public opinion. Van Buren outlines how principles, not personalities, should be the basis of party attachment, and he examines how institutions of party machinery arose in response to recurring constitutional debates. The narrative connects policy controversies to organizational changes, showing how structures of competition sustained the Union by balancing interests and enforcing accountability.

The analysis begins with the Washington administration, when differences over constitutional construction first crystallized. The financiering program developed by Alexander Hamilton—assumption of state debts, a national bank, and a comprehensive fiscal system—provoked opposition from leaders who favored limited federal authority. Van Buren situates the emergence of Republican (Jeffersonian) resistance as a principled response to fears of consolidation. Foreign policy tensions, especially attitudes toward Britain and France amid European conflict, intensified domestic alignments. The neutrality policy, the Jay Treaty, and debates over executive versus legislative prerogatives provided the early arena in which competing constitutional visions coalesced into recognizable parties.

The late 1790s supply defining tests of party purposes. Measures such as the Alien and Sedition Acts and controversies over press freedom and dissent sharpened distinctions between Federalists and Republicans. Van Buren highlights the Kentucky and Virginia Resolutions as intellectual statements of constitutional limits and the role states play in expressing them, albeit within the Union. The election of 1800, a peaceful transfer of power from Federalists to Republicans, stands as confirmation that organized party competition can channel conflict without violence. In Van Buren’s account, this moment validates parties as mechanisms to correct policy excesses while preserving institutional stability and public liberty.

Jefferson’s and Madison’s administrations, in this telling, sought to reduce debt, taxes, and patronage while maintaining constitutional discipline. The Louisiana Purchase and subsequent constitutional scruples illustrate how expediency and principle were debated within Republican ranks. Commercial restrictions, culminating in the embargo, reflect an effort to safeguard neutral rights without war, though they generated domestic strain. The War of 1812 further tested national cohesion, and Federalist opposition—including the Hartford Convention—accelerated that party’s decline. Van Buren presents these episodes as proving that party doctrines adapt under pressure, but the guiding Republican emphasis on limited government, civil liberties, and popular control persisted through changing circumstances.

Postwar politics, often termed the Era of Good Feelings, temporarily blurred party lines while exposing latent divisions over banking, tariffs, and internal improvements. Van Buren recounts how the recharter of a national bank, debates over federally funded infrastructure, and arguments about strict versus broad constitutional construction reopened fundamental questions. The Missouri controversy revealed the dangers of sectional polarization if not moderated by national organizations. He maintains that durable, principle-based parties prevent regional monopolies of power and discipline factional impulses. The waning of the congressional caucus system signaled a transition, as Americans searched for procedures that could confer legitimacy on national candidates and platforms.

The fracturing of 1824, with multiple presidential candidacies and the collapse of the congressional nominating caucus, marks a pivotal organizational moment. Van Buren describes efforts to restore coherence by reviving Republican principles and regularizing procedures. State-level structures, such as the system developed in New York (often associated with the Albany Regency), supplied models of coordinated action through conventions, committees, and newspapers. National conventions gradually replaced the caucus, enabling broader participation and clearer responsibility. In this framework, party unity is not mere discipline; it is a means to connect public commitments to administrative action, aligning elected officers with declared purposes and measurable outcomes.

Under Andrew Jackson, party principles translated into high-profile constitutional contests. Van Buren presents the veto as a legitimate safeguard, exercised to restrain unauthorized federal expenditures and to resist concentration of power, notably in the conflict with the Bank of the United States. Debates over deposit removal, recharter, and executive authority are framed as tests of accountability within republican limits. Internal improvements measures, including the Maysville Road veto, exemplify concerns about enumerated powers. On nullification, the narrative defends union and law while acknowledging state rights within constitutional bounds. Throughout, party cohesion is depicted as essential to carrying policies from legislative enactment to practical, consistent administration.

Financial turmoil in the late 1830s provides a final proving ground for organizational and policy commitments. Van Buren attributes panic and speculation to systemic distortions in the mixed public–private credit regime and to expansive bank practices. He argues that separating the Treasury from banks—the Independent Treasury—would protect public funds, stabilize operations, and minimize political favoritism. Though initially repealed under opposition, the system was later reestablished, which the narrative presents as vindication of the underlying principle. The discussion connects currency, specie, and fiscal administration to constitutional responsibilities, emphasizing how party alignment enabled persistence through adversity and ultimately secured a durable settlement of core financial questions.

The work concludes that parties, when rooted in clear constitutional doctrines, function as stabilizing auxiliaries of free government. They educate opinion, recruit and test leaders, and hold officeholders to stated commitments. Van Buren cautions against formations organized on purely sectional or single-issue lines, which risk substituting geographic passion for national deliberation. He underscores the necessity of moderation, adherence to the written Constitution, and preservation of the Union as guiding ends. By tracing conflicts from the founding through organizational reforms and major policy contests, the book contends that principled party competition is the most reliable means of reconciling liberty, effective governance, and national cohesion.
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    Martin Van Buren’s Inquiry Into the Origin and Course of Political Parties in the United States is a retrospective analysis composed largely during his retirement at Lindenwald, near Kinderhook, New York, after 1841 and published posthumously in New York in 1867. The work surveys politics from the founding through the mid-nineteenth century, with particular emphasis on the period 1790–1848. Its setting spans the nation’s shifting political capitals—New York City (1789), Philadelphia (1790–1800), and Washington City (from 1800)—and the expanding republic, whose population grew from about 3.9 million in 1790 to more than 17 million by 1840. Van Buren’s New York vantage point, rooted in Albany’s political culture, informs its institutional focus.

The book’s geographical perspective is anchored in New York State, where party organization, canals, and print culture shaped national politics. Albany’s press—most notably the Albany Argus under Edwin Croswell—provided the Democratic-Republican and later Democratic network with messaging and coordination. Van Buren writes amid the rise of mass suffrage (especially after New York’s 1821 constitution) and the professionalization of political machinery known as the Albany Regency. The narrative moves between Kinderhook, Albany, and Washington, analyzing how local caucuses, legislative tactics, and presidential administrations interacted. Its temporal frame allows assessment of the early republic’s financial experiments, territorial growth, and sectional strains that culminated in systematized party competition.

The constitutional founding (1787–1789) birthed the earliest fault lines that Van Buren treats as incubators of party identity. The Philadelphia Convention drafted a federal charter, ratified by eleven states by 1788, amid intense debate between Federalists (Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, John Jay) and Anti-Federalists (George Mason, Patrick Henry). The Federalist Papers (1787–1788) defended energetic government; the Bill of Rights (ratified 1791) answered fears of central overreach. Van Buren frames these struggles as laying the scaffolding for legitimate, organized opposition, contending that divisions over sovereignty, taxation, and representation made enduring parties not aberrations but necessities in republican governance.

Alexander Hamilton’s financial program crystallized the first enduring partisan cleavage. Congress adopted funding at par and assumption of state debts in 1790, and chartered the First Bank of the United States on February 25, 1791. The Compromise of 1790 moved the permanent capital to the Potomac, easing assumption’s passage. Excise taxes, including the 1791 whiskey tax, fed resentment and culminated in the Whiskey Rebellion (1794), suppressed by federal militia. Van Buren reads the Jefferson–Madison opposition to Hamilton as the founding of a principled Republican party, seeing consolidated finance and federal patronage as catalysts for organized resistance within constitutional channels.

The Jay Treaty with Great Britain, negotiated in 1794 and ratified in 1795, provoked widespread protests, particularly in Philadelphia, Boston, and New York. Critics denounced concessions on neutral rights and British forts; Democratic-Republican societies flourished. George Washington’s Farewell Address (1796) warned against faction and foreign entanglements, reflecting elite unease with party mobilization. Van Buren reinterprets the moment: rather than pathology, party formation channeled public dissent over commercial and diplomatic policy. He argues that organized opposition stabilized the republic by providing a structured check on executive and Senate diplomacy aligned with Hamiltonian commercial interests.

The quasi-war with France (1798–1800) and the Alien and Sedition Acts (June–July 1798) radicalized political mobilization. Federalists expanded naval defenses while criminalizing “false, scandalous, and malicious” writings against the government; editors like James Callender faced prosecution. The Virginia and Kentucky Resolutions (1798–1799), secretively drafted by Madison and Jefferson, asserted state authority to judge constitutional bounds. Van Buren presents this crisis as the crucible of Republican identity: coordinated resistance, electoral organization, and press networks transformed dissent into durable party structure, culminating in the repudiation of repressive laws through ballots rather than violence.

The election of 1800, decided after a Jefferson–Burr tie in the House on the thirty-sixth ballot in February 1801, established the precedent of peaceful party turnover. The Judiciary Act of 1801 and the “midnight judges” appointments, and their partial repeal, together with Marbury v. Madison (1803), tested the separation of powers. The Twelfth Amendment (ratified 1804) reformed electoral procedures to prevent future ties. Van Buren treats 1800 as proof that institutionalized parties could resolve high-stakes contests peacefully, while judicial review and electoral reform adjusted republican mechanisms to accommodate competitive parties’ predictable conflicts.

Economic coercion and war defined the next phase. Jefferson’s Embargo Act (1807) halted foreign trade; the Non-Intercourse Act (1809) and Macon’s Bill No. 2 (1810) sought leverage over Britain and France. The War of 1812 followed, with British forces burning Washington on August 24, 1814, before the Treaty of Ghent (December 24, 1814). The Hartford Convention (1814–1815) stigmatized Federalists amid sectional discontent in New England. Van Buren highlights how the war recast party identities, discrediting extreme federal opposition while legitimizing national measures under Republican auspices, thus loosening strict constructionist habits and clearing ground for later party realignment.

The Missouri crisis (1819–1821) tested the Union’s capacity to balance expansion and slavery. The Tallmadge Amendment (1819) sought gradual emancipation in Missouri, provoking Southern resistance. The Missouri Compromise (1820), engineered with Henry Clay’s influence, paired Missouri’s admission as a slave state with Maine’s as a free state and barred slavery north of 36°30' in the Louisiana Purchase. A second crisis in 1821, over Missouri’s constitution restricting free Black migration, ended with a “second Missouri Compromise.” Van Buren interprets these episodes as early warnings of sectional fracture, underscoring parties’ duty to mediate moral conflict through negotiated, constitutional settlements.

New York’s political transformation furnished Van Buren’s laboratory for party organization. The state constitutional convention of 1821 expanded white male suffrage while retaining a steep property requirement for Black voters, reshaping the electorate. Canal politics, notably the Erie Canal’s opening in 1825, reoriented markets and patronage. The Bucktails challenged DeWitt Clinton’s network; the Albany Regency—Van Buren, Benjamin F. Butler, William L. Marcy, and Edwin Croswell—built disciplined caucuses, coordinated nominations, and harnessed the Albany Argus for messaging. Van Buren presents these institutional innovations as a replicable model for national parties: regular nominating procedures, coherent platforms, and accountable leadership replacing ad hoc personal factions.

The realignment of 1824–1828 forged the modern two-party system and constitutes the central drama in Van Buren’s account. In 1824 four contenders—Andrew Jackson, John Quincy Adams, William H. Crawford, and Henry Clay—split the electoral vote (Jackson 99, Adams 84, Crawford 41, Clay 37). The House chose Adams in February 1825 after Clay’s support, igniting charges of a “corrupt bargain” when Clay became secretary of state. Van Buren, initially a Crawford ally, recognized that scattered regional cliques must be welded into a national opposition. Between 1826 and 1828 he brokered ties among Southern planters, Western Jacksonians, and Northern urban workers, using state committees, newspapers, and legislative caucuses to synchronize messaging against executive overreach and economic favoritism. Rejecting the discredited congressional caucus, he promoted state-driven nominations and public meetings that prefigured national conventions. The 1828 campaign mobilized unprecedented voter turnout as Democrats—embracing the name—positioned Jackson as tribune of the majority against entrenched interests. Jackson won decisively, shifting the political center toward popular electioneering and geographic coalition-building. In 1832 Democrats held a Baltimore convention, formalizing national machinery; the Anti-Masons and National Republicans mirrored the innovation, and by mid-decade the Whig Party emerged from Adams–Clay forces. Van Buren’s book treats this structured competition as both safeguard and school of self-government: parties disciplined ambition, offered intelligible choices, and enabled peaceful alternation in power.

The Bank War (1832–1834) epitomized conflict over corporate privilege and national finance. The Second Bank of the United States, chartered in 1816 under Nicholas Biddle, sought early recharter in 1832. Congress passed the bill; Andrew Jackson vetoed it on July 10, 1832, denouncing exclusive privileges. In 1833 he removed federal deposits to selected state “pet banks,” prompting a Senate censure in March 1834. The Deposit Act (1836) redistributed federal surpluses to states; the Specie Circular (July 1836) required gold and silver for public land purchases. Van Buren’s inquiry defends the Democratic critique of concentrated financial power and argues that party organization was necessary to resist systemic favoritism.

The Nullification Crisis (1832–1833) challenged federal authority and party cohesion. South Carolina’s convention issued an Ordinance of Nullification on November 24, 1832, against the “Tariff of Abominations” (1828) and 1832 tariff revisions. John C. Calhoun resigned the vice presidency in December 1832 to defend nullification in the Senate. Jackson answered with the Force Bill (March 2, 1833) while Henry Clay brokered a Compromise Tariff (1833) to reduce rates gradually. Van Buren emphasizes how disciplined party leadership contained disunion while accommodating regional grievances, offering a template for reconciling local interests with national sovereignty inside constitutional processes.

Indian removal policy exposed the intersection of executive power, state sovereignty, and partisan agendas. The Indian Removal Act passed in 1830 amid conflicts between Georgia and the Cherokee. In Worcester v. Georgia (1832) the Supreme Court affirmed tribal sovereignty, yet enforcement faltered. The Treaty of New Echota (1835), signed by a minority Cherokee faction, provided the pretext for removal. In 1838, under President Van Buren, General Winfield Scott oversaw the forced migration known as the Trail of Tears, during which thousands of Cherokee perished. Van Buren’s work addresses the political mechanics of consensus-building and federal–state relations, mirroring the era’s moral blind spots about indigenous rights.

The Panic of 1837 and its aftermath tested Democratic economic doctrine. International credit tightening in 1836, collapsing cotton prices, and speculative excess precipitated widespread bank suspensions and urban unemployment in 1837–1838. Van Buren convened a special session in September 1837 to propose the Independent Treasury, separating federal receipts from private banks. After intense debate, Congress enacted a Subtreasury law on July 4, 1840; Whigs repealed it in 1841; Democrats restored it in 1846. Van Buren’s inquiry vindicates the “divorce of bank and state” as a party-defining principle, framing crises as proof that institutional design, not ad hoc expedients, secured fiscal integrity.

Sectional conflict over slavery’s expansion reshaped parties during Van Buren’s later years. Texas declared independence in 1836 and was annexed in 1845; the Mexican–American War (1846–1848) added vast territories. The Wilmot Proviso (1846) sought to bar slavery from any land acquired from Mexico; the House’s “gag rule” (1836–1844) tabled abolitionist petitions. In 1848 Van Buren led the Free Soil Party with Charles Francis Adams, opposing the extension of slavery and Barnburner–Hunker factionalism in New York. The Buffalo convention (August 9, 1848) articulated “Free Soil, Free Speech, Free Labor, and Free Men.” The book situates these struggles within a theory of parties managing profound moral disputes without shattering the Union.

Van Buren’s inquiry functions as a political critique by defending parties as instruments to restrain elite consolidation, especially in finance, and to channel mass participation into constitutional order. He indicts the Alien and Sedition Acts as abuses of power, condemns corporate monopolies embodied by the national bank, and warns that sectional extremism—from Hartford to nullification—threatens republican equilibrium. The work highlights class-inflected conflicts over credit and chartered privilege and endorses expanded suffrage and regularized nominations to reduce aristocratic influence. While reflecting blind spots on racial and indigenous justice, it exposes the era’s central problem: how to reconcile popular sovereignty with stable governance through accountable, competitive party structures.
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    Martin Van Buren (1782–1862) was the eighth president of the United States and a principal architect of mass party politics in the early republic. Emerging from New York’s fractious Democratic-Republican scene, he helped forge the Democratic Party and shaped the style and machinery of American political organization. A close ally of Andrew Jackson, he carried Jacksonian principles of limited federal power and party discipline into national governance. His single presidential term coincided with severe economic turmoil, testing both his philosophy and the nation’s capacity to manage banking crises. Beyond his presidency, he influenced debates over democracy, federalism, and the expanding nation.

Raised in Kinderhook, New York, Van Buren grew up in a Dutch-speaking community and took a traditional legal path through apprenticeship rather than formal collegiate study. Reading law in local offices, he was admitted to the bar in the early nineteenth century and built a reputation as a capable courtroom advocate. Early exposure to Jeffersonian ideas, the mobilizing power of local caucuses, and New York’s factional rivalries shaped his outlook. He learned the utility of disciplined organization and patronage in advancing policy goals, lessons he later refined into a distinctive model of party leadership that prized coherence, messaging, and turnout.

In New York, Van Buren organized the "Albany Regency," a durable political network that coordinated newspapers, conventions, and appointments to consolidate Democratic-Republican strength. He served in the state senate and as New York’s attorney general, then moved to the U.S. Senate in the early 1820s. There he cultivated a national profile as a careful tactician committed to states’ rights, limited federal spending, and opposition to concentrated financial power. He supported measures to broaden popular participation while insisting that stable parties were essential to republican government. By combining ideology with organization, he became a central broker linking state machines to emerging national coalitions.

Van Buren briefly served as governor of New York before joining Andrew Jackson’s cabinet as secretary of state. He proved a loyal lieutenant, navigating diplomatic matters and, during a contentious period of cabinet infighting, offering his resignation to help reset the administration. Jackson later nominated him as minister to Great Britain; the Senate rejected the appointment, an episode that inadvertently elevated his standing within Jackson’s circle. Chosen as Jackson’s running mate, Van Buren served as vice president in the early 1830s. These roles cemented his image as the "Little Magician," a deft organizer who translated political strategy into governing advantage.

Elected president in the late 1830s, Van Buren confronted the Panic of 1837, a cascading financial crisis fueled by speculative excess, international credit contractions, and fragile banking. He resisted federal bailouts and promoted an Independent Treasury to separate government finances from private banks, a system enacted near the end of his term. His administration managed border tensions with British North America, maintained neutrality during nearby rebellions, and continued removal policies toward Native nations initiated earlier, with tragic consequences. The Amistad case unfolded during his tenure, intersecting with volatile debates over slavery. He lost reelection amid economic distress and partisan headwinds.

After leaving office, Van Buren remained a pivotal figure. He sought but did not secure the Democratic nomination in the mid-1840s, partly over his reluctance to accelerate Texas annexation. In 1848 he led the Free Soil Party’s presidential ticket, opposing the expansion of slavery into the western territories and advancing the principle of free labor. Although unsuccessful, that campaign signaled widening sectional rifts and previewed later realignments. In retirement he corresponded widely, reflected on party development, and traveled, while maintaining an active interest in public affairs. He lived to witness the deepening national crisis that preceded the Civil War.

Van Buren’s legacy lies less in dramatic policy innovation than in the durable architecture of party politics he helped design. He advanced the idea that organized, competitive parties could stabilize republican government by channeling conflict into repeatable procedures—nominations, platforms, and disciplined coalitions. The Independent Treasury, though altered over time, reflected his preference for clear separations between public funds and private finance. Historians have long debated his presidency, often faulting him for economic hardship while crediting his administrative steadiness. His later stand against slavery’s expansion broadened assessments of his career. He died in New York during the Civil War, leaving extensive papers studied by scholars.
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The following pages originally formed part of a much larger work, from the general course and design of which they constituted a digression. It seems therefore proper to preface them by a few words of explanation, relating chiefly to the work from which they are now separated.

Mr. Van Buren, eighth President of the United States[1], on the expiration of his term of office, in the year 1841, retired to a country residence near Kinderhook, (the place of his birth,) in the State of New York, which he had then recently purchased, and to which he gave the name of Lindenwald. Here, with infrequent and brief interruptions, he continued to reside for some twenty years, or until his death, which occurred in July, 1862. Although numbering nearly sixty years of age,—two-thirds of which had been years of almost incessant activity and excitement, professional, political, and social,—at the period of his withdrawal to the tranquil scenes and occupations of rural life, he embraced the latter with an ardor and a relish that surprised not a little the friends who had known him only as prominent in, and apparently engrossed by, the public service, but which were happy results of early predilections, an even and cheerful temper, fitting him for and constantly inclining him to the enjoyment of domestic intercourse, a hearty love of Nature, and a sound constitution of mind and body. After twelve years of the period of his retirement had passed, happily and contentedly, he began to apply a portion of his "large leisure" to a written review of his previous life, and to recording his recollections of his contemporaries and of his times. To this work, as he intimates in its opening paragraphs, he was mainly induced by the solicitations of life-long friends, who, (it may be here added,) knowing the importance and interest of the scenes and incidents of his extended public career, and the extraordinary influence he had exerted upon public men and questions of his time, and perceiving the tenaciousness of his memory and the charm of his conversation unimpaired by the lapse of seventy years, confidently anticipated a work of much interest in such a record as they urged upon him to make.

But although Mr. Van Buren so far complied with these suggestions as to set about writing his memoirs, he was not inclined to pursue the employment as a task, or to devote more of his time to it than could be easily spared from other occupations in which he was interested, and in order to keep himself from every temptation to exceed this limitation, he resolved, at the start, that no part of what he might write should be published in his lifetime. The work which he had commenced, was thus exposed to frequent interruption, even by unimportant accidents, and at length was altogether arrested by the serious illness of a member of his family, and by the failure of his own health, which rapidly supervened. It resulted that the recorded memoirs of his life and times closed abruptly when he had brought them down to the date of 1833-34, and that he never revised for publication what he had written. There is evidence that he contemplated such a revision when he should reach a convenient stage of his progress, but from the circumstances under which he wrote (which have been alluded to) as well as from his comparatively small interest in the mere graces of composition, the labor limæ[5] was continually postponed, and the "flighty purpose" was never o'ertaken. When, after his death, the subject of the disposition of these memoirs was presented to his sons, to whom his papers had been intrusted, they were embarrassed by questions as to the manner and form in which it was their duty to give them the publicity intended by their author. Should they, notwithstanding unaffected distrust of their qualifications, and a deep sense of special unfitness arising from natural partiality, undertake to continue the history of their father's life from the point at which his own account had ceased, to supply, as far as they could, the gaps in the previous narrative which had been left by him for further examination or after-construction, and to give to the work the extensive revision which, in the state in which it came to their hands, it seemed to require? Or should they publish the unfinished and unrevised memoirs, as they were left, as a fragment and a contribution, so far as they might go, to the history of the country? Would one or the other of these be such a history of the life of a statesman who had filled a large space in the observation of his countrymen, and who had exerted a controlling influence in the Government during interesting and critical periods, as would answer a natural and just public expectation, or satisfy the many warm friends who survived him? While occupied with the consideration of these questions, they received a note from Charles H. Hunt, Esq., informing them that he felt strongly inclined to write a Biography of Mr. Van Buren, and requesting the use for that purpose of any materials within their power to furnish. An additional paragraph of Mr. Hunt's note, referring to the rumor of writings left by Mr. Van Buren, showed that he had been entirely misinformed as to the nature and extent of those writings; he, in effect, supposing them to consist solely of disquisitions on various political questions.

The communication of Mr. Hunt not only superseded the necessity of deciding between the alternative propositions mentioned, but afforded them in all respects great satisfaction. His ripe and graceful scholarship, sound judgment, and pure taste were widely known, and especially to all who, like themselves, enjoyed familiar acquaintance with him. He had, moreover, recently advanced by a single step to the first rank among American biographers—a position readily accorded by recognized authority in the republic of letters, at home and abroad, to the author of the "Life of Edward Livingston." To such hands they could not hesitate to commit the work proposed, so far as they were able to control it, feeling assured that, while Mr. Hunt would bring to its performance the disinterestedness and impartiality indispensable to give it value as a history, and which are with difficulty maintained in family memorials, his inclination to undertake it was evidence of a general sympathy with, or at least respect for, Mr. Van Buren's character and public career sufficient to authorize the relinquishment to him of the materials in their possession. Accordingly the fragmentary memoirs, with all the correspondence and other manuscripts applicable to his purpose, and within their reach, were committed to Mr. Hunt, by Mr. Van Buren's representatives, with entire satisfaction and confidence that they will be used with fidelity and skill in the construction of the work he has undertaken,—a confidence that will be shared by Mr. Van Buren's surviving friends and by the public.

The main body of manuscripts left by Mr. Van Buren having been thus applied, some question remained in regard to that portion now published. Begun as an episode, the subject grew on the author's hands (as he explains in a note) to such proportions as to seem to stand more properly as a distinct production, and although, like the principal work, incomplete, it had been nevertheless carried forward to the point, chronologically speaking, that had been proposed, and that was in fact its natural termination. For this reason, and because it had no such connection with the memoirs as required that they should be printed together, it has been thought best to publish it without further delay in the form in which it was left by the writer. The subject is of peculiar interest at this time when our country, having suffered the rude shock and disorder of civil war, and our free and popular institutions having sustained with admirable firmness and substantial triumph a more fearful trial than any to which they had before been subjected, the sacred and momentous duty is devolved on patriots and good citizens throughout our borders to reconstruct whatever valuable parts have been thrown down, to restore what may have been injured or defaced in our political system and in the principles on which it rests; and the occasion seems auspicious for recalling the attention of our people to the study of the lives and doctrines—the grounds and motives of action—of the great men by whom the foundations of their government were laid.

The work of editing this volume has been inconsiderable, the sum of it having been to correct a few manifest inadvertencies, to divide it into chapters, with indexical heads, to furnish the whole with a title, and to add one or two foot-notes that appeared to be proper. Otherwise the aim has been to preserve the form and substance of the original. The citation from Cicero on the title-page was found on Mr. Van Buren's table, in his library, extracted in his own handwriting; whether only as a terse declaration of the law by the spirit of which his pen was guided, or as a possible motto for his complete work, is not known. The letter from Mr. Jefferson, forming an Appendix, was intended by Mr. Van Buren to be printed with whatever of his own might reach publication, and is spoken of in the present volume as "accompanying this work." It is now printed for the first time from the original manuscript letter, and a few errors in the edition published (probably from the draft) by the Library Committees of Congress are corrected.

The portrait fronting this book is engraved from Brady's imperial photograph, by Ritchie, and must be pronounced a very favorable specimen of his art. It represents Mr. Van Buren in the seventy-fifth year of his age.

Edgehill, Fishkill-on-Hudson, N. Y.,

February, 1867.
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Gratifying Period in our History embraced by Administrations of Jefferson and Madison—The Caucus System[2] and its Abandonment—The System useful to the Republican or Democratic Party, but not so to the Federalists—Questions proposed—Difficulties of the Subject—Two great Parties, under changing Names, have always divided the Country—Few and imperfect Attempts heretofore made to trace the Origin and Principles of those Parties—This the first Attempt with that object on the Republican or Democratic Side—The Sources of Differences in Opinion and Feeling which gave rise to our Political Divisions, and punctum temporis of their Rise—Principles established by the English Revolution of 1688—Application of those Principles to the Colonies—Grounds of the American Revolution—Abstract Opinions regain their Influence after the Settlement of the practical Questions involved in the Revolution—Diverse Character and Feelings of Emigrants to the different Colonies—Effect of that Diversity on Principles of Government and Administration in the New Governments—Repugnance of the People to any Revival of the System overthrown by the Revolution—Popular Reluctance to create an Executive Branch of the Government—Confederacy of the United Colonies of New England in 1643—Dr. Franklin's Plan of Union in 1755—The Sentiments of the Colonists those of the Whigs of the Revolution—Exceptions—Discordant Materials, in certain Respects, of which the Revolutionary Brotherhood was composed—Effects of that Discordance upon the subsequent Organization of Political Parties—The Confederation[3], and Parties for and against it—Perversion of Party Names—Conflicts and Questions in Controversy between Federalists and Anti-Federalists[4]—The Constitutional Convention of 1787—Different Plans proposed before it—Motives and Views of the Authors of those Plans—The Views which determined Congress and the People to acquiesce in the Results of the Convention—Adoption of the Constitution and Extinction of the Anti-Federal Party as such.





There has been no period in our history, since the establishment of our Independence, to which the sincere friend of free institutions can turn with more unalloyed satisfaction, than to that embraced by the administrations of Jefferson and Madison, moved as they were by a common impulse. Mr. Jefferson commenced the discharge of his official duties by an act which, though one of form, involved matter of the highest moment. I allude to the decision and facility with which, in his intercourse with the other branches of the Government, he suppressed the observance of empty ceremonies which had been borrowed from foreign courts by officers who took an interest in such matters, and were reluctantly tolerated by Washington, who was himself above them. Instead of proceeding in state to the capitol to deliver a speech to the legislature, according to the custom of monarchs, he performed his constitutional duty by means of a message in writing, sent to each House by the hands of his private secretary, and they performed theirs by a reference of its contents to appropriate committees. The Executive procession, instead of marking the intercourse between the different branches of the Government, was reserved for the Inauguration, when the President appeared before the people themselves, and in their presence took the oath of office.

A step so appropriate and so much in harmony with our institutions, was naturally followed by efforts for the abolition of offices and official establishments not necessary to the public service, the reduction of the public expenses, and the repeal of odious internal taxes. To these he added the influence of his individual example to keep the organization and action of the Federal Government upon that simple and economical footing which is consistent with the Republican system. In this branch of his official conduct he established precedents of great value, from some of which his successors have not ventured to depart.

With the single exception of his approval of the Bank of the United States, the administration of Mr. Madison was one of great merit, and was made especially illustrious by conducting the country through a war imperishably honorable for its military achievements and the consequent elevation of our national character.

Jefferson and Madison were brought forward by caucus nominations; they, throughout, recognized and adhered to the political party that elected them; and they left it united and powerful, when, at the close of public life, they carried into their retirement, and always enjoyed, the respect, esteem, and confidence of all their countrymen.

Mr. Monroe's administration did not introduce any very disturbing public questions. The protective policy was, toward its close, generally acquiesced in at the North and West, and no part of the South as yet even contemplated the resistance which was subsequently attempted. The agitation in regard to internal improvements was yet for the most part speculative and too far in advance of any contemplated action to stir the public mind. The Bank of the United States was having its own way without question on the part of the Government, and with but little if any suspicion on the part of the people. No very embarrassing questions had arisen in our foreign relations; yet the first year of Mr. Monroe's second term had scarcely passed away before the political atmosphere became inflamed to an unprecedented extent. The Republican party, so long in the ascendant, and apparently so omnipotent, was literally shattered into fragments, and we had no fewer than five Republican Presidential candidates in the field.

In the place of two great parties arrayed against each other in a fair and open contest for the establishment of principles in the administration of Government which they respectively believed most conducive to the public interest, the country was overrun with personal factions. These having few higher motives for the selection of their candidates or stronger incentives to action than individual preferences or antipathies, moved the bitter waters of political agitation to their lowest depths.

The occurrence of scenes discreditable to all had for a long time been prevented by a steady adherence on the part of the Republican party to the caucus system; and if Mr. Monroe's views and feelings upon the subject had been the same as were those of Jefferson and Madison, the results to which I have alluded, and which were soon sincerely deprecated, might have been prevented by the same means. There was no difference in the political condition of the country between 1816—when Mr. Monroe received a caucus nomination, on a close vote between Mr. Crawford and himself, and was elected—and 1824, when the caucus system was appealed to by the supporters of Mr. Crawford, which called for its abandonment. The Federal party were on both occasions incapable of successfully resisting a candidate in whose favor the Republicans were united, and they were on each sufficiently strong to control the election when the support of their opponents was divided amongst several. Mr. Monroe and a majority of his cabinet were unfortunately influenced by different views, and pursued a course well designed to weaken the influence of the caucus system, and to cause its abandonment. Mr. Crawford was the only candidate who, it was believed, could be benefited by adhering to it, and the friends of all the others sustained the policy of the administration. Those of Jackson, Adams, Clay, and Calhoun, united in an address to the people condemning the practice of caucus nominations, and announcing their determination to disregard them. Already weakened through the adverse influence of the administration, the agency which had so long preserved the unity of the Republican party did not retain sufficient strength to resist the combined assault that was made upon it, and was overthrown. Mr. Crawford and his friends adhered to it to the last, and fell with it.

It is a striking fact in our political history that the sagacious leaders of the Federal party, as well under that name as under others by which it has at different times been known, have always been desirous to bring every usage or plan designed to secure party unity into disrepute with the people, and in proportion to their success in that has been their success in the elections. When they have found such usage too strong to be overthrown for the time being, they have adopted it themselves, but only to return to their denunciations of it after every defeat. It would, on first impression, seem that a practice which is good for one political party must be good for another; but when the matter is more closely looked into, it will be discovered that the policy of the Federal leaders referred to, like most of the acts of those far-seeing men, rested upon substantial foundations. It originated, beyond doubt, in the conviction, on the part of the early Federalists, that a political organization in support of the particular principles which they advocated, and to which they intended to adhere, did not stand as much in need of extraneous means to secure harmony in its ranks as did that of their opponents.

The results of general elections for more than half a century have served to confirm this opinion. With the exception of a single instance, susceptible of easy explanation, the Republican, now Democratic party, whenever it has been wise enough to employ the caucus or convention system, and to use in good faith the influence it is capable of imparting to the popular cause, has been successful, and it has been defeated whenever that system has been laid aside or employed unfairly. With the Federal party and its successors the results have been widely different; with or without the caucus system they have generally found no difficulty in uniting whenever union promised success.

Why is it that a system or practice open to both parties, occasionally used by both, and apparently equally useful to both, is in fact so much less necessary to one than to the other? If this consequence springs from a corresponding difference in the principles for the defense and spread of which they have respectively been formed, what are those principles, whence are they derived, and what is their history?

These are grave questions, which have often presented themselves to the minds of our public men, and to answer which satisfactorily is neither an easy nor a short task.

Histories of struggles for power between individual men or families, long involved in obscurity, are becoming more frequent than they were, and far more satisfactory. Aided by a comparatively free access to public and private papers,—a privilege formerly sturdily refused, but which the liberal spirit of the age has now made common,—the literary men of most countries, with improved capacities to weigh conflicting statements as well as to narrate the results of their researches with simplicity and perspicuity, are probing the most hidden recesses of the past, and describing with reliable accuracy transactions of great interest, the causes and particular circumstances of which have been hitherto little or not at all understood. But to define the origin and trace the history of national parties is an undertaking of extraordinary difficulty; one from which, in view of the embarrassments that surround it in the case of our own political divisions, I have more than once retired in despair, and on which I now enter with only slight hopes of success. Yet it is due as well to the memories of the past as to actual interests, that a subject which has exerted so great an influence and which may be made so instructive, should be made plain, if that be practicable, to the understandings of the present and succeeding generations; and if my imperfect effort shall have a tendency to turn stronger minds and abler pens in that direction it will not have been made in vain.

The two great parties of this country, with occasional changes in their names only, have, for the principal part of a century, occupied antagonistic positions upon all important political questions. They have maintained an unbroken succession, and have, throughout, been composed respectively of men agreeing in their party passions and preferences, and entertaining, with rare exceptions, similar general views on the subjects of government and its administration. Sons have generally followed in the footsteps of their fathers, and families originally differing have in regular succession received, maintained, and transmitted this opposition. Neither the influences of marriage connections, nor of sectarian prejudices, nor any of the strong motives which often determine the ordinary actions of men, have, with limited exceptions, been sufficient to override the bias of party organization and sympathy, devotion to which has, on both sides, as a rule, been a master-passion of their members.

The names of these parties, like those of their predecessors in older countries, have from time to time been changed, from suggestions of policy or from accidental causes. Men of similar and substantially unchanged views and principles have, at different periods of English history, been distinguished as Cavaliers or Roundheads, as Jacobites or Puritans and Presbyterians, as Whigs or Tories. Here, with corresponding consistency in principle, the same men have at different periods been known as Federalists, Federal Republicans, and Whigs, or as Anti-Federalists, Republicans, and Democrats. But no changes of name have indicated—certainly not until very recently, and the depth and duration of the exception remain to be seen—a change or material modification of the true character and principles of the parties themselves. The difference between the old Republican and the Anti-Federal parties, arising out of the questions in regard to the new Constitution, was by far the greatest variation that has occurred.

Several hasty and but slightly considered attempts have been made to define the origin, and to mark the progress, of our national parties. But, with a single exception,—namely, that made by ex-President John Quincy Adams, in his Jubilee Discourse before the New York Historical Society, on the 30th of April, 1839, being the Fiftieth Anniversary of the Inauguration of George Washington as President of the United States,—they have not professed, so far as they have fallen under my notice, to do more than glance at the subject.

To say that this discourse of one hundred and twenty pages was written with Mr. Adams's accustomed ability, would be a commendation short of its merits. It was more. The political condition of the country, and the near approach of the memorable struggle of 1840, superadded to the stirring considerations connected with the occasion, seem to have persuaded that distinguished man that he was called upon to make an extraordinary effort. A severe philippic against his and his father's political enemies, this discourse, judged in the sense in which such performances are naturally estimated by contemporaries imbued with similar feelings, could not fail to be regarded as an eloquent and able production; but I deceive myself if it can be deemed by a single ingenuous mind either a dispassionate or an impartial review of the origin and course of parties in the United States. Such minds will be more likely to receive a paper, written so long after the transactions of which it speaks, with feelings of regret at the strong evidence it affords that the rage of party spirit, upon the assumed extinguishment of which its author had, years before, exultingly congratulated the people from the Presidential chair, was yet so active in his own breast. I say this more in sorrow than in anger. Other portions of this work[1] will, I am sure, exonerate me from the suspicion of cherishing the slightest sentiment of unkindness toward the memory of John Quincy Adams. When my personal acquaintance with him was but slight, and when our political relations were unfavorable to the cultivation of friendly feelings, my dispositions toward him were to an unusual extent free from the prejudices commonly engendered by party differences. In the later periods of our acquaintance, continuing to the end of his life, I regarded him with entire personal respect and kindness; and notwithstanding the occasional fierceness of our political collisions, I have never heard of any unfriendly expression by him in respect to myself personally.

It is not a little remarkable, though in harmony with other striking features in the relations of our parties, that no serious attempt has ever been made to trace their origin except by members of the same political school with Mr. Adams. If I am right in this, mine will at least have the weight, whatever that may be, due to the narration of one who, from the beginning to the end of an extended political career, has been an invariable and ardent member of the opposite school.

The author of the life of Hamilton confidently pronounces what occurred on the appointment of Washington as Commander-in-chief of the Revolutionary army, to be the true source of the party divisions that have so long and so extensively prevailed in this country. President John Quincy Adams, in his Inaugural Address, attributes them to the conflicting prejudices and preferences of the people for and against Great Britain and France at the commencement of the present government, and the discontinuance of them to the effects produced by the excesses of the French Revolution. Matthew L. Davis,—a man of much note and cleverness, who commenced his career an active member of the old Republican party, became the especial champion of Colonel Burr, and, soon seceding from the party to which he was at first attached, spent the remainder of his life in opposition to it,—in his life of Aaron Burr, attributes the origin of our two great political parties to the proceedings of the Federal Constitutional Convention and of the State Conventions which passed upon the question of ratification.

These various versions of the matter I shall hereafter notice, contenting myself, for the present, with the remark that party divisions which have extended to every corner of a country as large as our own, and have endured so long, could not spring from slight or even limited causes. No differences in the views of men on isolated questions temporary in their nature, could, it seems to me, have produced such results. Questions of such a character are either finally settled, with more or less satisfaction, or in time lose their interest, notwithstanding momentary excitement, and the temporary organizations springing from them give place in turn to others equally short-lived.

But when men are brought under one government who differ radically in opinion as to its proper form, as to the uses for which governments should be established, as to the spirit in which they should be administered, as to the best way in which the happiness of those who are subject to them can be promoted, no less than in regard to the capacity of the people for self-government, we may well look for party divisions and political organizations of a deeper foundation and a more enduring existence.

Ours arose at the close of the Revolution, and the leading parties to them were the Whigs, through whose instrumentality, under favor of Providence, our Independence had been established. They and the Tories constituted our entire population, and the latter had at first, for obvious reasons, but little to do in the formation of parties, save to throw themselves in a body into the ranks of one of them. It became at once evident that great differences of opinion existed among the Whigs in respect to the character of the government that should be substituted for that which had been overthrown, and also in respect to the spirit and principles which should control the administration of that which might be established. These spread through the country with great rapidity, and were respectively maintained with a zeal and determination which proved that they were not produced by the feelings or impulses of the moment. To ascertain the origin of those differences, and to trace their effects, we can adopt no safer course than to look to the antecedents of the actors in the stirring political scenes that followed the close of the war, to the characters and opinions of their ancestors, from whom they had naturally imbibed their first ideas of government either directly or traditionally, and to the incidents of the memorable struggle from which the country had just emerged.

The great principle first formally avowed by Rousseau, "that the right to exercise sovereignty belongs inalienably to the people[1q]," sprung up spontaneously in the hearts of the colonists, and silently influenced all their acts from the beginning. The condition of the country in which they settled,—a wilderness occupied besides themselves only by savage tribes,—to which many of them were driven by the fiercest persecutions ever known to the civilized world, and the stern self-reliance and independent spirit which most of them had acquired in contests with iron fortune that preceded their exile, combined to induce the cultivation and to secure the permanent growth of such a sentiment. Not being, however, for several generations, in a suitable condition, and from counteracting inducements not even disposed to dispute the pretensions of the Crown to their allegiance, they were content to look principally to its patents and other concessions for the measure of their rights. But their views were greatly changed, and their advance on the road to freedom materially accelerated, by the English Revolution of 1688. The final overthrow of James II., from whose tyrannical acts, as well in the character of Duke of York as in that of King, they had severely suffered, was not the greatest advantage the colonists derived from that Revolution. The principles upon which that most important of European movements was founded, and the doctrines it consecrated, paved the way to a result which, though not upon their tongues, or perhaps to any great extent the subject of their meditations as immediately practicable, was, doubtless, from that time, within their contemplation.

That Revolution, which shattered, "past all surgery," the blasphemous and absurd dogma of the divine right of kings; which replaced the slavish doctrine of passive obedience and non-resistance with the principle that the authority of the monarch was no other than a trust founded on an assumed agreement between him and his subjects that the power conferred upon him should be used for their advantage, for the faithful execution of which he was individually responsible, and for a breach of which resistance to his authority, as a last resort, was a constitutional remedy; which for the supremacy of the Crown substituted the supremacy of Parliament; which made the King as well as his subjects responsible to its authority, and which abrogated the right of the Crown to govern the colonies in virtue of its prerogative, and vested that power in Parliament, placed the colonists upon a footing widely different from that they had theretofore occupied.

The general principle that they were, by the laws and statutes of England, entitled to the political rights that appertained to British subjects, could not be denied, but commercial rivalry and political jealousies acting upon their excited feelings, soon generated questions of the gravest import, both as to the extent of the power of Parliament to legislate for them, and as to the participation in representation essential to authorize the exercise of that power.

The subjects of taxation and the regulation of trade by Parliamentary authority, excited the greatest interest on both sides of the Atlantic. In respect to the latter, the question was not a little embarrassed by an alleged acquiescence on the part of the colonists, and the consequent force of precedents. This circumstance, in connection with the consideration that, if the right to regulate the trade of the colonies was denied to the mother country, the allegiance conceded to be due would be paid to a barren sceptre, was calculated to deprive the cause of the colonists of the favorable opinion of those just men in England whose countenance and support were of so much service to them in the sequel. Duly appreciating the obstacles to success which there was reason to apprehend from this source, with the prudence and good sense that belonged to their character, and without waiving any of their rights, they placed their cause principally upon a ground that lay at the foundation of the Revolution, and was thoroughly immovable, viz., that by the fundamental laws of property no taxes could be levied upon the people but by their own consent or that of their authorized agents, and that by consequence the connection was indissoluble between taxation and representation.
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