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“A Mysterious and Ambiguous
Display of Tactics”
The Second Siege of Fort Meigs, July 21–28, 1813
l a r ry l . n e l s o n

American troops commanded by William Henry Harrison built Fort Meigs
at the foot of the Maumee River rapids near present-day Perrysburg, Ohio,
during the War of 1812. British and Native American forces besieged the
post twice in 1813. In past accountings, historians have focused on the first
of these sieges, fought from April 28 through May 9. The battle was a dramatic contest involving an extended artillery duel, massed infantry charges,
hand-to-hand combat, thrilling escapes, scenes of both singular courage
and astonishing cowardice, and remarkable reversals of fortune.
Likewise, scholars have tended to minimize the post’s second investment,
fought from July 21 to 28. On this occasion, a British force much weaker
than the one that had attacked the garrison in April and May surrounded the
post and unsuccessfully attempted to lure the American defenders from the
stockade. The invaders hoped that the Americans, once away from the fort’s
protection, would be vulnerable to an ambush. But the plan failed when
the Americans refused to leave their post. As a result, the attackers simply
withdrew after inflicting few casualties and giving no serious damage to the
post itself. Moreover, after withdrawing from Fort Meigs, the invading forces
then attacked Fort Stephenson at Lower Sandusky (present-day Fremont,
Ohio), where a staunch defense orchestrated by that post’s commander, Maj.
George Croghan, dealt the attackers a severe and unmitigated defeat.1

1. For the sieges of Fort Meigs, see Fort Meigs and the War of 1812: Orderly Book of Cushing’s Company, 2nd U.S. Artillery April 1813–February 1814 and Personal Diary of Captain Daniel
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For the most part, historians have viewed the second siege of Fort Meigs
as little more than an inadequately planned and ineptly executed prelude
that foreshadowed the decisive and far more influential victory at Fort Stephenson. But close examination shows that during the second siege of Fort
Meigs, British forces waged a deft and subtle campaign against the American garrison and that the battle carried lasting consequence. Moreover, a
study of the garrison before and during the campaign reveals the strategic
dynamics and tactical decisions that defined a period of great uncertainty
during the Northwest campaigns of the War of 1812.2
American troops first occupied the Maumee Rapids in early February
1813 after a long series of reverses within the northwest theater. On July
17, 1812, British troops captured Fort Michilimackinac. In early August, the
Americans abandoned Fort Dearborn near present-day Chicago, Illinois.
A few days later, the American commander at Detroit, William Hull, surrendered the entire Northwest army and the Michigan Territory to the British. On January 22, 1813, the Americans lost a second, reconstituted Northwest army at Frenchtown on the River Raisin near present-day Monroe,
Michigan, when British and Native American forces destroyed troops led
by James Winchester attempting to reoccupy Detroit.3
Construction of Fort Meigs began on February 2. Harrison intended the
post to serve as a supply depot and staging area to accumulate the men and
supplies necessary for him to advance into Michigan, repatriate Detroit,

Cushing October 1812–July 1813, ed. Harlow Lindley (Columbus: Ohio Historical Society, 1975);
Robert B. Boehm and Randall L. Buchman, eds., Journal of the Northwestern Campaign of
1812–1813 under Major-General Wm. H. Harrison by Bvt. Lieut.-Colonel Eleazar D. Wood (Defiance, Ohio: Defiance College Press, 1975); Larry L. Nelson, Fort Meigs: War of 1812 Battleground
(Columbus: Ohio Historical Society, 1999); Larry L. Nelson, “Dudley’s Defeat and the Relief of
Fort Meigs,” Register of the Kentucky Historical Society 104 (2006): 5–42; Emanuel Hallaman,
The British Invasions of Ohio—1813 (Columbus: Anthony Wayne Parkway Board, 1959). For the
American victory at Fort Stephenson, consult Bruce Bowlus, “A Signal Victory: The Battle for
Fort Stephenson, August 1–2, 1813,” Northwest Ohio Quarterly 63 (1991): 43–57.
2. For general works relating to the Northwest campaigns, see Alec R. Gilpin, The War of
1812 in the Old Northwest (East Lansing: Michigan State Univ. Press, 1958) and David C. Skaggs
and Gerard T. Altoff, A Signal Victory: The Lake Erie Campaign, 1812–1813 (Annapolis, Md.:
Naval Institute Press, 1997). Canadian participation is explored by Sandy Antal, A Wampum
Denied: Procter’s War of 1812 (Ottawa: Carlton Univ. Press, 1997) and Dennis Carter-Edwards,
“The War of 1812 along the Detroit Frontier: A Canadian Perspective,” Michigan Historical
Review 13 (1987): 25–50. Native American involvement is detailed in R. David Edmunds, The
Shawnee Prophet (Lincoln: Univ. of Nebraska Press, 1983); John Sugden, Tecumseh: A Life
(New York: Henry Holt, 1997); and Robert S. Allen, His Majesty’s Indian Allies: British Indian
Policy in the Defence of Canada, 1774–1815 (Toronto: Dundurn Press, 1992).
3. Skaggs and Altoff, Signal Victory, 5–32; Gilpin, War of 1812 in the Old Northwest, 44–172;
Antal, Wampum Denied, 67–216. For Winchester’s defeat, see Dennis M. Au, War on the Raisin: A Narrative Account of the War of 1812 in the River Raisin Settlement, Michigan Territory
(Monroe, Mich.: Monroe County Historical Commission, 1981) and Glen G. Clift, Remember
the Raisin! (Frankfort: Kentucky Historical Society, 1961).
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and then carry the war into Canada. When
completed in late April, the fort’s earth-andlog stockade enclosed nearly ten acres and
contained seven blockhouses, five artillery
batteries, two underground powder magazines, numerous ancillary structures, and a
complex system of trenches and traverses, or
earthen mounds that provided protection for
those within the fort’s interior. Artificer yards
and workshops, a bakery, and a harbor and
boat landing extended for a considerable distance in all directions beyond the post’s exterior lines and across the flats lining the Maumee River below the garrison.4
A large force of British regulars and Canadian militia, commanded by Brig. Gen. Henry
Procter, assisted by as many as twelve hundred
Native American warriors nominally led by
the Shawnee Tecumseh laid siege to the American post in late spring 1813. Tecumseh’s warriors surrounded the post and harassed the defenders with small-arms fire while the British
and Canadian troops established five artillery
batteries on both sides of the Maumee River
and attempted to bombard the Americans into
submission. Harrison’s troops, too few and too
inadequately supplied to take meaningful offensive action against the attackers, sheltered
themselves within the safety of the fort’s interior. Both sides waged the contest vigorously.
But eventually, the siege settled into a stalemate, with neither side able to compel the
other either to surrender or withdraw.5
Figure 1. Fort Meigs and vicinity at the time of the
siege. Source: Benson J. Lossing, Pictorial Field
Book of the War of 1812 (New York: Harper &
Brothers, Publishers, 1868), 476.
4. Larry L. Nelson, “The Mapping of Fort Meigs,” Northwest Ohio Quarterly 58 (1986): 123–42; Nelson, Fort Meigs.
5. For this and the following two paragraphs, see
Cushing’s Company Orderly Book entries April 29, 30, and May 9, Fort Meigs and the War
of 1812, 14–26, 115–19; Boehm and Buchman, Journal of the Northwestern Campaign, 17–27;
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On May 5, twelve hundred Kentucky troops, led by Brig. Gen. Green
Clay, attempted to reinforce the American garrison. The Kentucky brigade
descended the Maumee and, as it approached Fort Meigs, split into two
divisions. The first of these, consisting of four hundred men led by Clay,
landed on the south bank of the Maumee River near the fort and successfully fought its way into the stockade. The second, eight hundred men led
by Clay’s second in command, William Dudley, landed on the north shore,
opposite the fort. Harrison had ordered Dudley to attack the British batteries on the north shore, disperse the gunners, disable the artillery, and then
return to his boats and cross the Maumee to the protection of Fort Meigs.
But Dudley’s attack turned into a catastrophe for the Americans. Poor planning, poor communication, and inept command doomed the enterprise.
Dudley and his immediate subordinate officers were killed or seriously
wounded soon after the landing. Junior officers allowed their untrained and
undisciplined men to be lured away from the British batteries. Eventually,
the Kentuckians were drawn into the surrounding woods where they fell
victim to a well-organized and effective counterattack. More than 650 Kentuckians were killed or captured during the engagement or its aftermath.
The British siege against Fort Meigs lost momentum after Dudley’s defeat. Procter’s Indian allies, having acquired scalps, prisoners, and plunder,
drifted away. His Canadian militia (and their families) faced starvation later
in the year if they were not able to return home and plant their crops; thus,
they too began to disappear. And dysentery and the ague appeared within
the British camp, limiting the number of battle-ready effectives at Procter’s
disposal to continue the contest. On May 9, Procter abandoned the siege,
boarded his transports, and returned to Canada.
Procter had administered staggering losses on the Americans. Indeed,
the losses inflicted upon Clay’s men were among the most costly Kentucky
endured during the entire war, second only to those suffered by Kentucky
troops at the River Raisin the previous January. Further, Harrison estimated
that in addition to the Kentuckians lost with Dudley, some 81 other soldiers
within the fort had been killed in the assault, along with 189 wounded. But
some questioned Harrison’s calculations. A Kentucky officer who served
at Fort Meigs during the siege insisted that Harrison’s numbers were “too
small by at least forty or fifty in killed and an equal number in wounded.”6
“Minutes of the Principal Occurrences which Have Taken Place during the Siege of Fort
Meigs, from the 25th of April to the 9th of May, Taken Down by a Volunteer in the Fort,” in
Document Transcriptions of the War of 1812 in the Northwest, vol. 5, The National Intelligencer
Reports the War of 1812 in the Northwest, ed. Richard C. Knopf (Columbus: Ohio Historical
Society, 1961) 2:127–30; Procter to Prevost, May 14, 1813, in Select British Documents of the
Canadian War of 1812, ed. William Wood (Toronto: Champlain Society, 1923), 2:33–37.
6. Harrison to Armstrong, May 13, 1813, in Knopf, National Intelligencer, 2:109–10; An Offi-

8

ohio history

volume 120

Despite these heavy losses, Harrison and his army still occupied the
rapids. The Americans, therefore, still posed a significant threat to Detroit.
Procter’s objective when he moved against the rapids had not been to defeat Harrison and his army but to destroy them. And in this, he had failed.
Procter’s inability to reduce Fort Meigs meant that the Americans who
occupied the post still remained poised to move against Detroit and thus
presented a potent obstacle to British security in the region. By any calculation, the campaign against Fort Meigs had been a stunning tactical victory
for the British. But when Procter gave up the siege without dislodging the
Americans, he ceded the strategic victory to Harrison.7
On May 10, the day after the British withdrawal, the soldiers of the garrison at Fort Meigs dug themselves out of their trenches to be met by “the first
fair day we have experienced in eight days.” At once, they buried their dead,
tended to their wounded, and then began the arduous task of repairing and
rebuilding the battered facility. The post had sustained widespread and significant damage during the siege. Harrison reported that British twentyfour pound shot and eight-and-a-half-inch shells had destroyed the roof of
every blockhouse and storehouse within the camp and, as a result, much of
the supplies and provisions deposited within them had been ruined. Col.
Alexander Bourne of the Ohio Militia claimed that during the engagement
“our most exposed blockhouse had the upper part knocked off and [was]
nearly demolished.” Likewise, British artillery fire directed toward a second
blockhouse substantially injured the structure and dismounted an artillery
piece placed in the building’s loft. Another observer claimed that the “picketing was everywhere pierced by the enemy’s shot.” Blockhouse #3, on the
fort’s north wall and the feature of Fort Meigs most near the British batteries, was so thoroughly damaged that the Americans razed it completely. The
garrison also leveled traverses, filled trenches, rebuilt the remaining blockhouses and storehouses, and repaired stockading and powder magazines.8
In addition to repairing the damage caused by the British bombardment,
the Americans also addressed weaknesses that had revealed themselves
during the battle. Capt. Eleazer Wood, the post’s chief engineer, claimed
that during the first engagement, Native American warriors “became extremely troublesome; there was not a stump, bush, or log within musket
cer of the Kentucky Militia, “Historical Sketch of the Siege of Fort Meigs,” Analectic Magazine
13 (1819): 508–19.
7. Nelson, “Dudley’s Defeat,” 40–42; Nelson, Fort Meigs.
8. Cushing, May 10 diary entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 119; Harrison to Secretary
of War, May 13, 1813, in Messages and Letters of William Henry Harrison, ed. Logan Esarey, 2
vols. (New York: Arno 1975), 2:442–47; Neil E. Salsich, “The Siege of Fort Meigs, Year 1813: An
Eye-Witness Account by Colonel Alexander Bourne,” Northwest Ohio Quarterly 17 (1945–46):
149–51; Samuel R. Brown, Views of the Campaigns of the Northwestern Army (Troy, N.Y.: Francis Adancourt, 1814), 81.
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shot of the camp but what shielded its man, and some of them two or three.
Unfortunately, we had not been able to clear the woods away to sufficient
distance.” Fatigue parties, therefore, began immediately to clear stumps and
burn brush from the area surrounding the stockade and continued to do so
throughout the early spring and summer.9
The first siege also revealed that the post would be extraordinarily vulnerable if enemy artillery was ever able to occupy the Indian Hill, an elevated
knoll immediately to the fort’s east. Captain Wood also added two new artillery batteries to the fort. The Henderson Battery, placed on the stockade’s
northeast angle on an elevated redoubt protected by a high breastwork near
the site of the now-demolished Blockhouse #3, could bring all of its guns to
bear upon the Indian Hill while the Tennessee (or Gratiot’s) Battery protected the previously battery-less west wall.
Lastly, the garrison also erected five picket guard stations fortified with
raised breastworks and surrounded by abatis, an entanglement of tree limbs
and branches used in much the same manner as modern barbed wire. These
positions, located 250 yards or more from the fort, extended in a graceful
arc across the post’s east, south, and west angles. According to Lt. Joseph
Larwill, who had been absent from the post from late April through early
July, the damage to the post caused by the battle, coupled with the subsequent changes made after the siege, had modified the fort’s appearance
enough that the camp was “materially altered since I left it.”10
Other parties left the fort and reconnoitered the battleground. Capt.
Daniel Cushing of the artillery led several detachments across the river over
the course of the next few weeks and reported that the British had fled the
siege in such haste that they had abandoned large quantities of carriage
wheels, muskets, chains, and cannon shot. Indeed, he and his men retrieved
so many cannon balls that by May 13 he claimed, “We have a large number
more than we had when the siege commenced.” Fatigue details crossed the
Maumee to demolish the British artillery batteries while others buried the
dead found along both sides of the river.11
9. For this and the following two paragraphs, see Boehm and Buchman, Journal of the
Northwestern Campaign, 18; Cushing, June 20, 21 diary entries, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812,
127–28; Joseph Badgry [Badger] to Return J. Meigs, May 24, 1813, in Document Transcriptions
of the War of 1812 in the Northwest, vol. 2, Return Jonathan Meigs, Jr. and the War of 1812, ed.
Richard C. Knopf (Columbus: Ohio Historical Society, 1957), 83; Nelson, “Mapping of Fort
Meigs”; William Sebree, Plan of Fort Meigs, Division of Geography and Maps, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. See also Wilfred Hibbert, “The Recently Discovered Pictorial Map of
Fort Meigs and Environs,” Northwest Ohio Quarterly 6 (1934): 5‑8; and Thomas H. Smith, The
Mapping of Ohio (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 1977), 101–5.
10. Joseph H. Larwill, Journal of Joseph H. Larwill Relating to Occurrences Transpired in
the Service of the U States Commencing April 5, 1812, Burton Historical Collection, Detroit
Public Library.
11. Cushing, May 10, 11, 13, 16 diary entries, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 119–21; Col.
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Finally, Harrison began to reprovision the fort, moving forward large
quantities of flour, biscuits, whiskey,
salt pork, bacon, candles, shot, and
soap from Forts Amanda, Loramies,
and Winchester to the rapids. Contractors drove large herds of cattle
and hogs into the camp while private
vendors arrived with produce and
dry goods for sale.12
Harrison left Fort Meigs on May 12
to travel to Lower Sandusky to intercept a contingent of thirteen hundred
Ohio volunteers presently hurrying
northward to reinforce Fort Meigs and
whose service he no longer required.
Later, he continued to Franklinton
(present-day Columbus) to review his
situation with the secretary of war and
to address a seemingly endless flow of
problems associated with logistics and
supply. In Harrison’s absence, comFigure 2. Green Clay. Source: Lossing, Pictorial Field
mand at Fort Meigs devolved upon Book of the War of 1812, 477.
Clay. But Clay had injured himself
seriously during the first siege, when he fell into an open trench while leading his men into the post. Four days later, Clay turned command of the post
temporarily over to his subordinate, Col. John Miller, while he recuperated.13
James Mills, “Regimental Book for the 1st Regt’t., 3’rd Detachment of Ohio Militia Containing Orders Received and Issued by Colonel James Mills of Butler County and State of Ohio,
February 6 to August 4, 1813,” May 19, 1813, entry, Cincinnati Historical Society. See also William Henry Harrison to Isaac Shelby, May 18, 1813, William Henry Harrison Papers, Lyman C.
Draper Collection, State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison.
12. Harrison to Poague, May 15, 1813, John Wingate to Harrison, May 28, 1813, Harrison to
R. M. Johnson, June 11, 1813, Harrison to Secretary of War, June 24, 1813, all in Harrison, Messages and Letters, 2:448–49; 463–34; 468–70; 478–79; Cushing, May 4, June 8, 12 diary entries,
Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 123, 124, 126.
13. Cushing’s Company, Orderly Book entry May 11, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 27; Meigs:
General Orders, May 14, 1813, Harrison to Poague, May 15, 1813; Harrison: General Orders, May 16,
1813, Harrison to the Secretary of War, May 18, 1813, Harrison to the Secretary of War, Head Quarters May 18, 1813, Harrison to Secretary of War, May 19, 1813, all in Harrison, Messages and Letters,
2:442–57. See also Orders to Green Clay, May 11, 1813, William Henry Harrison Papers, Henry E.
Huntington Library, San Marino, Calif. In addition to Fort Meigs, Clay’s command also included
Forts McArthur, Findlay, Portage, and Stephenson and a small detachment at Fort Ferree at Upper
Sandusky. Fort Stephenson, at Lower Sandusky, was at the time virtually indefensible because two
blockhouses being added to the stockade remained incomplete.
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As the repairs and alterations to the post were completed and the daily
activities of the garrison settled back to the routine, the clement weather
afforded the troops increased opportunities for recreation and leisure. Captain Cushing set out a garden of lettuce, radishes, sage, mint, onions, beans,
and peas. The Maumee itself proved to be an irresistible lure to those wishing to try their luck fishing. The number of fish in the stream was astonishing. On May 20, two lieutenants caught 375 fish with hook and line, while
a few days later, Captain Cushing noted that his men caught six barrels of
fish by drawing a seine twice through the river. Another observer reported
that he witnessed three or four individuals equipped only with “stones and
clubs” garner over a half-barrel of fish in less than thirty minutes.14
Spring was arriving in the Maumee Valley, and, much to Clay and Miller’s
dismay, as the temperature moderated so too did the rigid discipline of the
camp. Lacking the inherent emotional tension of impending attack or the
inspiration of combat, the post’s officers fought a losing battle against their
own men as they resisted or ignored the camp’s regulations. But Clay, who
had watched helplessly as the battalion led by Dudley was destroyed on May
5, understood firsthand the penalty that insubordination and a lack of discipline could exact. Clay and Miller both determined not to have their authority undermined and asserted their control. During this period, the post’s
general orders were filled with increasingly explicit directions that stipulate
the proper appearance of the troops; note the correct time and duration of
drill; and list the conditions under which bathing, swimming, laundry, and
fishing would be allowed to take place.15
Courts martial became frequent, three or four per day in some companies,
and for all manner of infractions. Soldiers and officers alike were brought to
trial for offences ranging from minor insubordination to vandalism, theft,
drunkenness, disobedience of orders, sleeping while on guard, dereliction
of duty, conduct unbecoming an officer, desertion, and assault. These proceedings resulted in both acquittals and convictions, with the guilty receiving sentences ranging from being ordered to “acknowledge his fault and ask
forgiveness” to having one’s whiskey rations stopped, extended fatigue duty
at hard labor, or confinement in the camp’s guardhouse.
A general court martial convicted Nathan Osborn, an infantry private, of
desertion on June 22 and sentenced him to carry a six-pound cannon ball
14. Cushing, May 17, 20, 27 diary entries, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 120–22; Samuel
Williams, “Interesting Topography of Ohio,” Niles Weekly Register, July 7, 1813.
15. For this and the following paragraph, see Cushing’s Company Orderly Book entries
May 10–September 3, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 26–67; Miller, Regimental Book, May
10–August 4 entries. See also Samuel Bayles “Samuel Bayles’ Book of General Orders, Fifth
Regiment, Third Detachment, Ohio Militia, Apr. 23, 1813–Aug. 12, 1813,” Rare Book Collection, Thompson Library, Ohio State Univ., Columbus.
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fastened to one of his ankles by a chain for thirty-nine days, have his whiskey rations stopped for the same time, be kept at hard labor for the same
time, ride the “wooden horse” for sixteen evenings during evening parade,
have half his pay stopped for three months, and have half his head shaved at
the expiration of his thirty-nine day sentence and then be drummed from
camp. The wooden horse was simply a horizontal pole elevated enough that
the feet of one sitting on it would not touch the ground. Prisoners would
straddle the pole, stabilized by a cannonball attached to each foot. The display was part corporal punishment, part public humiliation, part public object lesson for those who might privately be considering similar crimes, and
part for the purpose of displaying prisoners so that all within the garrison
would know their status and recognize them on sight.
When Osborn was drummed from camp, his officers stripped him of
all of his government-issued possessions—including blankets, firearm, and
regimental coat and hat—and then ordered the company barber to shave
half his head (including one of his eyebrows) to mark him as a convict.
At evening parade, a time the entire garrison assembled together, he was
placed between two drummers who, while playing a beating known as
“Rogue’s March,” paraded him in front of every company in the fort, again
to make certain that everyone at the post knew his identity and status. After
passing before its soldiers, the drummers escorted Osborn to the post’s gate.
Osborn continued through the gate, and sentries closed it behind him. Osborn was unarmed and poorly clothed, had no provisions, carried no supplies, was marked as a criminal, would be shot on sight by friend or foe, and
now had to navigate a vast and inhospitable wilderness if he were to survive.
Desertion was not necessarily a capital offense, and Osborn had not been
given a death sentence, but at this moment, his prospects were bleak.16
Records for these trials were kept in regimental orderly books. An examination of two of these sources, the regimental book for the 1st Regiment,
3rd Detachment of Ohio Militia and the orderly book of Cushing’s Company, 2nd Regiment of U.S. Artillery, is instructive. Men who enlisted in
the militia served with friends and acquaintances, elected their own officers
from within their own ranks, and enjoyed a level of camaraderie and fraternization very different from that of those who served in the regular army,
where life was generally more formal, professional, and rigid. When the two
regimental orderly books are compared, one finds that both cite a variety of
offenses, some serious and some minor; both documents chronicle officers
and enlisted men alike who found themselves brought before the courts;
and both records register acquittals and convictions, although in the militia acquittals are more frequent and the penalties for conviction seem less
16. Cushing’s Company, June 22 Orderly Book entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 34–36.

the second siege of fort meigs, july 21–28, 1813

13

severe. The striking difference between the two types of service, though,
is that in the cases brought before regular army courts, enlisted men were
convicted 100 percent of the time while officers were acquitted with nearly
equal frequency. Moreover, in the very few cases that resulted in an officer’s
conviction, in every instance, after review, the post’s commanding officer
subsequently overturned the sentence.17
Although the garrison’s continued disciplinary infractions proved weari
some, few posed a serious threat to the post’s security. But one problem
proved insidious. The post suffered from an inattention to simple cleanliness. Garbage piled high on the ground. Latrines were often improperly
placed and inadequately constructed, and the most basic of rules regarding
their use and upkeep were unenforced. Samuel R. Brown inspected several
military garrisons, including Fort Meigs, in 1813 and reported that putrefaction and squalor were commonplace and that the stench emanating from
these camps was nearly unbearable. Clay and Miller harangued their men
about the unhygienic filth in which they lived with almost predictable regularity, but to little effect. As late as mid-July, Lt. Col. E. P. Gaines of the
24th Infantry reported to Clay that the areas used by the Ohio and Kentucky
militias were inadequately cleaned and that the ditches bordering on these
positions “contain a mass of filth and stagnant water which I am persuaded
must greatly endanger the health of those corps, if not of the whole garrison.” The camp within the stockade and the surrounding area for a considerable distance beyond the picketing were “prodigiously filthy and offensive,”
he claimed, and “cannot fail to destroy the health of the troops.”18
By June, the inevitable consequences of such an environment became
manifest. An epidemic of dysentery, measles, mumps, and other ailments
raged throughout the camp. Harrison reported to the secretary of war that
the diseases were so prevalent at Fort Meigs that they had “seized almost every individual.” Eventually, illness claimed as many as ten men a day, which
totaled nearly two hundred dead within six weeks and reduced the number
of battle-ready effectives to fewer than five hundred in a garrison composed
of more than two thousand men.19
17. Ibid. See also James T. Doyle, The Organization and Operational Administration of the
Ohio Militia in the War of 1812 (Columbus: Anthony Wayne Parkway Board, 1958); and Lawrence
Delbert Cress, Citizens in Arms: The Army and Militia in American Society to the War of 1812
(Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1982). The number of men under arrest at the post,
and the charges for which they were imprisoned, are given in the Morning Report of the Guard
Mounted at Camp Meigs (various dates), Green Clay Papers, Burton Historical Collection.
18. Cushing’s Company, May 16, 17, Orderly Book entries, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812,
28–29; Brown, Views of the Northwestern Campaigns, 113–19; Police of Fort Meigs, July 17, 1813,
Report of the Police of Camp Meigs, July 18, 1813, Report of the Police of Camp Meigs, July 19,
1813, all in Green Clay Papers.
19. Harrison to the Secretary of War, June 11, 1813, in Harrison, Messages and Letters, 2:470–
72; Robert B. McAfee, History of the Late War in the Western Country (Lexington, Ky.: Worsley
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Throughout the spring, hostile warriors continued to watch the fort and
harass the Americans if opportunity presented itself. On May 28, two travelers from Detroit warned the garrison that a party of twenty warriors recently
had left Fort Amherstburg (the British post opposite Detroit) with the intent
of capturing prisoners and intercepting the mail. And indeed, the previous
day a party from Fort Meigs traveling to Fort Winchester (Defiance, Ohio)
was turned back when its advanced guard discovered a large party of Native
Americans apparently lying in wait on both sides of the river a few miles
above the garrison. On June 10, a forty-man detachment, sent up river to
escort boats laden with supplies back to the post, encountered a large body of
mounted warriors only three miles from the camp. A fierce firefight broke out
among the two groups. The intense gunfire exchange could be heard clearly
back at Fort Meigs, and the post sent an additional hundred men to reinforce
the first detachment. Eventually the combined forces turned back the attack,
retrieved the boats with their cargo, and returned safely to camp.20
On June 20, two men fleeing Detroit brought news that British and Native
American forces had gathered and were again poised for a second assault
against the rapids. One of the men was Thomas Law, a Kentuckian who had
fought under Dudley and had been captured opposite Fort Meigs on May 5.
Following the battle, his captors had taken him about 150 miles above Detroit
with two other American prisoners. All three had escaped at the same time
and then immediately separated. Although he had no information regarding his two comrades, Law had managed to elude his captors and make his
way to Detroit, where he had fallen in with the second informant, a Frenchman from the River Raisin, who guided him to Fort Meigs. While traveling
from Detroit, they met a third individual who warned them that a large force
of native warriors and British regulars were about to be deployed against
the American post. Law claimed that from experience he knew nearly all
the Saginaw warriors in the area had left their towns for Detroit. And the
Frenchman added that four thousand warriors were already at Detroit, the
British at Fort Amherstburg were expecting a reinforcement of sixteen hundred regulars from Fort George and Fort Erie, and the campaign against Fort
Meigs would likely begin within a day or two.21
& Smith, 1816), 326; A. Campbell to Thomas Worthington, June 13, 1813, in Document Transcriptions of the War of 1812 in the Northwest, vol. 3, Thomas Worthington and the War of 1812, ed.
Richard C. Knopf (Columbus: Anthony Wayne Parkway Board & Ohio State Museum, 1957),
196. The general orders of May 23 recorded the troop strength (officers and soldiers) at Fort
Meigs as 2,004. See Cushing, May 23 Orderly Book entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 29–30.
See also Morning Report of the Troops at Fort Meigs under Command of Brigadier General
Green Clay (various dates), Green Clay Papers; and Autobiography of Elder Samuel Rogers, ed.
Elder John L. Rogers (Cincinnati: Standard Publishing Company, 1880), 18–19.
20. Cushing, May 27, 28, June 10 diary entries, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 122–26.
21. Green Clay to Harrison, June 20, 1813, in Harrison, Messages and Letters, 2:474–75; Clay
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Clay, who had returned to his duties as commander on June 15, alerted the
garrisons to his rear of the danger, ordered mounted troops commanded by
Col. Richard M. Johnson to advance from Fort Winchester to the rapids, and
notified Harrison of the intelligence. “We shall be prepared to give our enemy
a warm reception,” he promised, “come when they will.” The information also
returned a sense of purpose and resolution to the camp. Captain Cushing recorded that his company spent the next two days “fetching up” gun carriages
from the blacksmith shop, mounting guns, clearing wood, repairing gun batteries, and placing abatis in front of the gun emplacements. “Every man,” he
noted, “appears to be working for his own safety.”22
Harrison was at Franklinton when Clay’s report reached him. He concurred that a second British invasion seemed likely but believed that the attack would not be directed toward the rapids. Instead, he thought the British
would likely thrust either at Erie, Pennsylvania, where Oliver Hazard Perry
was completing an American fleet to challenge British naval control on Lake
Erie; shipyards in Cleveland, where the Americans were building a number
of Schenectady boats, narrow, flat-bottomed bateaux designed to carry up to
fifty soldiers and their equipment; or the as-yet-uncompleted Fort Stephenson at Lower Sandusky. Harrison thought the garrison at Lower Sandusky
was particularly vulnerable. Though construction of additional blockhouses
at Fort Stephenson was well under way, the post at present remained incomplete, and Harrison understood that even if finished, it could not offer a credible defense against heavy artillery. Moreover, he placed no trust
in the garrison stationed there, claiming that it was composed “entirely of
mutinous militia.” He believed that the fort and the large cache of supplies
it contained represented a compelling target of opportunity for the British.
Therefore, he directed Col. Samuel Wells to take command of the post and
prepare to destroy the fort and its contents if attacked and then withdraw
to Upper Sandusky, thus denying the enemy the facility and its provisions.
Harrison also immediately dispatched units of the 17th Infantry under Maj.
George Croghan and Col. James Ball’s Squadron of Dragoons at Franklinton
and five companies from the 24th Infantry stationed at Fort Ferree at Upper
Sandusky northward toward Fort Stephenson.23
to Meigs, June 20, 1813, in Document Transcriptions of the War of 1812 in the Northwest, vol. 2,
Return Jonathon Meigs, Jr. and the War of 1812, ed. Richard C. Knopf (Columbus: Ohio Historical Society, 1957), 332–33; Cushing, June 20 diary entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 127–28.
22. Green Clay to Harrison, June 20, 1813; Cushing, June 20, 21 diary entries, Fort Meigs
and the War of 1812, 127–28; McAfee, History of the Late War, 325–27.
23. Harrison to Governor Meigs, June 23, 1813, Harrison to the Secretary of War, June 23,
1813, Harrison to the Secretary of War, June 24, 1813, all in Harrison, Messages and Letters,
2:476, 477, 478–79; William Henry Harrison to Green Clay, June 23, 1813, Harrison Papers,
Huntington Library; McAfee, History of the Late War, 323–26. See also Frederick C. Drake,
“Loss of Mastery: The British Squadron on Lake Erie, May‑September 1813,” Journal of Erie
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Harrison overtook the 24th Regiment on its way to the Northwest
on June 26. After selecting three
hundred men who could continue
on a forced march, he proceeded
to Fort Meigs, arriving there on the
twenty-eighth. The following day,
he sent 150 of Johnson’s mounted
troops to reconnoiter near Frenchtown on the River Raisin. For three
days, his troops searched every
home in the now nearly abandoned
settlement and questioned every
resident they could find. When
he returned to Fort Meigs with
two prisoners, he reported that although a sizable war party was now
moving toward the rapids to steal
horses and gather intelligence, the
large-scale invasion warned of earlier in the month had not materialFigure 3. William Henry Harrison. Source: Alexander
ized. His informants claimed that
Clark Casselman, ed., Richardson’s War of 1812 (Toronto:
ever since the April–May siege at Historical Publishing Company, 1902), opposite p. 234.
Fort Meigs had ended, Tecumseh
had continually urged Procter to move against the Americans but that the
British post was undermanned and undersupplied, and no large assemblage
of Native American warriors had gathered around Detroit. With the alarm
apparently subsided and Fort Meigs in good repair and adequately provisioned, Harrison felt no need to linger at the rapids. On July 1, the general
traveled first to Lower Sandusky and then elsewhere to inspect the facilities
within the region and to push the garrison at Fort Stephenson to complete the
fortification’s additions as quickly as possible.24
Danger still surrounded Fort Meigs. In early July, Native Americans a
few miles from the rapids attacked a small detachment traveling from the
post to Fort Winchester. The ambush killed twelve of the fourteen soldiers.
Clay dispatched a second detachment of eighteen dragoons (cavalry) to
Studies 17 (1989): 47–75; Howard S. Miller and Jack Alden Clarke, “Ships in the Wilderness: A
Note on the Invasion of Canada, 1813,” Ohio History 71 (1962): 124–28.
24. Harrison to Secretary of War, July 2, 1813, in Harrison, Messages and Letters, 2:480–82;
McAfee, History of the Late War, 330–31; Johnson to Armstrong, July 3, 1813, in Document
Transcriptions of the War of 1812 in the Northwest, vol. 7, Letters to the Secretary of War, 1813,
ed. Richard C. Knopf (Columbus, Ohio Historical Society, 1961), 3:4.
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the site of the attack. But when they arrived, they too were ambushed by
three members of the raiding party who had waited hoping to intercept any
American reinforcements. The American officer commanding the horsemen, Lieutenant Craig, called an immediate retreat, but three of his men
disobeyed orders and pursued the attackers. One of the pursuers, Mr. Wiant, wounded one of the attackers, dismounted, and then tracked him into
the woods, where he killed him. When the detachment returned to Fort
Meigs, Craig was arrested for his cowardice, court-martialed, and then dismissed from the service. Clay also promoted Wiant to ensign and presented
him a sword from the garrison’s arsenal to mark the occasion.25
Episodes such as this kept the post vigilant. On July 20, Lieutenant Peters,
an artillery conductor, hurried into camp. Three days earlier, he had left the
post with several others, became separated from his party, and was surprised
by two Native Americans. The warriors had pursued him closely for two
days, but he had eluded them and returned safely. He claimed that while
pursued, he saw a large party of mounted warriors near the fort. Moreover,
scouts sent from the camp returned after dark claiming to have seen two
sails downriver. Clay placed the garrison on alert and then spent a restless
night. Before sunrise the following morning, Indians attacked a squad of
Americans a short distance from the post as they made their way to one
of the picket outposts on the fort’s perimeter. The assault completely overwhelmed the detachment, killing five, wounding one, and capturing six or
seven others. By dawn, the Americans watched as a sizable flotilla of British
transports and other vessels unloaded men and equipment about two miles
downriver from Fort Meigs. The British established their camp on the north
shore of the Maumee River near the site they had occupied during the first
investment, and Native American warriors surrounded the post. The British
and their allies had returned in force and, for the second time, placed Fort
Meigs under siege.26
Brig. Gen. Henry Procter, the commander of British troops during the
first siege, had been frustrated at the expedition’s outcome. In reporting the
battle to his superior, Governor General George Prévost, Procter admitted
that the attack “had not answered the purpose intended.” Nonetheless, he
praised highly the actions of the men and officers of the 41st Regiment, the
Royal Artillery, and the Royal Newfoundland Regiment who accompanied
the mission and noted that his Native American allies were “a most powerful aid.” But he also expressed disappointment about his militia auxiliaries,
whom he claimed had “raised his hopes” when they first turned out but
25. McAfee, History of the Late War, 341–42.
26. Cushing, July 20 diary entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 133–34; “An Interesting
Journal of the Second Siege of Fort Meigs, by an Officer of Respectability at that Place,” National Intelligencer Reports the War of 1812, 2:183–85.
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whose actions “in the sequel” had failed to live up to those same expectations. His distrust of the militia was, in fact, so great that in later correspondence, he claimed he wished to be relieved of the necessity of ever again
calling any portion of it out for any reason.27
In the battle’s aftermath, Procter assessed his situation and focused on four
tightly interrelated concerns shaping the strategic environment near Detroit.
First, although Harrison still occupied the rapids, it was the American naval
squadron under construction at Erie, Pennsylvania, that presented the most
potent and direct threat to Procter’s security. Every strategic and logistical
advantage enjoyed by British forces near Detroit flowed directly from British naval superiority on Lake Erie. Oliver Hazard Perry had arrived at Erie
in early spring to begin construction of the American vessels. In early June,
Capt. Robert H. Barclay had arrived at Fort Amherstburg to command British vessels already on Lake Erie, to augment the British squadron with the
HMS Detroit, presently under construction at the British naval yards in Malden, and to destroy the American fleet at his first opportunity.28
Procter and Barclay, fully aware of the potential threat posed by the
Americans, had monitored Perry’s progress closely. Procter recommended
striking first by transporting soldiers from Fort Amherstburg to destroy the
American squadron before it could be launched. But experience had taught
that the mission could be accomplished only with regulars. Casualties, illness, and the demand for members of the 41st Regiment in other theaters
of the conflict had greatly reduced the number of regulars at Procter’s disposal. If he mounted an expedition against Perry, it would take so many
troops from the British fort that those remaining at the garrison would be
incapable of defending themselves from an attack originating from the rapids. Procter wrote continually to his superiors asking for reinforcements of
regulars promised him the previous winter. But the reinforcements arrived
only after Perry had launched his vessels. By early summer, Procter was left
to lament that the “destruction of the enemy’s vessels, a service that might
very easily have been completely effected” in the spring, may now be attended only “with much difficulty.”29
27. Procter to Prevost, May 14, 1813, 33–37; Procter to Colonel Myers, May 23, 1813, in Michigan Pioneer and Historical Collections, 40 vols. (hereafter cited as MPHC) (Lansing: Michigan Pioneer Historical Society, 1877–1929), 15:301–2. Procter was not alone in his opinion.
Brig. Gen. John Vincent, who commanded at Fort George on the Niagara Peninsula, claimed
that militia troops provided only “desertion beyond all conception” and a total “indifference
to the important cause in which we are now engaged.” See Vincent to Sir George Prevost,
May 19, 1813, MPHC, 15:298–99. See also William F. Coffin, 1812: The War, and Its Moral, A
Canadian Chronicle (Montreal: John Lovell, 1864), 211–12.
28. Antal, Wampum Denied, 241–73; Skaggs and Altoff, Signal Victory, 58–88; Gilpin, War
of 1812 in the Old Northwest, 194–213.
29. Procter to Unaddressed, June 15, 1813, “Procter to McDonall, July 4, 1813, Procter to
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Procter was also experiencing increasing shortages of provisions, forage, and stores. Fort Amherstburg lay at the end of a long and potentially
vulnerable supply line originating along the Niagara Peninsula. Procter’s
logistical support, while still functioning, had constricted severely in May,
when American troops captured Fort George and compelled the British to
also evacuate Fort Erie. Throughout the early spring, Procter complained
about deficiencies in pork, beef, clothing, shoes, Indian supplies, trenching
tools, guns, gun powder, and ammunition. By early summer, these shortages had become acute. British authorities responded only by telling him
that the “stores you require must be taken from the enemy whose resources
on Lake Erie must become yours.”30
Like Procter, his Native American allies had also been disappointed in
the outcome of the first investment of Fort Meigs. For the moment, they remained loyal and ready to bear arms against the Americans, but the lack of
regulars made the British garrison appear weak, the lack of trade goods limited Procter’s ability to negotiate, and the lack of provisions made it impossible to keep a large force of Native Americans in the area and at his disposal
for any length of time.31
Finally, Harrison’s continued occupation of the rapids had allowed the
Americans to assert their influence well into Michigan. Prior to the first siege
of Fort Meigs, American forces advanced beyond the Maumee Rapids only
at their peril, a lesson both Hull and Winchester learned at great cost. But
ever since the British withdrawal, American forces operated in southeastern
Michigan below Detroit with impunity. The American presence had turned
the citizenry of Frenchtown against the British, gathered important intelligence, persuaded several Native American bands to change their allegiance
to the United States, and thwarted at least one raid aimed against Ohio.32
In late June, Procter’s situation changed dramatically when Robert Dickson led more than a thousand Native American warriors into the British
alliance. At the outbreak of war, British authorities had sent Dickson, a fur
trader and interpreter with the British Indian Department at Michilimackinac, to recruit allies among the nations in northern Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and the upper Mississippi Valley. Though Dickson’s sporadic and of-

Prevost, July 4, 1813, all in MPHC, 15:317–18, 330–31, 331–32. The reinforcements arrived in late
August, after Perry’s squadron had deployed on Lake Erie.
30. Procter to Myers, May 23, 1813, Brig. Gen. Vincent to unaddressed, June 2, 1813, Procter
to Prevost, June 4, 1813, To Procter without signature, June 20, 1813, To Procter without signature, July 11, 1813, all in MPHC, 15:301–2, 308–9, 319, 336–37.
31. Procter to McDonall, June 10, 1813, Procter to unaddressed, June 15, 1813, Procter to
Prevost, July 4, 1813, all in MPHC, 15:314, 317–18, 331–32.
32. Procter to unaddressed, June 15, 1813, Procter to McDonall July 4, 1813, Procter to Prevost, July 4, 1813, all in MPHC, 15:317–18, 330–31, 331–32.
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ten reluctant communication with his superiors caused British officials to
question his effectiveness and even his loyalties, Dickson had succeeded admirably. Through his efforts, more than fourteen hundred warriors streamed
into Detroit to take up arms against the Americans.33
The Indians’ arrival in Detroit was “one of the wildest and most grand
and beautiful sights that I ever beheld,” claimed John Hunt, who witnessed
the scene.
About twelve or fifteen hundred warriors came down the river one
very beautiful morning all in birch canoes with the British flags flying,
singing their war songs, and as they approached the head quarters of
Genl. Procter, at a signal given they commenced firing their guns and
turned the bows of their canoes towards the Canadian shore, landing in beautiful order, one after the other. The line of canoes nearly
reached across the Detroit River. They were met upon landing by a
part of the 41st and 39th British regulars with their bands and colors
flying, the Indians forming in squads of fifty, each squad painted differently all over their bodies.
The Indians proceeded to Procter’s home, singing and dancing, and then
made a speech to the general, asking only for a chance to “fight the long knives
at Fort Meigs” and telling the British officer that the fort was not built so
strong that they “could not climb it like a squirrel.” Even Procter was moved
by the scene. The Indians presented a “singularly wild and imposing spectacle,” he observed. “By night, the effect was almost indescribable. The blazing
watch-fire throwing its red glare upon its swarthy figures which danced or
regrouped in indolence around it, the sound of the war-song, the shout, the
yell strangely varied at intervals by the plaintive cadence of the Indian flute or
the hollow tone of the Indian drum, the dark foliage of the forest slumbering
in the Canadian night and half-hidden, half revealed as the light of fires shot
up to heaven or sunk into gloomy embers.”34
33. Mr. Dickson to Secretary Freer, June 23, 1813, Captain Roberts to Secretary Freer, June
23, 1813, Captain Roberts to Secretary Freer, June 25, 1813, Procter to Capt. McDonall, June
29, 1813, all in MPHC, 15: 321–22, 322–23, 325–26. See also Reuben Gold Thwaites, ed., Collections of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, 31 vols. (Madison: Democratic Printing Co.,
1854–1931), 11: 71–315, 12:133–53; L. A. Tohill, “Robert Dickson, British Fur Trader on the Upper Mississippi,” North Dakota Historical Quarterly 2 (1928‑29): 2–29, 83–128, 182–203.
34. The John Hunt Memoirs: Early Years of the Maumee Basin, 1812–1835, ed. Richard J.
Wright (Maumee, Ohio: Maumee Valley Historical Society, 1979), 25; Humphrey Ravelin, The
Lucubrations of Humphrey Ravelin, Esq. (London: G. & W. B. Whittaker, 1823), 348–52. See
also “Journal of Battle and Massacre of River Raisin, January 22 & 23, 1813 and of the War of
1812 by Major Lewis Bond,” in Document Transcriptions of the War of 1812 in the Northwest,
vol. 10, Western Reserve Historical Society War of 1812 Collection, ed. Richard C. Knopf (Columbus: Ohio Historical Society, 1962), 1:202.
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But not all who watched the spectacle did so comfortably. John Richardson, a volunteer cadet with the 41st, was disgusted when he watched one of
the new arrivals intentionally cut a piece of flesh out of his own thigh and
then throw it to the dogs to demonstrate his disregard for pain or death.
And Robert McAfee from Kentucky, who heard later about Dickson’s recruiting, claimed that the assemblage was a “horde of as wild and cruel
savages as ever disgraced human nature.”35
Dickson’s recruits were a welcome addition to the offensive arsenal at
Procter’s disposal, but the number of Natives Americans inundating Detroit threatened to completely deplete his meager supply of provisions and
stores. To employ this force effectively, Procter needed to act quickly and decisively. In his opinion, Fort Meigs was no longer a viable target. He had too
few regulars to adequately invest the post, and Barclay had commandeered
Procter’s heavy artillery and the vessels necessary for its transportation.
Procter recommended instead an attack against Lower Sandusky. But during
their brief stay in Detroit, the upper‑Great Lakes warriors had fallen under
the influence of those already in region who demanded to move against the
American post on the Maumee. This faction, led by the nations living on the
west side of the Detroit River, was very concerned about Richard Johnson’s
incursion near their homes and understood that they would be extraordinarily vulnerable if the Americans at the rapids advanced against Detroit.
Against his better judgment, therefore, in mid-July Procter set out for the
rapids with only a few pieces of light artillery, 350 regulars, and nearly 3,500
warriors, with Tecumseh leading the nations from the Wabash, Roundhead
those from Detroit, and Black Hawk those from the northern Great Lakes.36
Native American scouts had kept British authorities well informed about
events at the rapids throughout the spring and early summer. Procter knew
that in late July, Fort Meigs was physically stronger; had more provisions,
supplies, and ammunition; and housed a far greater number of troops than
it had during the first siege. He also knew that Harrison was near Lower Sandusky and would likely call for reinforcements to relieve any assault against
the rapids. Procter also understood that his small force of regulars and light
artillery were incapable of battering the post into surrender. Therefore, even
before leaving Fort Amherstburg, Procter and Tecumseh agreed to use subterfuge to lure either the Americans out of Fort Meigs or Harrison to the
rapids where they could be cut off and defeated by the expedition’s large
force of Native American allies.37

35. Alexander Clark Casselman, Richardson’s War of 1812: With Notes and a Life of the
Author (Toronto: Historical Publishing, 1902), 102–3; McAfee, History of the Late War, 322.
36. Procter to Sir George Prevost, July 13, 1813, in MPHC, 15:339–40; Black Hawk, Life of
Ma-Ka-Tai-Me-She-Kia-Kiak, or Black Hawk (Boston: Theodore Abbot, 1845), 42–44.
37. Major General De Rottenburg to unaddressed, August 1, 1813, in MPHC, 15:345; Cassel-
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Clay notified Harrison immediately of the new threat and reassured the
commander that the garrison was in high spirits and fully prepared to meet
any attack. Harrison responded by withdrawing to a newly constructed
post, Fort Seneca (Old Fort, Ohio), on the Sandusky River nine miles above
Upper Sandusky and a position approximately equidistant from both Forts
Stephenson and Meigs. Here he waited to accumulate enough reinforcements to relieve either post as circumstances dictated. But in a letter to the
secretary of war, he cautioned that thirty miles of swamp “nearly half-leg
deep in mud and water” were between him and the rapids and that his present force consisted of only three hundred regulars, a “few worthless militia,”
and about sixty “Sandusky” warriors whose loyalty he did not trust. Moreover, the troops summoned to his location were scattered widely all the way
from Urbana, Ohio, to Kentucky. “The prospect of assembling a sufficient
force to raise the siege in a short time,” he admitted, “is gloomy.”38
Tecumseh’s warriors surrounded the fort, quickly drove off thirty to forty
horses and an equal number of oxen, and established a perimeter around the
post. But the cordon was never effective, and American couriers and reinforcements were able to make their way into the fort throughout the investment. And, in fact, it seems likely that the Native American force surrounding the post kept the blockade intentionally porous to allow the Americans
the degree of communication necessary for Tecumseh and Procter’s plan to
be effective. American artillery and the newly erected picket-guard stations
kept the enemy at bay and forced the attackers to remain beyond effective
musket range. Captain Cushing reported that the garrison, expecting a second artillery bombardment, spent the day frantically erecting new traverses
and covering the powder magazines with sod. “What are not at work,” he
claimed, “are at the pickets giving battle.”39
man, Richardson’s War of 1812, 177–78. On the first day of the siege, the garrison at Fort Meigs
totaled 2,303 men. See Morning Report of the Troops at Fort Meigs under the command of
Brig. Gen. Green Clay, July 20, 1813, Green Clay Papers.
38. Green Clay to Harrison, July 22, 1813, Harrison to the Secretary of War, July 23, 1813,
both in Harrison, Messages and Letters, 2:493–94, 494–95; Harrison to Duncan McArthur,
July 22, 1813, Duncan McArthur Papers, vol. 3, f 528, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C.;
Harrison to Return Jonathan Meigs, July 22, 1813, RG 107 (M221, R58, w-213), National Archives and Records Administration, Washington, D.C.
39. For this and the following five paragraphs, see “An Interesting Journal of the Second Siege
of Fort Meigs,” National Intelligencer Reports the War of 1812, 2:183‑85; and Cushing diary entries
for July 21‑30 Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 134–38. See also Clay to Harrison, July 22, 1813, William Henry Harrison Papers, Indiana Historical Society. The unidentified diarist of the “Interesting Journal” claimed that when reinforcements entered the fort safely on the twenty-second, their
arrival was “so remarkable as to be called a miracle by all.” See also Shadrach Byfield, A Narrative
of a Light Company Soldier’s Service in the Forty-First Regiment of Foot, 1807–1814 (Bradford [, England]: John Bubb, 1840), 15–16; McAfee, History of the Late War, 342–46; Casselman, Richardson’s
War of 1812, 177–79; J. H. Hawkins to (John J.) Crittenden, August 1813, Green Clay Letters Received
1808–1813, Library-Archives Collection, Ohio Historical Society, Columbus; Samuel Walker, Diary
of Samuel Walker, April–September 1813, Loveland Historical Society, Loveland, Ohio.
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On the twenty-third, eight hundred mounted warriors led by Tecumseh
appeared to break away from the main British force in a flamboyant maneuver and advance against Fort Winchester. This was likely a feint, an attempt
to pressure Harrison to advance from Fort Seneca to the rapids.40
On the twenty-fourth, Lieutenant Colonel Gaines led a two-hundredman reconnaissance-in-force twice around the post along the woodline
surrounding the garrison. He recovered four of the men killed near the
picket guard during the first day of the siege but encountered only two warriors waiting in ambush near the fort. British troops made a feeble attempt
to intercept the detachment. The British, though, were trying to lure a large
force from the post, not just a small scouting party, and Procter’s response
may have been intentionally ineffective, designed more to reassure the
Americans that they could maneuver safely beyond the stockade than successfully engage the enemy.41
Procter also did what he could to exaggerate the size of his force. Immediately after landing, British forces established their camp near where they
had bivouacked during the first investment. Curiously though, this time
they erected their tents on an elevated knoll in full view of the American
garrison. Even odder, as soon as the cantonment was established, the British
broke camp and reestablished their base somewhat downstream and out of
sight of the Americans. Procter had likely employed his troops to erect far
more tents than he had soldiers, to suggest to the Americans that he had
many more troops than actually existed. Native American allies maintained
a brisk and nearly constant fire into the post with small arms throughout the
investment. Mounted warriors continually rode back and forth in view of
the fort on both sides of the river. Each morning began in the British camp
with the firing of an artillery salute answered by a second, which the Americans supposed was from a fieldpiece manned by a British force held in reserve at the mouth of the Maumee. A band of music loud enough to be heard
clearly by the defenders serenaded the British camp at daybreak and sunset,
and Procter exercised his troops by having them fire heavy musket volleys
by platoon throughout the day. His soldiers occupied the site of the British
artillery batteries used during the first siege and appeared to construct new
ones. And on the twenty-fifth, he broke camp on the north side of the river,
crossed the Maumee en masse, and, in an overtly provocative move, reestablished his camp out of sight of the Americans but only about a mile from the
fort on the river’s south bank. The stratagems were effective. Clay believed
that he faced in excess of two thousand regulars, while Cushing and others
within the fort estimated that the enemy force consisted of more than one
40. McAfee, History of the Late War, 343.
41. Ibid.; Cushing, July 23 diary entry, Fort Meigs in the War of 1812, 135.
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thousand regulars and six thousand Native Americans and guessed that they
intended to take the post by storm.42
On July 25, the fifth day of the investment, the Americans were surprised
to hear no morning gun and see no enemy soldiers or warriors. Instead,
they were met only with a deep and foreboding silence that continued
throughout the day. As evening approached, war drums began to beat in
the British camp, and they continued long after sunset. That evening Capt.
Joseph McCune rode into the fort with news from Harrison. The reinforcements Harrison expected at Fort Seneca were still arriving, but he believed
that Fort Meigs was strong enough to defend itself without his aid. Instead,
the general was going to hold those troops in reserve in case the British
moved against either Lower or Upper Sandusky.43
At two o’clock the following afternoon, the woods surrounding the fort
erupted in a furious burst of gunfire. By every appearance, Harrison had
changed his mind about sending reinforcements to the garrison, and now
that column was engaged in a desperate fight with the allied British forces as
they attempted to break through the Native American lines and make their
way to the stockade. The defenders could clearly hear two groups of combatants, and the fight appeared to move closer and closer to the post and then
recede, only to draw closer once again. But the noise was a mere ruse, a mock
battle staged by the British and their allies to lure the Americans out and
into the open. John Richardson, with the British, claimed that the battle was
waged with such authenticity that “we were half in doubt ourselves whether
the battle was a sham one or real.” Many of Clay’s junior officers immediately
demanded to go to the “column’s” rescue despite the intelligence they had
received from McCune the previous night. But Clay held firm, and instead
of soldiers, he sent several mortar rounds into the woods near the fighting.
The battle continued until mid-afternoon, when a severe downpour, which
one of the Americans called “the heaviest thunder shower that ever I experienced,” ended the demonstration. The British took no action the following
day, and on the twenty-eighth they lifted the siege, boarded their transports,
and sailed down the Maumee. From the rapids, Procter moved against Fort
Stephenson at Lower Sandusky. But a rash and reckless assault against the
post netted the British only heavy casualties before forcing the expedition’s
retreat to Canada.44
42. Clay to Harrison, July 22, 1813, Harrison Papers, Indiana Historical Society; Clay to
Harrison July 28, 1813, in Knopf, Letters to the Secretary of War, 1813, 3:40.
43. Harrison to Armstrong, July 28, 1813, in Knopf, Letters to the Secretary of War, 1813,
3:41–42; H. S. Knapp, History of the Maumee Valley (Toledo, Ohio: Blade Mammoth Printing
& Publishing, 1872), 176–77.
44. Clay to Harrison, July 26, 1813, Harrison Papers, Indiana Historical Society; Harrison
to Armstrong, July 28, 1813, in Knopf, Letters to the Secretary of War, 1813, 3:41–42; Casselman,
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The withdrawal perplexed the defenders at Fort Meigs, who fully believed that the British and Native American force was strong enough to
undertake a direct assault against the post. The siege and subsequent retreat were a “mysterious and ambiguous display of tactics,” claimed one. If
they intended to assault the fort directly, “surprise and secret movements
should have been their ruling principle,” he reasoned, but they seemed to
have abandoned that policy by “making their approach notorious.” And, if
they anticipated “a reduction of this place by artillery, they had advantageous ground and the most ample opportunity of erecting batteries” but
had failed to exploit that advantage.45
But if the Americans were confused as to the attackers’ motives, it was
certain that the post had thwarted a determined and focused assault. Fort
Meigs had persevered because Harrison had reinforced and reprovisioned
the garrison in a timely way, because Eleazer Wood had bolstered the post’s
physical defenses, and because Clay was determined not to be drawn into
an ambush despite intense pressure from his junior officers. But the garrison’s victory had come at a price. In addition to the dozen or so killed,
wounded, and captured on the twenty-first, the battle had also cost about
four dead and a half-dozen wounded (two seriously) among the defenders
in the days that followed.46
Despite its outcome, Tecumseh and Procter had waged the second siege
of Fort Meigs with skill and finesse. The allied force effectively maximized
the few resources at its disposal, neutralized Clay’s force by fooling the
Americans into thinking that a much larger, much more heavily armed force
surrounded the post, and then artfully played upon the same weaknesses in
command and control that had permitted undisciplined Kentucky troops to
be drawn into a catastrophic ambush during the first siege. In fact, had not
McCune been permitted to enter the fort, Procter and Tecumseh would have
likely achieved complete success.
The failure at Fort Meigs forced Procter to make poor decisions in the
engagement’s immediate aftermath. Many of his Native American auxiliaries abandoned the force when the British retreated from the rapids. As the
army approached Fort Stephenson, the remaining warriors demanded that
the British infantry storm the American post at Lower Sandusky. Procter
reported that officers in the British Indian Department accompanying the
mission issued a clear warning; namely, that if he did not order his own
Richardson’s War of 1812, 178; Knapp, History of the Maumee Valley, 177; Cushing, July 26 diary
entry, Fort Meigs and the War of 1812, 136–37; Procter to Sir George Prevost, August 9, 1813,
MPHC, 15:347–50.
45. “An Interesting Journal of the Second Siege of Fort Meigs,” National Intelligencer Reports the War of 1812, 2:183–85.
46. Ibid.
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troops to make the assault, “we should never be able to bring an Indian warrior into the field with us” again. The Indians’ desertion, coupled with the
threat of future recalcitrance, was an open, unmistakable, and direct challenge to both his authority and the competence of his soldiers. To retain his
own troops’ respect, Procter needed to act boldly, even if his actions were
imprudent. “If I had withdrawn without having permitted the assault, as my
judgment certainly dictated,” he claimed, “much dissatisfaction would have
followed me, and I could scarcely have continued to direct their [i.e., the
41st Regiment’s] movements.” The results were calamitous.47
The continued American occupation of Fort Meigs during the spring and
summer of 1813 had forced British officials to divert scarce resources from
the completion of an enhanced naval squadron on Lake Erie and prevented
Procter from taking offensive action against Perry’s fleet, still under construction at Erie, Pennsylvania. The British withdrawal from Fort Meigs at the end
of the second siege marked the failure to mitigate this significant strategic
liability.
The American success at Fort Meigs also exacerbated Procter’s growing
shortages of men, supplies, and equipment. And, indeed, these shortages
must have appeared especially pronounced when contrasted with the Americans’ ability to amass troops and provisions at the rapids. Even without naval control of Lake Erie, American influence within the region was growing,
and the second siege was a harbinger of growing logistical difficulties and
manpower shortages confronting British forces within the region. The British withdrawal also marked the failure to mitigate this significant strategic
liability.
The siege’s failure weakened Great Britain’s alliance with the region’s native
peoples. Although many of Dickson’s recruits continued to support British
efforts, most notably at Prairie du Chien and Mackinac in 1814, the British
near Detroit never again commanded such a powerful force of Native American auxiliaries. Most of the northern-lakes Indians returned to their homes
immediately following the British retreat to Detroit, and at least some of the
Wyandot living along the Detroit River also considered changing their allegiance to the Americans. The British-Indian alliance that had been a powerful force in the Detroit region’s economic, diplomatic, and military affairs
for generations was beginning to unravel. Within a few months, it would be
nearly nonexistent.48
The second siege of Fort Meigs also marked an important turning point
47. Procter to Sir George Prevost, August 9, 1813, in MPHC, 15:347–49; “An Interesting
Journal of the Second Siege of Fort Meigs,” National Intelligencer Reports the War of 1812,
2:183–85.
48. Harrison to Armstrong, September 8, 1813, in Knopf, Letters to the Secretary of War,
1813, 3:70.
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in the Northwest campaigns. American efforts near Detroit had been
marked by a long series of reverses. There had been no clear and unambiguous American victory in the Maumee Valley since Harrison had lifted the
siege of Fort Wayne in September 1812. But the American victory at the second siege was unequivocal and marked the beginning of an uninterrupted
string of successes starting at Fort Stephenson and continuing through
Lake Erie, Chatham, and Moraviantown. The British assault was neither
inept nor inconsequential. Instead, the British siege against Fort Meigs in
late July 1813 was a carefully considered, deftly executed though ultimately
unsuccessful attempt to dislodge American forces from the Maumee Rapids. The American victory in the contest exacerbated British weaknesses,
reinforced American strengths, and signaled a shift in momentum central
to American success later that year.
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“But What Is Our Duty?”
Bishop McIlvaine’s Civil War
T e r ry a . ba r n ha rt

The American Civil War calls into question any single definition of national
identity and purpose as has no event before or since. Most especially was
that true of one young corps of cadets and their twenty-six-year-old chaplain, Charles Pettit McIlvaine, who came together at the U.S. Military Academy in the late 1820s. Several of those cadets were destined to be prominent
military leaders in Civil War, as their sense of duty, honor, and allegiance
arrayed them into opposing armies. Their chaplain was likewise destined
for important service, as his sense of duty made him a steadfast supporter
of the Union. He would be the Episcopal bishop of Ohio from 1831 until his
death in 1873, and during the war he promoted the Union cause on many
fronts. He did so at the pulpit and in the press, and helped maintain troops’
morale by visiting Union armies in the field. Taking temporary leave from
his duties as bishop in 1861, he accepted the Lincoln administration’s diplomatic appointment to Great Britain, where he delicately upheld the Union
cause in the aftermath of the Trent affair. Returning to the United States, he
concerned himself with the personal well-being of soldiers by championing
the work of the U.S. Sanitary Commission and the U.S. Christian Commission. After the war, on a bleak and somber day in April 1865, as a warm
supporter and admirer of Abraham Lincoln, he presided over the services
attending the president’s funeral train during its stop at Cleveland.
Nowhere are the religious and secular dimensions of secession and the
clash of arms that followed more fully framed than in Bishop McIlvaine’s Civil
War experiences. His sense of duty to the unity and mission of the Episcopal
Church guided his stance on slavery and sectional issues before the war, and
Ohio History, Vol. 120 © 013 by The Kent State University Press
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with the commencement of hostilities McIlvaine
fully embraced the Union cause. The secession
crisis recast personal associations and relationships and challenged previous understandings
and assumptions about the nature of the Union.
Writing to former West Point superintendant Col.
Sylvanus Thayer in October 1860, McIlvaine appraised the nation’s rickety condition with much
sorrow. While in outward appearance the Union
still existed, its inner vitality was waning: “There
is a running down, a decline, an unpinning of the
machine.” McIlvaine struck a similar note of despondence in correspondence with the Anglican
clergyman William Carus. Writing to Carus on
Christmas Eve in 1860, he confided his distress
and foreboding over the secession crisis. “ConFigure 1. Charles Pettit McIlvaine, Episcopal Bishop of Ohio, ca. 1855–1865.
gress is now setting; and scarcely anybody seems
(Library of Congress, Prints and Phototo hope that the Union will be preserved, without
graphs Division.)
some new confederation.” He did not doubt that
secession would be an untidy and contentious affair: “The States are so bound
together by trade, intercourse, [and] family relationship[s], that the prospect
of separation is most painful. All affects the interests of religion most deeply.”1
Most emphatically, that was true of the interests and well-being of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the United States. The church, along with the
imperiled Union, was about to split along a North-South divide. Although
still one in faith, the bishops, clergy, and laity in the northern and southern
dioceses of the Episcopal Church soon found themselves embracing irreconcilable political allegiances.

Early Career and West P oint Chapl aincy
Charles Pettit McIlvaine was born in Burlington, New Jersey, on January
18, 1799, the third of five sons and two daughters born to Joseph and Maria Reed McIlvaine. Charles acquired his early education at the Burlington
Academy, where his father was a trustee. He entered the College of New Jersey (later Princeton College) in May 1814 with the intention of studying law
but soon developed an interest in theology. He graduated with first honors
1. McIlvaine to Colonel Sylvanus Thayer, West Point, Oct. 15, 1860, and McIlvaine to Rev.
William Carus, Cincinnati, Christmas Eve, 1860, in Memorials of the Right Reverend Charles
Pettit McIlvaine, D.D., D.C.L., ed. William Carus (New York: Whittaker, 1882), 206, 211.
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in September 1816 and, having determined upon a career in the ministry,
entered the Theological Seminary of the Presbyterian Church at Princeton in September 1817. McIlvaine was raised as an Episcopalian and had
received his earlier religious instruction from the Reverend Charles Wharton, D.D., the rector of St. Mary’s Church at Burlington. But he entered
the Presbyterian theological seminary at Princeton as a matter of necessity,
since the Protestant Episcopal Church at that time had no seminary of its
own. He intended to complete a two-year course of study, but owing to ill
health he remained at the seminary for only eighteen months.2 McIlvaine
continued his theological studies privately until Bishop William White of
Pennsylvania ordained the twenty-one-year-old McIlvaine a deacon in the
Protestant Episcopal Church at St. Peter’s Church in Philadelphia on July 4,
1820.3 Bishop James Kemp of Maryland ordained McIlvaine into the priesthood at St. Paul’s Church in Baltimore on March 20, 1823.
The first pastorate in McIlvaine’s fifty-three-year ministry was at Christ
Church in Georgetown, an affluent community within the District of Columbia. McIlvaine was only a deacon at the time and held the position at
Christ Church from 1820 to 1825. He also served from 1822 to 1825 as one of
the youngest ministers ever to be elected chaplain to the U.S. Senate. The
acquaintances McIlvaine made as chaplain to the senate and those among
his politically connected parishioners at Christ Church served him well.
He became intimately acquainted with Secretary of War John C. Calhoun,
who was so impressed with McIlvaine’s evangelical fervor and lucidity he
proposed that McIlvaine should accept appointment as chaplain and professor of ethics at the U.S. Military Academy. Calhoun assured him that the
chaplaincy was his but for the asking. He accepted the offer, and Calhoun
pressed the matter through Congress. McIlvaine received his appointment
on January 28, 1825. The first year of his ministry at the academy he garnered little encouragement for his efforts and few prospects of success. The
officers and cadets showed little sympathy for religion or Christian fellowship. They were polite to him for the most part but otherwise appeared
unaffected by his presence and even aloof. He could not recall a single cadet
coming to see him in his capacity as chaplain during this first year. He felt
very desolate, although in reality it was the seedtime of a precious harvest.4

2. From McIlvaine’s notes on his personal history as cited in Carus, Memorials of the Right
Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 10.
3. The letters of orders signed by Bishop White for McIlvaine’s ordination as deacon bear
the date July 4, 1820, which McIlvaine himself always gave as the date for his first ordination.
But there is evidence that the actual date was June 28 and that White mistakenly assigned July
4 to McIlvaine’s letters of orders. See Carus, “On the Date of the Ordination of Mr. McIlvaine
as Deacon,” Memorials of the Right Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 16, 400.
4. McIlvaine gave an account of his experiences at West Point, which appears under the date
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Soon, however, a religious revival occurred among the cadets in response
to McIlvaine’s vigorous preaching and spiritual counseling. His evening
prayer meetings were suddenly well attended, and his sermons showcased
his skilled oratory.5 The power of McIlvaine’s preaching and earnestness of
his spiritual mentoring bore further fruit as well. Many in the corps who
professed their faiths during McIlvaine’s chaplaincy later entered the clergy
of the Episcopal Church; for example, Cadets Leonidas Polk of North Carolina, Francis Vinton of Rhode Island, William Nelson Pendleton of Virginia,
and Albert Taylor Bledsoe of Kentucky all later became clergymen. Polk
subsequently resigned his commission from the army and became the missionary bishop for Arkansas. McIlvaine appropriately preached the sermon
at Polk’s consecration ceremony held at Christ Church in Cincinnati on December 9, 1838.6 McIlvaine also made the acquaintance of several other cadets who rose to various ranks of distinction during the war. Notable among
them were Robert Anderson of Fort Sumter fame and Charles F. Smith, who
led the charge at Fort Donelson. Others who became Union commanders
were Philip St. George Cooke, Catharinus Putnam Buckingham, Samuel
Peter Heintzelman, and Ormsby McKnight Mitchel. Future leaders of the
Confederacy included Albert Sidney Johnston, Joseph Eggleston Johnston,
John Bankhead McGruder, Leonidas Polk, Jefferson Davis, and Robert Edward Lee. Bledsoe served as assistant secretary of war for the Confederacy
and as a Confederate journalist in London.7

The Episcopal Bishop of Ohio and the
Sl avery Crisis of the 1850s
McIlvaine resigned his chaplaincy at West Point on December 31, 1827, to
accept the position of rector of St. Ann’s Church in Brooklyn, New York,
while simultaneously acting as professor of evidences of Christianity at the
University of the City of New York. There he delivered a series of lectures
during the winter of 1831–32. Published as Evidences of Christianity, the lecof Feb. 5, 1863, in his “Ministry at West Point, 1825–27, February 5, 1863,” in Carus, Memorials of
the Rt. Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 19–27.
5. Alfred Lee, In Memoriam, Charles Pettit McIlvaine, Late Bishop of the Diocese of Ohio. A
Sermon (Cleveland: Leader Printing Co., 1873), 12.
6. See Charles P. McIlvaine, The Apostolical Commission: The Sermon Preached at the Consecration of the Right Reverend Leonidas Polk, D. D., Missionary Bishop for Arkansas; in Christ
Church, Cincinnati, December 9, 1838 (Gambier, Ohio: G. W. Myers, 1838). On pages 36–39,
McIlvaine relates the story of Polk’s conversion at West Point and its effects on other cadets.
7. Bledsoe’s subsequent career as a southern intellectual and partisan is examined in Terry A.
Barnhart, Albert Taylor Bledsoe: Defender of the Old South and Architect of the Lost Cause (Baton
Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 2011).
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tures established McIlvaine’s prominence as an evangelical theologian.8 He
had come into season both as a preacher and a theologian, which earned
him the nomination to succeed Philander Chase as the Episcopal bishop
of Ohio. On September 10, 1831, the Ohio Convention of the Episcopal
Church unanimously elected McIlvaine the bishop of the Diocese of Ohio,
an appointment that also made him president of Kenyon College and of
the Theological Seminary of the Episcopal Church in the Diocese of Ohio,
also located on the Kenyon campus. As bishop, McIlvaine remained a lowchurch Episcopalian. He embraced evangelical Christianity while disdaining the disorderly extremes he attributed to certain strains of American revivalism—emotional outbursts he considered mere contrivances or means
of effecting public conversions.9 Diana Hochstedt Butler has persuasively
argued that McIlvaine’s activities and writings made him the recognized
leader of the evangelical party within the Episcopal Church. He maintained
that position throughout his forty-two years as bishop of Ohio.10
Not the least of the challenges facing McIlvaine during his long tenure
as bishop was the mounting slavery controversy. Despite his personal beliefs, McIlvaine steadfastly maintained a neutral position in his capacity as
bishop. Slavery had threatened the unity of the Episcopal Church for some
time, but antislavery sentiment grew throughout the North after President
Franklin Pierce signed the Kansas-Nebraska Act into law in May 1854. Samuel P. Chase—U.S. senator from Ohio, a committed abolitionist, and the
nephew of McIlvaine’s predecessor—personified the determination of the
Republicans to make no further compromises on the issue of extending
slavery into the territories. Chase represented the political arm of abolitionism, and his denunciations of the Slave Power were synonymous with the
rise of the Republican Party and southern fears of its intentions. Eric Foner
has observed in Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men that Chase did more than
anyone to promote the free labor ideology of the Republican Party.11
McIlvaine and the younger Chase were friends, correspondents, and
evangelical Episcopalians, and the senator would have liked nothing better
than to enlist so eminent a figure as McIlvaine under the banner of abolitionism. When he asked McIlvaine in March 1858 to sign a resolution passed by
8. Charles P. McIlvaine, The Evidences of Christianity in Their External Division, Exhibited
in A Course of Lectures, Delivered in Clinton Hall, in the Winter of 1831–2, under the Appointment of the University of the City of New York (New York: G. & C. & H. Carvill, 1832). The
American Tract Society published the lectures at New York that same year, and they appeared
in several subsequent editions.
9. From McIlvaine’s notes on his personal history, as cited in Carus, Memorials of the Right
Reverend Charles Petit McIlvaine, 11.
10. See Diana Hochstedt Butler, Standing against the Whirlwind: Evangelical Episcopalians
in Nineteenth-Century America (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1995).
11. Eric Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The Ideology of the Republican Party before
the Civil War (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1970), 73.
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an antislavery convention held at Cincinnati, however, the cautious bishop
demurred. “There is little difference of opinion between myself and many
that will sign the paper,” he told Chase, but he would not sign the resolution
since he did not believe that any good would come from it.12 McIlvaine was
no friend of slavery, but he would do nothing regarding the issue that might
fracture the unity of the northern and southern dioceses of the Episcopal
Church. He thought it neither proper nor productive for a bishop to engage
in political controversies, especially those pertaining to the volatile subject
of slavery. Nowhere was the distaste for immediate emancipation among
northern churches more pronounced than among the conservative members of the Protestant Episcopal Church. Most Episcopalians had no desire
to witness reenacted within their own church the sectional schisms over
slavery that occurred among the Methodists, Baptists, and Presbyterians in
the 1830s and 1840s.
Many conservative northerners, moreover, regarded abolitionists as disturbers of the peace who threatened the perpetuity of the Union; thus, abolitionism was considered a greater evil than the practice of slavery. As John
R. McKivigan has observed in The War against Proslavery Religion, it was
the Civil War and government coercion that ended slavery and not moral
persuasion or the actions of northern churches. While some northern clergy
did not hesitate to state their disdain for slavery and even openly supported
antislavery political measures, no major denomination before the war endorsed immediate emancipation, much to the chagrin and outrage of abolitionists. McKivigan further notes: “Applying strict, evangelically defined
standards of moral responsibility, the abolitionists believed that the northern as well as the southern churches were guilty of sanctioning slavery and
should be branded as exponents of a proslavery religion.”13 Even during the
war, the northern bishops of the Episcopal Church, including McIlvaine, did
not endorse emancipation until it was an accomplished fact, hoping to win
back the loyalty of the southern church members as quickly as possible when
peace should at last come.
Nor was this strictly a North‑South issue. Bishop John Henry Hopkins of
Vermont continued to defend slavery upon biblical grounds during the war
as he had beforehand. He initially argued, in 1851, that slavery was legal and
not sinful but was nonetheless morally wrong. He proposed that the federal government gradually abolish the institution by purchasing slaves from
their masters and colonizing them in Africa. He became more extreme in

12. McIlvaine to Chase, Mar. 29, 1858, Salmon P. Chase Papers, Collection 0121, Historical
Society of Pennsylvania (hereafter cited as Chase Papers).
13. John R. McKivigan, The War against Proslavery Religion: Abolitionism and the Northern
Churches, 1830–1865 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell Univ. Press, 1984), 7, 15, 17.
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his defense of slavery during the Civil War, however, especially after certain
members of the Diocese of Pennsylvania attacked his position on slavery.
The most complete statement of his views on the subject was A Scriptural,
Ecclesiastical, and Historical View of Slavery. He did not want the Episcopal
Church politicized or convulsed by the issue of slavery and adopted that
same attitude toward secession. He was so adamantly opposed to any sermonizing on the subject that when the General Convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church assembled without the southern bishops present for
the first time, he opposed any acknowledgement that either secession or the
war had even occurred. He believed that so far as the affairs of the church
were concerned, it should be status quo antebellum.14
McIlvaine never endorsed Hopkins’s position on slavery at any time either
before or during the war. Whatever his beliefs on the matter, he would not
preach politics at the pulpit or in the press regarding slavery and expected
his fellow bishops and the clergy within his own diocese to close ranks behind him. He made his position emphatically clear in 1858, the same year he
declined to sign Chase’s antislavery resolution. He did so in the midst of a
controversy surrounding the publication committee of the American Tract
Society’s attempt to issue a pamphlet entitled the “Duties of Masters.” Southern members of the American Tract Society were outraged at the decision to
publish this, since it had been the previous policy of the society to avoid the
subject of slavery altogether. The proposed missive was rather benign, since
it only affirmed that masters should treat slaves with Christian compassion.
Yet southerners were not disposed to be lectured to on the subject of Christian duty to slaves by their northern brethren. Nor did the proposed text
justify slavery as being sanctioned by the Bible—a cornerstone of the proslavery argument. The controversy resulted in the text not being published
as planned. McIlvaine, vice president of the American Tract Society at the
14. Ibid., 27, 50, 165, 179, 180, 190–91, 272n11; John Henry Hopkins, A Scriptural, Ecclesiastical,
and Historical View of Slavery, from the Days of the Patriarch Abraham, to the Nineteenth Century, Addressed to the Rt. Rev. Alonzo Potter, D. D., Bishop of the Prot. Episcopal Church, in the
Diocese of Pennsylvania (New York: W. I. Pooley and Co., 1864). Earlier and less complete editions of the work appeared in 1861 and 1863. See also John R. Bolles, A Reply to Bishop Hopkins’
View of Slavery and a Review of the Times (Philadelphia: J. W. Daughaday, 1865); John Henry
Hopkins, Slavery: Its Religious Sanction, Its Political Dangers, and the Best Mode of Doing It
Away. A Lecture Delivered before the Young Men’s Associations of the City of Buffalo and Lockport
on Friday, January 10 and Monday, January 13, 1851 (Buffalo, N.Y.: Phinney, 1851) and his Extract
from the American Citizen, His Rights and Duties in Reference to Slavery, According to the Spirit
of the Constitution of the United States (New York: Pudney & Russell, 1857). An examination of
Hopkins’s views on slavery and how proponents and opponents used them in advancing their
own positions is Ronald Levy, “Bishop Hopkins and the Dilemma of Slavery,” Pennsylvania
Magazine of History and Biography 91 (Jan. 1967): 56–71. Excellent accounts of the scriptural
defense of slavery are Stephen R. Haynes, Noah’s Curse: The Biblical Justification of American
Slavery (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 2002) and John R. McKivigan and Mitchell Say, eds.,
Religion and the Antebellum Debate over Slavery (Athens: Univ. of Georgia Press, 1998).
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time, fully supported the committee’s decision: “We may write and print as
we please, as members of antislavery societies; but as members of this catholic and national Society, we cannot, in my judgment, at present at least, go
beyond the action of the Committee.”15

Bishop McIlvaine’s War
Maintaining the integrity of the Protestant Episcopal Church as a national
church was McIlvaine’s first priority before the war. Secession changed everything. Earlier assumptions and strategies regarding the containment of the
slavery controversy within the Episcopal Church no longer served a purpose;
McIlvaine made that clear when he declared his unconditional commitment
to the Union cause before his congregation at Christ’s Church in Cincinnati
on April 19, 1861. In a brief but heartfelt address, entitled “The Christian’s
Duty in the Present Crisis,” he asked his parishioners a crucial question:
But what is our duty? . . . Our duty is clearly, solemnly, steadily, patiently, bravely, [and] earnestly to sustain our Government. There is
no room for hesitation here. Whatever may be said of persons or localities, or sections of people, our Government has not provoked this
war—the country has not. We are pro patria, for our beloved country—not Ohio, not this State or that; not North, or East, or West, but
our country; and our Government as the only representative of our
country. All duty says so. And what we are and do in the discharge
of this duty should be zealous, devoted, self-sacrificing, undaunted.16
McIlvaine reiterated his anthem of allegiance before the Ohio diocesan convention at Cleveland on June 5, 1861: “There is no such thing as being neutral in this controversy. Our duty is steadily, bravely, earnestly to sustain our
government and its administration in the use of all lawful means to preserve
the integrity of the Union.”17
Resolutions passed by the convention followed suit. The delegates affirmed that it was the obligation of Christians to stand by the government
15. Charles P. McIlvaine, “Address to the American Tract Society,” in Thirty-Third Annual
Report of the American Tract Society (New York: American Tract Society, 1858), 10.
16. Charles P. McIlvaine, The Christian’s Duty in the Present Crisis ([Cincinnati:] n. p.,
1861), 1. The pamphlet is dated “Cincinnati, Apr. 19, 1861.” A second copy in the Library of
Congress bears the imprint of “Boston: American Tract Society.” According to McIlvaine, he
originally contributed the address to the diocesan paper the Western Episcopalian published
at Gambier, Ohio, by the Theological Seminary Press.
17. McIlvaine, “Bishop McIlvaine’s Address,” Journal of the Proceedings of the Forty-Fourth
Convention of the Diocese of Ohio, 1861 (Columbus: Richard Nevins, Printer, 1861), 20.

36

ohio history

volume 120

and its efforts to preserve the Union and the Constitution. They fervently
hoped “that the delusion which has seized the minds of so many of our
brethren in the Southern States of this Union—originating, as we are constrained to believe, in an erroneous estimate of State sovereignty, and a corresponding depreciation of the superior powers of the National Government—may be dispelled.”18 The following year Bishop Gregory Thurston
Bedell, then the assistant bishop of Ohio, lent an equally unqualified voice
of support for the Union cause that the Episcopal historian George Franklin Smythe described as “an address that thrilled with patriotism.”19 Bedell
framed the issue of Christian duty in stark terms. His comments left no room
for equivocation regarding the nation’s tribulations. “In a war for national
existence, between loyalty and rebellion, Christianity should be a synonym
for patriotism. Loyalty to Christ is loyalty to civil authority. . . . The duty of
Christian people at such a crisis is unwavering devotion to the Government,
outspeaking loyalty, unhesitating obedience, unshrinking self-sacrifice; a
consecration of time, means, and life, limited only by the necessity; and a
determination that no effort shall be spared, under the blessings of God, to
vindicate constitutional law.”20
McIlvaine returned to the theme of duty in a pastoral letter regarding
the loyalty of the House of Bishops adopted by the General Convention of
the Protestant Episcopal Church in New York on October 8, 1862. As he
explained matters to President Lincoln, “It will interest you to see in what
tones we have spoken to so vast an audience, on the duties of the people to
the Govt. in present circumstances.” McIlvaine identified himself as the author of the letter, and it gave him great pleasure to inform Lincoln that the
House of Bishops adopted it with only Bishop Hopkins of Vermont dissenting. Hopkins submitted another less decided letter that was not adopted,
which prompted him to abstain from voting on McIlvaine’s letter. Hopkins
published a protest against McIlvaine’s letter that included the draft of his
own missive that had been rejected by the House of Bishops.21 Yet there can
be no question that the positions taken by bishops McIlvaine and Bedell
on the duty of Christians to support the government and the Constitution
represented the majority opinions among northern bishops and clergymen
18. Convention Resolutions in Journal of the Proceedings of the Forty-Fourth Convention, 61.
19. George Franklin Smythe, A History of the Diocese of Ohio until the Year 1918 (Cleveland: Published by the Diocese, 1931), 314.
20. Gregory Thurston Bedell, “Bishop Bedell’s Address,” June 1862, in Journal of the Proceedings of the Forty-Fifth Convention of the Diocese of Ohio, 1862 (Columbus: Richard Nevins,
Printer, 1862), 20.
21. McIlvaine to Lincoln, New York, Oct. 20, 1862, Abraham Lincoln Papers, Manuscript
Division, Library of Congress, ser. 1, General Correspondence, 1833–1916 (hereafter cited as
Lincoln Papers); and John Henry Hopkins, The Bishop of Vermont’s Protest and Draft of a
Pastoral Letter (N.p.: n.p., 1862).
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and stood in stark contrast to Hopkins’s unwillingness to even discuss the
war. Mark Noll has observed that McIlvaine wrote his 1862 pastoral letter
within the tradition of the Puritan jeremiad, in which he affirmed that God
was punishing a sinful nation through the scourge of war.22
Each side in the war looked to the scriptures and clergy for divine guidance and reassurance of the sanctity of their opposing causes. That appeal was
an essential part of the intellectual and cultural dimensions of the war.23 Bolstering morale among the troops and maintaining their motivation to fight
was an important part of the war effort in both the Confederate and Union
armies. Army chaplains and visiting ministers lent sympathetic ears and reassuring voices to those in need of solace and spiritual advice. And McIlvaine
did what he could to support the Union cause by visiting troops in the field.
He visited two Ohio regiments in Virginia in June 1861, where he participated
in prayer meetings, sang hymns, preached, and visited the wounded and sick.
He also performed the same services among two bodies of troops from Maine
encamped in the suburbs of Washington. McIlvaine enjoyed those visits immensely and was inspired by them. He marveled at the strength of character
he found among men from all walks of life and social stations. “I believe such
connections of intelligence, education, habits of reading, religious character
and spirit, capacity of every sort, in mechanics, and almost every line of social
life, all united with habits of toil and endurance, and the deep sense of the
cause they have engaged in, was never seen before in an equal body of men.”24
Finding such men within the ranks of the army bolstered his confidence that
the Union cause would ultimately prevail. So much uncertainty surrounded
the fates of the young men he encountered, yet he found none who doubted
the rightness of their cause or questioned their duty.

Diplomatic and D omestic Missions
McIlvaine arguably made his greatest contribution to the Union cause as a
diplomat. His appointment came unexpectedly, and he was initially reluctant to embrace it. President Lincoln and Secretary of State William Henry
22. Mark A. Noll, The Civil War as a Theological Crisis (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 2006), 78.
23. See Mark A. Noll, God and Race in American Politics: A Short History (Princeton, N.J:
Princeton Univ. Press, 2008), 13–46; Noll, Civil War as a Theological Crisis; Mark A. Noll, “The
Bible and Slavery,” in Religion and the American Civil War, ed. Randall N. Miller, Harry S. Stout,
and Charles Reagan Wilson (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1998), 43–73; and Mitchell Snay,
Gospel of Disunion: Religion and Separatism in the Antebellum South (New York: Cambridge
Univ. Press, 1993), 53–77.
24. McIlvaine to Reverend William Carus, New York, July 11, 1861, in Carus, Memorials of
the Rt. Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 214–16.
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Seward, at the apparent recommendation of Salmon P. Chase, sent McIlvaine, the Catholic archbishop John Hughes, and the New York political
boss and journalist Thurlow Weed as diplomatic envoys to England. The
mission of the three emissaries was to influence public opinion in favor of
the Union within their respective spheres and to forestall any attempt by
the British government to recognize the Confederacy as an independent
and sovereign nation. McIlvaine’s influential connections with the Anglican
Church were well met for that purpose; highly regarded in England were
his theological writings, for which he had received an honorary doctorate
of cannon law from Oxford in 1853 and another from Cambridge in 1858.
McIlvaine’s polish, tact, and connections made him an admirable choice for
practicing the kind of soft diplomacy needed to influence the policies of the
British government. It is often incorrectly stated, however, that McIlvaine,
Hughes, and Weed were appointed specifically to negotiate the diplomatic
crisis arising from the seizure of the British steamer Trent by the Union
frigate San Jacinto on November 8, 1861. The removal and detention of Confederate commissioners James Murray Mason and John Slidell, who were
aboard the Trent en route to London, initiated the most serious incident
to arise between Great Britain and the Lincoln administration during the
war. In point of fact, however, the diplomatic appointments of McIlvaine,
Hughes, and Weed were made in October 1861, before the seizure of the
Trent had occurred. In other words, the Trent affair gave a new sense of
urgency to McIlvaine’s mission but was not its originating circumstance.
McIlvaine did not apprehend the severity of British reaction to the seizure
of the Trent until after he arrived in London, where he found the prospect of
war between Great Britain and the United States to be very real. He reported,
“The Mason and Slidell affair is now so engrossing, that secession and all its
connections, except as assisted by that, are little talked about. Mr. Adams
[Charles Francis Adams Sr., U.S. ambassador to Great Britain] is well satisfied that the captain was unwise and cannot be defended without the abandonment of the position we have been contending for against England, as to
the rights of neutrals. Thus it has done more to help the Confederates here,
than Mason and Co. would have done in a lifetime; and if persisted in, it
must bring war at once.”25 McIlvaine made explanations regarding the Trent
affair in his private conversation with British acquaintances as best he could.
But he did not see any satisfactory resolution of the crises until such time as
Mason and Slidell were released. He found the position of the United States
in the Trent affair altogether untenable. The United States had declared the
secessionists to be rebels and not belligerents. They were therefore subject to
25. McIlvaine to Bowes Reed McIlvaine, London, Dec. 10, 1861, in Memorials of the Rt.
Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 218–22.
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American law. Yet the U.S. government justified Wilkes’s action in removing
Mason and Slidell from the Trent by appealing to international law, which
applied only to belligerents and neutrals.
It seemed to McIlvaine that the Lincoln administration could not simultaneously maintain that Mason and Slidell were both rebels and belligerents.
And clearly American law did not apply to the seizure of a British vessel
or that of any other neutral nation in international waters. It was a thorny
issue of neutral and belligerent rights that had already done considerable
harm and threatened worse. Federal authorities, in his estimation, should
immediately release Mason and Slidell into the hands of British authorities.
He believed that the British government sought to avoid war with the United
States over the Trent incident but most certainly would fight if pushed too
far. It was an eventuality to be avoided at all costs; it was difficult to see how
the Union could fight both the Confederate and British armies, maintain the
naval blockade of southern ports as well as of English ports, and transport
Union troops to fight in England. The British government clearly perceived
the difficulties such a war would present to its own national interests as well.
If it went to war with the United States as an ally of the Confederacy, Britain’s
prestige and power would be aligned behind the protection and perpetuation of a government based on slavery, and the conflict would likely broaden
into Canada.26
The Trent affair quickly terminated when the U.S. government released
Mason and Slidell from custody. McIlvaine was satisfied that his diplomatic
efforts during the Trent crisis had not been in vain. His connections in English society allowed him to go where arguably few other American clergymen or laymen could move with such ease. Yet how decisive an influence he
was on the clergy and government is difficult to gauge. Some historians have
gone so far as to credit McIlvaine’s efforts with ensuring that England remained neutral in the aftermath of the Trent crisis.27 McIlvaine, it should be
noted, never made that claim himself. He simply stated that he had served
his country and church to good purpose and had no regrets about how
he had carried out his personal diplomacy under difficult circumstances.
26. McIlvaine to Bishop Gregory T. Bedell, Farnham Castle, Dec. 23, 1862, McIlvaine Papers, Kenyon College Library, Gambier, Ohio.
27. Kara M. McClurken, “For Love of God and Country: McIlvaine’s Mission,” Anglican
and Episcopal History 69 (2000): 315–47 and Jay H. Schmidt, “A Bishop Helps to Avert a War:
Mission to Europe, 1861,” Michigan Alumni Quarterly Review 62 (1956): 311–16. McClurken
and Schmidt both set the record straight regarding the actual circumstances attending McIlvaine’s mission to Great Britain, that is, that his appointment and those of his fellow envoys in
October 1861 preceded the diplomatic crisis arising from the Trent affair but that McIlvaine
accomplished much in mitigating the crisis after he arrived in England. See also James B.
Bell, “Charles P. McIlvaine,” in For the Union: Ohio Leaders in the Civil War, ed. Kenneth W.
Wheeler (Columbus: Ohio State Univ. Press, 1968), 235–58.
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He reported to Seward in February 1862 that the results of his diplomatic
appointment had greatly exceeded his expectations. “Whatever the cause,
everybody sees the change in public opinion, or impressions of it, recently.”
He was thankful he had gone to England, despite his initial reluctance to do
so, as he confided to his journal on August 17, 1862. “What constant efforts
I had to make, to explain and vindicate our cause, to correct misapprehensions, conciliate prejudices, [and] strengthen friendliness—and all among
the highest people, as well as most intelligent and educated.” He was satisfied that his mission had been productive of great good and he received the
assurances of the American ambassador to Britain, Charles Francis Adams,
and others in England that such had indeed been the case.28
After returning to the United States in June 1862, McIlvaine remained
a partisan for the Union cause. He helped the U.S. Sanitary Commission
and the U.S. Christian Commission raise funds and supplies in their efforts
to aid troops at the front. He considered the remarkable success and efficiency of the commissions one of the most encouraging aspects of the war.
The government supported the activities of both commissions by providing
transportation, quarters, and rations. The sanitary commission tended to
the sick and wounded in field hospitals, and, in McIlvaine’s opinion, went
above and beyond what was expected of them in tending to the wounded
and dying. Its laborers were found wherever the army had a detachment.
The Christian commission, by contrast, focused on the soldiers’ spiritual
well-being. Members of the Young Men’s Christian Association and the
American Tract Society established the Christian commission in New York
in 1861. The commission was an evangelical, voluntary organization composed of Protestant ministers who supplemented the chaplain system.
The unpaid agents of the Christian commission were found wherever the
milk of human kindness was needed. Every battlefield and every army hospital found them preaching, praying, and comforting. McIlvaine was happy
to report that because of the commission’s efforts wonderful works of conversion had occurred among the beleaguered troops. He was elected a delegate
of the Christian commission on July 22, 1864, and remained an enthusiastic
supporter. He assisted in raising money for the commission in Philadelphia,
New York, and Boston. And it was on behalf of the commission that in July
1863 he visited Fredericksburg, only eight miles behind the front lines. He
described the post “as [an] errand of love to the wounded men lying there,
and where I had an opportunity of showing kindness to the other side, and
28. McIlvaine to Bishop Gregory T. Bedell, Danbury, Essex, Feb. 13, 1862, McIlvaine Papers, Kenyon College Library; McIlvaine to William H. Seward, London, Feb. 21, 1862, Lincoln Papers; and McIlvaine, “Note on His Visit to England about the ‘Trent’ Affair, and Death
of Bishop Meade,” Aug. 17, 1862, in Carus, Memorials of the Rt. Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 234–36.
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improved it.” The scenes of suffering he witnessed at Fredericksburg greatly
tested his “sympathies and nerves” yet further strengthened his conviction
that the government had to stay the course to victory. His faith in the Union
cause remained all the more unshaken because of the self-sacrificing character of those who persevered in the face of the most arduous conditions.
He wrote, “How many times a day did I preach little sermons in the midst of
wounded men, and pray with them individually and collectively; and how
much ministrations of the Gospel have been blessed in the army, how many
conversions, [and] how many pious officers! What noble men the chaplains
are! . . . and what an agency is the Christian Commission.”29
News of Union victories in the summer of 1863 further bolstered McIlvaine’s faith that the Confederates would ultimately be unsuccessful. In July,
he confided his hopeful and approving views on the progress of the war to
his friend Salmon P. Chase. He believed the most recent tidings vindicated
Lincoln’s prosecution of the war. “I feel like writing to the President and congratulating him. May we all acknowledge the hand of God.” McIlvaine followed the exigencies of the war with great interest. His ardor for the Union
cause never wavered, even in its darkest hours, and he became positively
exultant when the course of the war finally began to turn in the Union’s favor. He sent his thankful congratulations to Lincoln in July 1863. “What an
inexpressible relief it must have brought to your burdened mind when the
tide of the late victories began. We must take care to give the praise where
first of all it is due. . . . We are all now looking with intense interest to that
which seems to be the last great question of the war—viz—the result of the
meeting of the armies of the Potomac and Va.”30 It was the opinion of many
in the North that those armies should have fully engaged each other much
earlier in the war than they did. McIlvaine and Lincoln shared the frustration that that they had not done so. Yet the slower stratagem of encirclement
and dismemberment was just as effective, although more costly in time and
wearisome of patience.
There seemed little doubt after Lincoln’s reelection in 1864 that the abolition of slavery would be a direct result of a Union victory. Emancipation
seemed more imminent with each passing month. The prospect of once and
for all putting the slavery issue to rest ennobled the struggle. McIlvaine now
spoke of the abolition of slavery with approbation. He could not in good
conscience accept any scheme of peace and reunion that did not require
the end of slavery; the war presented an opportunity to strike a lethal blow

29. McIlvaine to William Carus, Cincinnati, July 8, 1863, in Carus, Memorials of the Rt.
Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 245.
30. McIlvaine to Salmon P. Chase, Cincinnati, July 6, 1863, and McIlvaine to Lincoln,
Cincinnati, July 27, 1863, Lincoln Papers.
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against the constitutionally protected institution, which had not been previously possible without risking disunion and war at an even earlier day. Those
who distanced themselves from abolitionists before the war swelled their
ranks in 1863 and 1864 as wartime abolition gathered momentum. Many
northerners shared the sentiment McIlvaine expressed in 1864, that the hand
of Providence had transformed a war that began over the issue of secession
into “a great instrument for the destruction of slavery . . . a way which no
human foresight anticipated [in truth, some had], for the ultimate deliverance of the whole land, as I most earnestly hope and pray, from that which
has been so long its curse and dishonor, and the fruitful parent of the chief
political dissension of our country.”31
Continuing good news from the front prompted McIlvaine to again write
Chase in December 1864. He doubted not that the hand of the Almighty
could be seen in the recent turn of events and rejoiced at the impending
prospects of a Union victory. “What great things God is doing for us. The
election [the reelection of Lincoln] settling the question of the abolition of
slavery—you on the bench [the Supreme Court] and head of it—Sherman’s
grand march and what will follow it—Thomas’s great victories, etc. The
crust [of the Confederacy] is breaking in. Lee must feel the great net closing about him.”32 The end of the war was clearly in sight, which prompted
McIlvaine to reflect on its origin. He regarded the slavery controversy as the
single greatest cause of disunion. His own efforts to quarantine the slavery
issue within the Episcopal Church before the war no doubt influenced him
in that conviction. The vote of the House of Representatives in January 1865
on a constitutional amendment abolishing slavery was for him a matter of
profound joy and thanks. “God has overruled the terrible calamity of civil
war to that end. He shook the nation, as the earthquake shook the prison at
Philippi, till every door flew open, and every man’s bonds were loosed. The
nation is filled with joy. Now this event will operate most profoundly toward
peace. . . . We shall be a united people again, stronger than ever, because the
only element that ever divided us will be destroyed.”33 Even those like McIlvaine, who at no time embraced the immediate abolition of slavery before
the war, saw the end of slavery as justification for a war that few had wanted
but which the nation had been unable to avoid.
Sacrifices made on both sides of the contest occurred upon a scale few
had envisioned at the start of the war. The magnitude of the losses begged
31. McIlvaine, “Bishop McIlvaine’s Address,” Journal of the Proceedings of the Forty-Seventh
Convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church in the Diocese of Ohio, 1864 (Columbus: Richard
Nevins, Printer, 1864), 28.
32. McIlvaine to Salmon P. Chase, Cincinnati, Dec. 21, 1864, Chase Papers.
33. McIlvaine to William Carus, Cincinnati, Feb. 1, 1865, in Carus, Memorials of the Rt.
Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 251.
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the question of what the Union victory had finally purchased. Bishop McIlvaine gave a forceful and unqualified answer to that question to his fellow
churchmen in the Diocese of Ohio. He minced no words.
The armies of the most powerful as well as criminal rebellion the
world ever saw, all subdued; a government which wielded such mighty
forces in its cause, suddenly dissolved as the mists of the morning;
our vast armies of victorious veterans to who we owe such a debt of
gratitude, no longer needed, disbanded and going joyfully home to
resume as quiet citizens the vocations of peace, . . . and above all,
that old and deep seated evil and dishonor which the Rebellion was
intended to protect and to extend, and from which, but for that very
Rebellion, human discernment could see no way of deliverance—
HUMAN SLAVERY—(God be praised) is, by all acknowledgement,
dead—dead by sentence of death, and fast expiring into actual and
universal extinction.34
McIlvaine greatly respected Lincoln for the steely determination with
which he prosecuted the war. He agreed with his antislavery principles and
saw his reelection as assuring victory. “How much he has grown in his ability
by experience!” He described Lincoln as an unassuming and kind person who
was loath to adopt severe measures toward those “who deserve severe punishment.” He was also remarkably discerning: “His understanding is strong,
clear, and sure, and in its application to the work of his office it has become
very wise and far-seeing.” Given that assessment, it is not surprising that the
stunning news of Lincoln’s assassination was simply too much for McIlvaine
to absorb. Lincoln’s death challenged even the most devoted Christians to understand why God had countenanced such a horrid crime. Writing to Carus,
he wondered how it could be that a man of such simplicity and determination, one who had faithfully executed his duties in the face of unprecedented
difficulties, could be cut down by an assassin just as he was about to reap the
harvest of his toil. Lincoln’s death defied credulousness. “God’s will be done.
It is a mystery. Good will come of it—but what?”35
It was altogether fitting that McIlvaine should conduct the religious service attending the Lincoln funeral cortege as it passed through Cleveland
on April 28, 1865. He read from the burial service of the Book of Common
Prayer and hoped that the great national affliction caused by the president’s

34. McIlvaine, “Bishops McIlvaine’s Address,” Journal of the Proceedings of the Forty-Eighth
Convention of the Diocese of Ohio, 1865 (Columbus: Richard Nevins, Printer, 1865), 16–20.
35. McIlvaine to William Carus, Cincinnati, Apr. 15, 1865, in Carus, Memorials of the Rt.
Reverend Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 252.
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death might yet do some good among the people as they grieved and reflected on its meaning. He prayed for the blessing of the Lincoln family, for
the recovery of the wounded Secretary of State Seward, and for guidance
in directing President Andrew Johnson to follow his predecessor’s example
and policies. A New York Times correspondent wrote from Cleveland, “Everywhere deep sorrow has been manifested, and the feeling seems, if possible, to deepen, as we move Westward with the remains to their final resting place.” That evening McIlvaine shared the belief with his daughter Anna
that Lincoln’s tragic death, though too much for the grieving heart to bear,
still served a higher purpose. “But this mysterious Providence, how it binds
the Union and seals the bonds!” A great price had been paid for the war, yet
the sacrifices made in the name of the Union had also freed the nation from
the bane of slavery. It was a joyous deliverance, McIlvaine avowed to Carus,
in which God had played the deciding part. “He would not let peace come
till that had come [the abolition of slavery], so surely as to make resuscitation impossible. That gain is worth the war, though the country would
never have ventured on the war for the sake of that gain.”36

Conclusion
Bishop McIlvaine’s Civil War experiences significantly clarify the religious aspects of that great struggle and add to our understanding of the war’s origins,
ferocity, and duration. His profound sense of duty, both religious and secular,
made him a stalwart supporter of the Union, so much so that for him forgiveness came easier for some former Confederates than others. He harbored no
ill will toward southern Episcopalians in general and hoped that they would
soon be reunited with their northern brethren in one church. McIlvaine declared to Bishop John Henry Hopkins in July 1865 that only good could come
from reconciliation and reunion. But he was none too eager to readmit to
the General Convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church any clergyman
who had either taken up the sword against the Union or uttered disloyal
sentiments—“or at least none too soon.”37 McIlvaine considered secession an
unlawful act and the ensuing war an act of rebellion—nothing more or less.

36. William T. Coggeshall, Lincoln Memorial. The Journeys of Abraham Lincoln: From
Springfield to Washington, 1861, as President Elect; and from Washington to Springfield, 1865,
as President Martyred (Columbus: Ohio State Journal, 1865), 225; “The Obsequies. Westward Progress of the Funeral Cortege,” New York Times, Apr. 29, 1865, 1; and McIlvaine to
his daughter Anna, Cleveland, Ohio, Apr. 18, 1865, in Carus, Memorials of the Rt. Reverend
Charles Pettit McIlvaine, 253.
37. McIlvaine to Bishop John Henry Hopkins, n. p., July 1, 1865, McIlvaine Papers, Episcopal Diocese of Ohio Archives, Cleveland, Ohio.
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He saw no moral, political, or constitutional equivalence in the Union and
Confederate causes and firmly believed that the abolition of slavery had justified the cost of the war. While that had not always been his position regarding
the abolition of slavery, it most certainly was by the end of the war. McIlvaine
had asked his alarmed and attentive parishioners at Christ Church in Cincinnati the question of the hour in April 1861: “But what is our duty?” His answer
was forthright and unequivocal. There could be no neutrality in the conflict,
and he was resolutely for the Union. All duty said so.
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A Dilemma of Civil Liberties
Cincinnati’s Black Community, 1862–1863
k . lu c i p e t l ac k

On a Sunday afternoon in April 1863, white ruffians pelted a group of black
men “walking quietly down Walnut street” in Cincinnati, Ohio. A fight ensued. The black men fled, but a group of boys “spread the report through
the city that ‘negroes were killing the whites.’” A crowd, reportedly one
thousand strong, gathered on Fifth Street to march to the home of one of
the black men “intending to ‘lynch’ him.” Members of the police force heard
the tumult and arrested Charles Kite and Norman Spiers, the targeted men,
“to save them from the violence.” The mob found the policemen but failed
to apprehend its intended victims. Another black man, Charles Graham,
walked onto the scene, when he was immediately seized and beaten “most
unmercifully.” In the final days of his tenure, in an effort to maintain order,
Mayor George Hatch and his chief of police walked the riotous portion of
the city deploying extra policemen. Policemen arrested Irishman Pat Quinlan, a man “very prominent in the mob,” before detailing extra police. No
further mayhem occurred.1
This story and others like it punctuated a turbulent year during the American Civil War, in which the violent actions committed by whites against
the black community in Cincinnati went unchecked under the Democratic
mayor and police force. Though the mayor sometimes did dispatch the police force, the help often appeared only after the fact. Sometimes the law
enforcement never arrived. The frequency and severity of events between
March 1862 and April 1863 indicate the inability of blacks in this border
1. “The Negro Riot of Yesterday Afternoon,” Cincinnati Daily Gazette, Apr. 20, 1863.
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city to live free from assault. This violence illustrates the local government’s
denial of black liberties.
In 1863, as free blacks began fighting for the Union Army, stories of their
bravery and loyalty reached northern civilians, leading many whites to soften
their racist views toward blacks. Increased economic opportunities at the
hands of the federal government also decreased tension in the city. Upset with
Hatch’s corrupt nature, Cincinnatians ousted the Democratic mayor, replacing him in March 1863 with the Republican Cincinnati native and Civil War
veteran Col. Leonard A. Harris. Harris quickly reorganized the police force,
removing Democratic sympathizers from roles of authority. In April, the new
commander of the Department of Ohio, Maj. Gen. Ambrose Burnside, published General Orders No. 38, calling for the arrest and potential execution of
individuals voicing Confederate sympathies or aiding the enemy. Under this
order, the famed Peace Democrat Clement Vallandigham was arrested and
exiled south. Although a variety of factors play a role in this time of change, it
was these two men who ultimately brought the city’s unrest under control.
Harris and General Orders No. 38 represent the broader efforts of
President Abraham Lincoln and Republican leaders to maintain national
security during the war. At times, the quashing of Confederate sympathy
tipped the balance toward the nation’s safety rather than the preservation of
American civil liberties. While these political overhauls restricted whites,
they opened avenues for black communities to express more of their own
freedom. In Cincinnati, this included the ability to protect their lives and
property from attack, the establishment of the city’s first black newspaper,
and noticeable growth in educational and religious institutions. The story of
Cincinnati demonstrates how an instance identified as denying civil liberties only denied them for some Americans.
The tale of the expansion of black liberties in Cincinnati during the Civil
War provides historians a few key insights to the period. First, community
studies of the Civil War rarely include the history of blacks, let alone free
blacks.2 Second, texts on American civil liberties during the war, most notably the works of historians Frank Klement and Mark Neely, do not discuss how limitations of American freedoms played out in the daily lives of
Americans.3 Absent too are the effects of these limitations on nonwhite persons. This story begins to fill such gaps in the literature. In a much broader
2. For work on community studies, see Maris Vinovskis, Toward a Social History of the
American Civil War: Exploratory Essays (New York: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1990); Joan E.
Cashin, The War Was You and Me: Civilians in the American Civil War (Princeton, N.J.: Prince
ton Univ. Press, 2002).
3. Frank L. Klement, Dark Lanterns: Secret Political Societies, Conspiracies, and Treason
Trials in the Civil War (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 1984); Mark E. Neely Jr., The
Fate of Liberty: Abraham Lincoln and Civil Liberties (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1991).
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context, this tale expands on historian Eric Foner’s notion of “American
irony,” that in American history, white liberty expanded at the expense of
nonwhite men. The story here provides a case in which the inverse is also
true. As liberty contracted for whites, it expanded for blacks.
Cincinnati was a frontier city at its founding, and the introduction of the
steamboat in the 1810s made it the “Queen City” of trade along the famous
Pittsburgh to New Orleans river route. From Cincinnati, goods traveled
down the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers, for trade with southerners. Much of
the city’s trade, therefore, depended on the labor and products of southern
slavery. Because of this vibrant commercial culture and the city’s location—
“the closest major free river city to the South”—it soon became a destination
for slaves running to freedom.4 Some saw the city as their final destination.
For others, it was only a gateway. The city boasted the most active antislavery
population in the West, including active involvement in the Underground
Railroad. Black churches and social organizations played large roles in moving runaway slaves in and out of the city, as did white sympathizers. Blacks
and whites helping in the Underground Railroad worked together for a common cause, crossing racial divides in secret to help slaves escape to freedom.5
The influx of both free blacks and runaways generated great concern
among nineteenth-century Cincinnati whites. Codes passed between 1802
and the 1830s made it difficult for blacks to move into the state and limited the
lives of those already residing within its borders. Legislation of 1804 and 1807
required blacks entering the state to register with county clerks. Blacks also
had to carry certificates proving their freedom and post $500 bonds within
twenty days of arrival. The state also banned them from serving in the militia
(1799) and on juries (1831).6 The enforcement of these codes varied with white
sentiments. In spite of its poor race relations and legal racial discrimination,
the reputation of both quite widespread, Cincinnati was home to the largest
black community in the Northwest Territory by 1850.7 Cincinnati blacks were
able to establish themselves and even develop community institutions such
as churches and their own school system in the face of great ostracism. These
successful ventures to establish and improve black life in the city kept many
blacks there and continued to attract future residents.

4. Thomas C. Buchanan, Black Life on the Mississippi: Slaves, Free Blacks, and the Western
Steamboat World (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 2004), 119.
5. For more on the Underground Railroad in the Ohio Valley, see Keith P. Griffler, Front
Line of Freedom: African Americans and the Forging of the Underground Railroad in the Ohio
Valley (Lexington: Univ. Press of Kentucky, 2004).
6. David A. Gerber, Black Ohio and the Color Line, 1860–1915 (Urbana: Univ. of Illinois
Press, 1976), 4–6.
7. Ibid., 14.
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Black men and women attempted to practice religion within the white
community but often experienced overt discrimination, which led many to
depart and form their own churches. In Cincinnati, this probably first occurred in 1810.8 By 1860 five black churches, representing four major Christian denominations, held services in Cincinnati.9 Because of the systematic discrimination that characterized black life before the Civil War, black
churches hosted an array of social activities that contributed to the livelihood of their communities, providing gathering places and communities to
share ideas as well as to make decisions regarding black life.
Ohio denied blacks access to public education in 1831. Through the 1840s,
philanthropic and paternalistic whites ran private schools for black children.
Between 1840 and 1850, the city’s black community did not grow significantly in numbers, but it did in terms of wealth in property. Using the argument that these land owners paid taxes that supported public education,
blacks won the right to establish their own public school system in 1849. The
Colored School System formed in 1852 and “proved to be the most important
single factor shaping the nature and structure of the Cincinnati black community throughout the last half of the nineteenth century.”10 Educational
opportunities for black youth in Cincinnati helped establish the permanence
of this community.
Historian Carter G. Woodson divides the antebellum history of Cincinnati
blacks into three eras—toleration (1800–1826), persecution (1826–41), and
amelioration (1841–61). Before 1826, Cincinnatians tolerated the small, and
therefore nonthreatening, black population of Ohio. The growing number of
blacks brought this period of calm to an end.11 Terming the years 1826–41
“persecution” seems appropriate, considering the race riots of 1829, 1836, and
1841. Many blacks ultimately fled the city in the face of racial assault, particularly in 1829.12 To identify this final twenty years as a period of amelioration is
optimistic. The black community made advancements, particularly in regard
to education and religion, but racial tensions continued to mount, with increasing numbers of blacks and immigrants entering the Queen City coming
into heavy competition for employment and housing.
In the 1850s Germans became the largest ethnic group in Cincinnati, rep8. Nikki M. Taylor, Frontiers of Freedom: Cincinnati’s Black Community, 1802–1868 (Athens: Ohio Univ. Press, 2005), 39–43.
9. Williams’ Cincinnati Directory: City Guide and Business Mirror, for 1860 (Cincinnati: C. S.
Williams, 1860), 25–27.
10. David L. Calkins, “Black Education and the Nineteenth-Century City: An Institutional
Analysis of Cincinnati’s Colored Schools, 1850–1887,” Cincinnati Historical Society Bulletin 33
(Fall 1975): 164.
11. Carter G. Woodson, “The Negroes of Cincinnati Prior to the Civil War,” Journal of
Negro History 1 (1916): 1–22.
12. Taylor, Frontiers of Freedom, chap. 3.
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resenting more than 27 percent of the population by 1860.13 Though Cincinnati’s Germans did not all agree on political issues, many were allies of
the city’s black community. By 1854, a convention of Ohio Germans met in
Cincinnati to adopt a platform with the radical Free Soil position on slavery.
Many Ohio Germans came out against the Nebraska Bill put forth by Senator Stephen A. Douglas, which allowed popular sovereignty over the issue
of slavery. Their rebuff included not only a rejection of slavery but also a
liberal view on the rights of black Americans, with a plan to distribute land
to qualified applicants, “irrespective of color.” In December 1859, Germans
and blacks of the Queen City met to mourn the life of John Brown, recently
hung for his raid on Harpers Ferry. Black community leader Peter H. Clark
referred to the attendees as “the only freedom-loving people of this city.”14
Given this background of empathy between the two groups, it is unsurprising to find little to no friction between the two populations, particularly during the war years.
In the 1850s, 12 percent of the city’s population was born in Ireland.15
The immigrants of the 1840s and 1850s had fewer skills and less wealth than
their predecessors, as they emigrated in the wake of the Potato Famine.
These new settlers often arrived penniless and made up a disproportionate
percentage of the city’s relief commission.16 These unskilled and semiskilled
laborers found work on the docks and in the factories. They also established
community organizations such as labor unions and religious associations.
In addition to helping preserve cultural and political ties to their homeland,
“these organizations also tried to break down growing class conflicts and
unite all Irish, regardless of wealth or status, behind the greater cause of
Irish nationalism.”17 The efforts of these immigrants to hold on to tradition
inevitably ostracized the community due to the nativist tendencies of many
American-born whites.
Pushed into the same unskilled labor positions and squalid housing situations, blacks and immigrants came into great competition. Aiming to better their stations in life through more stable and higher-paying jobs as well

13. Steven J. Ross, Workers on the Edge: Work, Leisure, and Politics in Industrializing Cincinnati, 1788–1890 (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 1985), 72; Bruce Levine, The Spirit of
1848: German Immigrants, Labor Conflict, and the Coming of the Civil War (Urbana: Univ. of
Illinois Press, 1992).
14. Levine, Spirit of 1848, 188, 191, 196, 223.
15. Bridget Ford, “American Heartland: The Sentimentalization of Religion and Race Relations in Cincinnati and Louisville, 1820–1860,” (PhD diss., Univ. of California, Davis, 2002), 342.
Steven J. Ross, “We Who Built the Queen City,” Queen City Heritage 47 (Summer 1989): 17.
16. Jed Dannenbaum, Drink and Disorder: Temperance Reform in Cincinnati from the
Washington Revival to the WCTU (Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1984), 72–74.
17. Ross, Workers on the Edge, 178–80. For more on Catholicism in the Ohio Valley, see
Ford, “American Heartland.”
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as by improving their image in the eyes of nativists, the Irish in particular
sought to distance themselves as far as possible from blacks by any means
necessary. Irish immigrants and Irish Americans across the country adopted local native-born, white attitudes regarding race, hoping to illustrate
the Americanness and their loyalty to the country. For this reason the Irish
in antebellum America did not support abolitionism, even as their leaders
at home called them to do so.18 Irish Americans joined native-born Cincinnati whites in denying civil liberties to blacks in the city.
Homogenous racial sections of the city did not exist. Most blacks lived
in the East End Factory and Central Waterfront districts where jobs were
available and housing affordable. Their neighbors included Irish, German,
and native-born white workers.19 Known colloquially as Bucktown, Little
Africa, and Little Bucktown, sections of the city associated with blacks actually included many other ethnic groups. Tensions that grew from labor
competition and racial animosity festered in these mixed communities.
As the 1850s came to a close, American politics shifted to discussions of
slavery. Wage laborers feared the possibility of emancipation as they foresaw
the migration north of 4 million laborers seeking to take their jobs. Just across
the river from the slave state of Kentucky, Cincinnati’s immigrant laborers
feared the influx more immediately. These factors made labor competition
and social relationships between blacks and whites even more fragile.
In addition to the racial divisions in the city, politics split Cincinnatians
as well. The Republican notion of free labor, glorifying the autonomous selfemployed man, made the region central to national politics. Free Soilers argued that the United States could thrive without slavery, depending instead
on the labor of free whites. Seen as the gateway to the West and the juncture
of North and South, Cincinnati and Ohio represented a testing ground for the
Republican ideal and a place to cultivate new Republican voters.20
The Democratic Party maintained a stronghold in southern Ohio, however. Democrats asserted equality for all whites, attracting farmers and
immigrants alike. The party’s stances against abolition, nativism, and prohibition solidified Democratic loyalty among many Cincinnatians. Additionally, the early settlers of Ohio, from the Upper South and Pennsylvania,
18. For more on Irish Americans and the rejection of abolitionism, see Angela F. Murphy, American Slavery, Irish Freedom: Abolition, Immigrant Citizenship, and the Transatlantic
Movement for Irish Repeal (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 2010).
19. Henry L. Taylor and Vicky Dula, “The Black Residential Experience and Community
Formation in Antebellum Cincinnati,” in Race and the City: Work, Community, and Protest in
Cincinnati, 1820–1970, ed. Henry Louis Taylor (Illinois: Univ. of Illinois Press, 1993), 102–3.
20. For more on Free Soil ideology, see Eric Foner, Free Soil, Free Labor, Free Men: The
Ideology of the Republican Party before the Civil War (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1970)
and Heather Cox Richardson, The Greatest Nation of the Earth: Republican Economic Policies
during the Civil War (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1997).
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maintained business and familial connections, with their homes strengthening a link to southern economy and politics. On the eve of the Civil War,
one Ohio newspaper noted that while the state had no “care for such threats
and ravings” of southern secession upon Lincoln’s inauguration, it understood all too well that these extortions came from “those who, in so many
interests, are allied to us . . . who have common interests, hopes and sympathies with ourselves.”21 As was the case along this border region, residents
of the Lower North and the Border South “had more in common economically, demographically, and culturally than those who lived farther from the
sectional boundary.” Cincinnatians thus related more to Kentuckians across
the river than to people in the northern reaches of their own state.22 This
included the shared support of the Democratic Party.
As political debate turned to slavery, fears regarding emancipation’s effects
on Cincinnati increased. One local newspaper predicted that freed slaves
would “come North and West, and will either be competitors with our white
mechanics and laborers, degrading them by the competition, or they will have
to be supported as paupers and criminals at the public expense.”23 In Cincinnati, free blacks and immigrants already competed for available employment;
abolition would serve only to worsen the relationship. Other whites similarly
detested ideas of abolition, not because they feared labor competition but because they loathed an increase of the city’s black population.
With so many schisms along racial and political lines in Cincinnati,
newspapers offer insight into the politics of the contested city. In the 1850s
and 1860s, Cincinnati published three prominent newspapers catering to
the array of political sensibilities. Copperheads, antiwar Democrats, preferred the heavily Democratic Enquirer. Still fairly conservative, the Commercial represented a more middle-of-the-road approach. The most racially
progressive newspaper, the Gazette, differed drastically from the others,
printing letters and advertisements for black institutions; it also reported
instances of antiblack violence largely omitted from the other periodicals.
Sources on the black community in the mid-nineteenth century are limited. The city’s first black newspaper, the Colored Citizen (1863–66), has almost completely disappeared, and many records for Cincinnati were lost in
late nineteenth-century fires. White newspapers provide the best insight to
black life in the Queen City during the Civil War. Though the thoughts of
this population are largely absent, these publications provide a window into
this community through events appearing in the “City News” columns.
21. Christine Dee, Ohio’s War: the Civil War in Documents (Athens: Ohio Univ. Press,
2006), 41–42.
22. Stanley Harrold, Border War: Fighting over Slavery before the Civil War (Chapel Hill:
Univ. of North Carolina Press, 2010), 3.
23. “The Negro,” Cincinnati Daily Enquirer, July 24, 1861.
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One month before the firing on Fort Sumter, Cincinnati elected a new
mayor—Democrat George Hatch. Little is known about Hatch, but his
antiblack and anti-Union views are unequivocal. Upon taking office, the
new mayor quickly exposed his fraudulent character, leading city leaders
to cease mayoral consultations.24 In October 1861, just after the fall election, twenty members of the police force received “notices to quit.” According to the Gazette, each of the men voted Union in the election, which affirmed the strong correlation between political loyalty and job security.25
Hatch’s nonexistent efforts to limit violence against blacks illustrates that he
remained a racially biased man throughout his term while neglecting the
black community’s safety, if not encouraging its demise.
When Confederates fired at Fort Sumter on April 12, 1861, much of the
city quickly pledged Union support. The declaration of war shocked Cincinnati, motivating many to cross long-standing political and racial divides.
One newspaper reported a meeting of at least thirty-five hundred Cincinnatians at the Catholic Institute on April 15. The paper noted, “There was
but one sentiment expressed—that of devotion to the Union and the Constitution.” Resolutions regarding Cincinnati’s stance toward the war claimed
“that henceforth every right of the United States, as against the rebellious
citizens of the seceding and disloyal States, ought to be asserted and maintained” and that “the citizens of Cincinnati will, to the utmost of their ability, aid the General Government in maintaining its authority, in enforcing
the laws, and in upholding the flag of the Union.”26 The Queen City would
fight to preserve the Union.
Men in Washington took no chances with the city. President Lincoln’s April
15 call for seventy-five thousand troops declared Columbus and Cleveland
the rendezvous points for Ohio troops. The white male population of Columbus in 1860 stood at 9,108, by far the smallest of these three cities. As the state
capital, Columbus was a logical choice. Cleveland, however, was home to only
20,805 white men, compared to Cincinnati’s 80,479.27 Cleveland may have
been chosen over Cincinnati because of the latter’s proximity to Kentucky—a
state whose loyalty had not yet been pronounced—but other cities named as
24. Robert Herron, Cincinnati’s Mayors (Cincinnati: Young & Klein; 1957), 29. Clinton
Terry’s “‘The Most Commercial of People’: Cincinnati, the Civil War, and the Rise of Industrial Capitalism, 1861–1865” (PhD diss., Univ. of Cincinnati, 2002) gives one paragraph on
Hatch. All Terry ascertained was that Hatch married well, traveled far, and was the brother of
a well-known and respected man in the city who had invested in the failed Central Bank (this
discussion is on pages 27–28).
25. “Policemen Discharged,” Gazette, Oct. 17, 1861.
26. “Immense Gathering at Union Hall,” Gazette, Apr. 16, 1861.
27. The War of the Rebellion: A Compilation of the Official Records of the Union and Confederate Armies (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1880–1901), ser. 3, vol. 1: 380, 378, 381 (hereafter cited
as OR).
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gathering points lie in the South and in other cities of contention. Because of
Cincinnati’s politically and racially divided past, the president and Secretary
of War Simon Cameron seem to have hedged their bets and avoided assembling Union troops in the city. Additionally, they likely believed that more
men from Columbus than from Cincinnati would rally around the cause. The
decision may have helped the city remain peaceful in the early days of war,
though these amicable relations did not last long.
The Gazette reports no interracial violence in 1861 until May—one month
after Hatch took office—when George Plausin, a black man, attempted to
board a steamship. He “was assailed and desperately stabbed about the face
and neck by a deck hand named Frank Quinn.”28 On June 24, it carried a
story of a melee, which it described as “one of their periodical fights. . . . The
contest was Ethiopia vs. Ireland.” Incidents on the docks and the degree of
violence exposed in these stories reappear during the coming year; reports of
interracial violence appear in Gazette publications in July, August, and November.29 In 1862, such altercations became still more frequent and severe.
On March 24, 1862, Wendell Phillips lectured at Pike’s Opera House. A
Garrisonian abolitionist, he advocated for the immediate emancipation of
slaves and racial equality.30 With antiblack and Confederate sympathies raging, the lecture ended in a mob and Phillips’s concealed escape. The Enquirer
and Commercial newspapers agree on a few facts of the evening—that Phillips declared himself an abolitionist and a disunionist.31 The Commercial
maintained that Phillips claimed to no longer have been a disunionist, while
the Enquirer made no such claim. Regardless of the lecturer’s politics that
fateful evening, the crowd refused to hear the blasphemy of disunionism.
Upon mention of the word, “eggs were thrown ad libitum, and the stage was
odorous with their disgusting fragrance.” Finally the crowd calmed down
enough for Phillips to continue for roughly an hour. He spoke about the war,
the death of slavery, and his understanding of the situation facing Americans. Although he spoke without pause, emotions remained tense. From
around the opera house, one could hear chants of “hang the nigger,” “lynch
the traitor,” and “tar and feather the abolitionist.”32 Attempting to blame the
war on rich southerners, Phillips referenced “the employment of the poor,
ignorant whites of the South as tools of the despotism that was warring upon
28. “Stabbing Affray,” Gazette, May 15, 1861.
29. “City News,” Gazette, June 24, 1861; “Assault to Kill,” Gazette, July 2, 1861; “Stabbing
Affray,” Gazette, August 15, 1861; “Assault with Intent to Kill,” Gazette, Nov. 27; “City News,”
Gazette, Nov. 28, 1861.
30. For more on Wendell Phillips, see James Brewer Stewart, Wendell Phillips: Liberty’s
Hero (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 1986).
31. Disunionists advocated for the permanent separation of North and South, seeing the
sectional conflict irreconcilable.
32. “Wendell Phillips at the Opera-House,” Enquirer, Mar. 25, 1862.

cincinnati’s black community, 1862–1863

55

the liberties of the nation.”33 The crowd determined these to be Phillips’s
final remarks. Hoards of audience members rushed down from the balcony,
yelling profanities while throwing stools and umbrellas. Phillips “was disguised and passed out through the crowd undetected,” not to return to the
Queen City anytime soon.34
Newspaper discussions in the days following this frightful evening provide an interesting perspective on the mob and the city under Mayor Hatch.
According to the Enquirer, the mayor and the police chief individually questioned the opera house treasurer regarding the need for police. He rejected
the possibility of a disturbance and deemed extra police unnecessary. During
the lecture, Hatch inquired as to the state of affairs. The respondent informed
him of the egg throwing but claimed that “all was again quiet and the lecturer
was proceeding.” He and his small police force thereafter departed. Upon
receiving news of the ensuing uproar, Hatch and the police chief gathered
seventy-five men, who arrived at the scene after the mob had dispersed.35
The Commercial reported a different story. Enoch T. Carson, a prominent
collector at the wharves, wrote to Hatch the afternoon of the lecture, claiming he heard rumors of a mob planning to wreak havoc at the opera house.
Addressing the existence of such a letter in a message to Cincinnati citizens printed in the Daily Press later that week, Hatch claimed that he “gave
[the]suggestions as much attention as [he] thought they were entitled to.”36
He took no action. While the mob hurled eggs and stones at Phillips, Judge
William Dickson of the Hamilton County Court of Common Pleas left the
lecture to retrieve help. A great distance from the opera house, Dickson encountered a policeman who informed him that “the mayor had told him to
keep entirely away from there [the opera house], and he could not disobey
orders.”37 Hatch intentionally removed police from the area that evening to
allow a mob to form. One month later, forty-six women wrote to the Ohio
House of Representatives requesting the “impeachment and removal” of
Hatch, noting, “We neither have nor can expect to have any protection in
any form from the hands of the present incumbent in office.”38 Judging by
the events of 1862, Hatch’s actions likely fell closer to the report of the Commercial. Hatch’s behavior shows his politically biased nature through his removal of all forms of municipal control at a hotly contested gathering.

33. “The Speech of Wendell Phillips Last Night,” Cincinnati Daily Commercial, Mar. 25,
1862.
34. “Wendell Phillips at the Opera-House,” Enquirer, Mar. 25, 1862.
35. “The Mayor, Police and the Opera-House Riot,” Enquirer, Mar. 26, 1862.
36. “card from the mayor,” Cincinnati Daily Press, Mar. 29, 1862.
37. “The Responsibility of Mayor Hatch for the Opera House Mob,” Commercial, Mar. 26,
1862.
38. “Impeachment and Removal of Mayor Hatch,” Daily Press, Apr. 23, 1862.
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In the months between the mob in March and a weeklong riot in July,
the city remained relatively calm, though it saw a dock workers’ strike in
May and an attack by a black man on a German man in June—a rare instance of aggression between the two communities.39 Tensions continued
to intensify throughout this period, especially as employment opportunities diminished and the war entered its second year. Both of these realities exacerbated anti-black tensions among Cincinnati laborers leading to a
weeklong assault on the black community.
In anticipation of trouble due to “growing animosity of these wharf laborers,” black Cincinnatians began leaving the city on Wednesday, July 9. By
Thursday, hostility filled the air; an altercation between whites and blacks on
the docks ignited eight days of violence. After noting the increasing practice
of hiring blacks for steamboat work, the Gazette claimed that two black men
and one white man argued on the dock. One of the black men struck the
white man, angering the crowd of white stevedores who chased the black
man, “throwing big bowlders [sic] at him, several of which struck him on the
head.”40 The Democratic Enquirer blamed the uproar entirely on the white
crew’s anger over the underbidding of black workers.41 The Gazette noted,
“The feeling of animosity on the part of the Irish toward the colored laborers,
though quieted for the time . . . is still very strong, and circumstances warrant the suspicion that an organization is now in process of formation.”42 The
type of organization referred to remains unclear, but its intention of harming
the black community does not. The threat seemed to end by Sunday night,
however, with the police stationed along the wharf.
While the city recovered from the weekend, anxiety in Cincinnati heightened as Confederate captain John Hunt Morgan made ominous moves toward the sister city of Lexington, Kentucky—seventy-five miles away. Hoping to aid in the city’s defense, Cincinnati sent 120 of its 160 police officers
south, leaving only 40 men to cope with whatever outbursts would occur. On
Sunday night alone, newspapers reported three separate attacks on blacks. A
black man “walking quietly along Fourth street, was assaulted by a gang of
these ruffians, and severely beaten, without having given his assailants any
provocation whatever.” Shortly thereafter, twenty men attacked the home of
a black man, “battering it considerably with bowlders and other missiles.”
Finally, the Irish crowd attacked a black man and his white employer. The
Commercial assessed the situation with the statement that “several outrageous assaults were made . . . upon unoffending persons, whose only offense
39. “Strike among the Wharf Laborers,” Gazette, May 15, 1862; “Serious Affray,” Gazette,
June 24, 1862.
40. “Fight on the Wharf,” Gazette, July 11, 1862.
41. “The Riot on the Levee,” Enquirer, July 12, 1862.
42. “The Trouble on the Wharf,” Gazette, July 12, 1862.
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consisted in being black.”43 The lack of a police force would likely allow the
situation to worsen in the coming days.
On Monday afternoon, Mayor Hatch swore in “a special force of about
thirty men to meet this exigency, in the absences of the Chief and a large portion of the regular force.” Hatch had always sided with the white, workingclass Democrats, including the Irish, but even he understood how easily the
violence might get out of hand. The special force failed to quell the rioters’
aggression. On Tuesday “threats were freely made all day that the ‘niggers
would be cleaned out,’ and the colored people residing in the Thirteenth” and
fourth wards prepared for mayhem.44 Hatch swore in and armed another
forty men.
That evening, two or three Irishmen forcibly entered the home of a
prominent, elderly, black doctor—a leader of the city’s black community.
The men beat the owner of the house, Dr. Hill, and his friend, Samuel Chadwick. Police officers arrested the two black men, claiming to be protecting
them from further harm, along with one of the assailants. Emboldened,
ruffians “assembled in force and completely riddled the windows of several
houses occupied by colored people in that vicinity.” Rioters also smashed
the windows of a local church as well as the furniture of one or two saloons.
As these men returned to the area of Dr. Hill’s home, “they were fired on
from several houses by the colored people.” Ruffians returned the fire with
a fusillade of rocks and stones but quickly withdrew for the evening.45 Fearful of further violence, Mayor Hatch ordered his temporary police chief to
round up another fifty to one hundred men in case the situation worsened
and ordered all police to patrol the riotous wards through the night.
Patrols still failed to prevent bloodshed. Around 2:00 a.m., an Irishman
named Burke received two fatal gunshot wounds in his groin. The incident
resulted from the frenzied mob gathering in the streets. Acting Chief of
Police Larry Hazen arrested five or six steamboat men in his efforts to disperse the gathered crowd. The courts charged these men with “inducing a
large number of boys and young lads to commit the outrages, while they
stood in the background and urged them on.” These men supposedly were
aware that local blacks “were armed, and they were evidently not disposed
to make the attack themselves.” The Gazette analyzed the affair, claiming
“there is good reason to believe that, while the origin of the affair may be ascribed to the recent disturbances between the hands on the steamboats, it is
also equally certain that this feeling is being used by Secession sympathisers

43. “City News,” Commercial, July 15, 1862.
44. “The Disturbances between the Irish and Colored Laborers on the Landing,” Gazette,
July 15, 1862.
45. Ibid.
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to accomplish certain ends.”46 Labor conflict merged with war sentiment
and threatened invasion to create these violent hostilities.
Mayor Hatch published a letter in the Gazette on Thursday in an effort to
curtail the violence. Addressing the “citizens of Cincinnati,” the mayor threatened those participating in the violence against the black community with
intervention of “a large and well armed special police force.” Hatch declared
himself “determined, at all hazards, to maintain the laws and keep the peace
of the city.” In an effort to calm the emotions of whites outside riotous wards,
he also held, “There is no occasion for alarm. The difficulty in the Thirteenth
Ward last night is greatly magnified.”47 Without a dependable check on the
violence, however, Cincinnati citizens should have been worried.
Black community leaders also responded to the week’s events in a letter
to “the Respectable Citizens of Cincinnati,” published in the Commercial.
Citing the riots of the previous night, the authors noted that “residents of
that locality may not bear the best of reputations, and many may be disposed to acquiesce in the violence . . . , but the attack was made at that point
by the mob to test its strength.” To dispel any notions of retaliation, the
black community ceased night meetings and returned home early.48 Black
community leaders hoped to encourage whites and police officials to stand
up against the racial violence.
While Mayor Hatch and black leaders penned their letters, the bloodshed continued. On the docks, a black man “was suddenly assaulted by a
whole crowd of these Irish fiends, and compelled to run for his life, barely
escaping from their murderous clutches.” Later that day, an Irishman hurled
a large rock at a black man. The black man drew a pistol and fired a shot. A
crowd chased the black man away because of his response. Luckily, he made
his escape.49
As some blacks wrote letters asking for help, others responded with retaliatory threats of violence. The Gazette reported that a “Negro Company,
numbering about fifty, paraded the streets . . . armed with revolvers, dirks,
&c., seemingly anxious to have a battle with their Irish oppressors.”50 While
community leaders aimed to soften whites’ views toward the plight of blacks,
others felt the need to take matters into their own hands. Lacking a police
force desirous or even capable of dispelling the upheaval, many blacks chose
to fight back to protect their lives, families, property, and dignity.
The violence ended Thursday, seven days after the initial dispute on the
docks. The Enquirer claimed that Bucktown “was patrolled last night by
46. “The Disturbances between the Irish and Colored People,” Gazette, July 17, 1862.
47. Ibid.
48. “To the Respectable Citizens of Cincinnati,” Commercial, July 17, 1862.
49. Ibid.
50. “City News,” Gazette, July 18, 1862.
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not only the policemen, but by the Judge of the Police Court, who, with his
insignia of office remained on duty until a very late hour.” Judge James Saffin’s report read “All quiet in Bucktown.”51 There were no further accounts
of interracial violence until a fight on the wharf on July 29 between the Irish
and black members of a steamboat crew recently arrived from St. Louis,
which resulted in the brutal beating of a black man.52
Animosities remained, however, long past the month of July. On the afternoon of August 8, Edward Butler, a black man, stabbed James Paylor, a visiting Englishman, twice—in the neck and around the heart—with a nine-inch
blade.53 On August 10, two Irishmen assaulted a black man walking down
the street. Later that month, the Gazette described another riot as similar
to “the previous affairs of the same kind, an assault on inoffensive colored
people, who resorted to force only in self-defense.” Rioters rationalized their
actions because “negro labor comes in competition with that of whites.”54
Labor competition remained an impetus for violent outbursts as it had for
years past. The presence of war only aggravated these tensions.
The possibility of Confederate invasion in late August 1862 ushered in
the last large-scale outburst of violence against the city’s black community
during the war. In the final days of August, Confederate forces under Gen.
Edmund Kirby Smith again marched toward Lexington and Cincinnati.
After the declaration of martial law on Tuesday, September 2, Cincinnati
men gathered to join militia units to defend their homes and firesides while
vehemently turning away the aid of blacks.
Tuesday newspapers announced the declaration of martial law. Gen.
Lew Wallace took command of the city as Confederate forces ravaged the
Kentucky countryside, hoping to unite the city and prove himself fit for
command.55 Mayor Hatch ordered “all persons . . . [to] assemble in their
respective wards at the usual place of voting” to “organize themselves in
such a manner as may be thought best for the defense of the city.” He went
on to say, “Every man, of every age, be he citizen or alien, who lives under
the protection of our laws, is expected to take part in the organization.”56

51. “The Bucktown Riot,” Enquirer, July 18, 1862.
52. “Fight on the Wharf,” Gazette, July 29, 1862.
53. “Stabbing Affray,” Gazette, August 9, 1862; “The Murder of Paylor,” Gazette, August 11,
1862.
54. “The Riot on Sunday,” Gazette, Aug. 26, 1862.
55. Lew Wallace commanded a division under Gen. Ulysses S. Grant at the Battle of Shiloh
in April 1862. Wallace and his men never engaged in battle on the first day because of errors and
misinterpreted orders. He fought well during the second day, but his reputation with Generals
Grant and William Tecumseh Sherman was greatly weakened. Wallace thus arrived in Cincinnati under a lesser assignment, hoping to reclaim his valuation among higher-ranked generals.
He also suffered from insubordination issues. Terry, “‘Most Commercial of People,” 101.
56. “Mayor’s Proclamation,” Enquirer, Sept. 2, 1862.
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Blacks held a meeting “to organize a company of ‘Home Guards’” to offer aid. Without a polling place, they inquired as to their assigned rendezvous point. One white policeman replied, “We want you d—–d niggers to
keep out of this; this is a white man’s war.” The police demanded the keys of
the only black school house, where a second meeting was scheduled, and
compelled “the proprietor of a place selected as a recruiting station” to take
down an American flag raised above his door. Rumor spread of steamboat
men planning a riot in response to the offer of black aid, but this was for
naught. In writing his report on the history of the Black Brigade in 1864,
black Cincinnati leader Peter H. Clark recalled the events of September 2.
He claimed, “The blood still boils with indignation at the remembrance of
the insults heaped upon them for this simple offer.”57 The proceedings of
the afternoon reinforced the understanding that all men meant white men.
Denied liberty, black men could not defend their homes or country.
As Hatch’s police force rejected these offers of aid, military authorities decided to utilize black labor to construct fortifications at the behest of Judge
Dickson. This pronouncement, while allowing blacks to defend their homes,
still denied them the right to volunteer. Upon receiving news of the impressment, the police force “took every opportunity to inflict abuse and insult
upon the men whom they arrested.” Indeed, “the special police was entirely
composed of that class of the population which, only a month before, had
combined to massacre the colored population.” This reference to the July riots
illustrates the persisting tensions in the city stemming not just from labor
competition but also racial animosity greatly magnified by the threat of invasion. Entering each household, “closets, cellars, and garrets were searched;
bayonets were thrust into beds and bedding; old and young, sick and well,
were dragged out, and . . . marched like felons to the pen on Plum Street.”
This disgraceful scene ended when the police forced these black men into
a livestock pen in the city center. The “Black Brigade,” as these men came to
be called, labored across the Ohio River until the threat of invasion subsided
three weeks later. Following their return to Cincinnati, their labor and efforts
finally received gratitude. As the men passed through the streets, they were
“every-where received with kindly enthusiasm.” Many men of the Black Brigade later joined the ranks of the famous 54th Massachusetts Regiment.58
Despite the extent of violence, newspapers failed to comment on the
events in any detail. Two days after the fact, the Gazette noted the hypocrisy
of whites who denied blacks the ability to fight for a Union victory and
criticized the use of “unnecessary tyranny,” but omitted the particulars of
57. Peter H. Clark, The Black Brigade of Cincinnati (New York: Arno Press and the New
York Times, 1969), 5.
58. Terry, “Most Commercial of People,” 115–17, 7, 13, 10.
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the assaults. The following day, the Commercial noted the good work of the
Black Brigade and the sadness of its constituents at missing the opportunity
to volunteer.59 The Enquirer omitted the event entirely.
As the brigade built fortifications, whites attacked black civilians. On
Friday, September 5, Irishmen used rocks to attack the residence of a prominent black community leader. Isaac Troy, the home owner, threatened to
shoot the assailants. One of the perpetrators, John Green, wrested the gun
from Troy and hit him, thus firing the gun, which instantly killed Green.
Friends of Green severely cut Troy several times before police arrived to
arrest him.60 On September 15, a visiting Indiana soldier fatally stabbed a
black man.61 The month of September proved a deadly one for Cincinnati,
with its combination of interracial violence and lives lost defending the
city’s borders and the interracial violence in its midst.
Following its valiant efforts in building fortifications to protect the city,
attacks on the black community diminished, although they did not disappear. On Sunday, December 14, “some half-dozen roughs” shot and killed
Frank Clark.62 In the early days of March 1863, just before the city elections
for mayor, Patrick Sullivan stabbed a black man.63 During Hatch’s two years
in office, as he failed to protect certain people of his city, many blacks died
or received wounds of varying degree. Until white voters replaced Mayor
Hatch and obtained a new police force, blacks would be at the mercy of
these ruffians.
In September 1862, President Lincoln announced his Emancipation Proclamation, which abolished slavery in territories still in rebellion as of January 1, 1863. The Emancipation Proclamation not only equated emancipation
with justice but sanctioned the enlistment of blacks in the military. The Republican government authorized the recruitment of black soldiers because it
needed to free up white troops for combat. The involvement of blacks in the
military quickly disproved many whites’ fears of arming blacks. After this
decision, the ideals of Lincoln and many whites shifted regarding the rights
of their fellow Americans.64 Many whites in Cincinnati, though not all, and
certainly not those who previously assaulted blacks, began to reconsider the
place of blacks in American society. This shift occurred over time, but the
reports of blacks valiant in battle helped soften whites’ racial views.
59. “The Colored Brigade,” Gazette, Sept. 4, 1862; Commercial, Sept. 15, 1862.
60. “Murderous Affray in the Fourth Ward,” Gazette, Sept. 6, 1862. Historians Henry Louis
Taylor and Vicky Dula identify Isaac Troy as one of Cincinnati’s black leaders in 1850 based on
his wealth and community leadership. Taylor and Dula, “Black Residential Experience,” 72.
61. Commercial, Sept. 16, 1862.
62. “Probably Fatal Shooting,” Gazette, Dec. 15, 1862; “City News,” Gazette, Dec. 17, 1862.
63. “Held Over,” Gazette, Mar. 5, 1863.
64. The best work on this is Eric Foner’s The Fiery Trial: Abraham Lincoln and American
Slavery (New York: Norton, 2010).
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Additionally, Cincinnati’s economic situation improved in early 1863.
The National Currency Act of 1863 reorganized the nation’s money. In late
February, the federally chartered First National Bank of Cincinnati opened.
Cincinnati would become the most important supply center for the western
theater of the war. Producing clothing, wagons, and iron, Cincinnati businessmen and laborers gained new opportunities to make money from the
war.65 The increase in employment in the city limited labor strife, particularly along racial lines, for the remainder of the war.
Many may have had changes of heart regarding the place of blacks in
American society, and a decrease in labor competition discouraged the
number of fights over employment, but it would take effective leadership to
definitively change the situation of black inequality. By early 1863, Republicans in state and local campaigns had shifted their platform away from
the war, emancipation, and the push for Free Soil ideology. Instead they
questioned the loyalty of Democrats, whose antiwar tirades, they claimed,
lengthened the war, thus allowing the loss of more lives and money. They
were guilty of nothing less than treason.66 In March 1863, exhausted, with
Hatch attracted to the new Republican platform, Cincinnatians elected a
new mayor and city council. Republican Col. Leonard A. Harris won the
mayoral seat, defeating Democrat John F. Torrence—13,102 to 11,952.67
Born and raised in the Queen City, Harris “put aside the most flattering
business prospects in order to defend and, if necessary, to die for a united
country” in the Civil War. Forced to return home because of ill health, he
represented the Union patriotism many Cincinnatians desired two years
into the bloody and apparently endless war. Having been a valiant colonel
at Bull Run, Harris would bring peace to the city with the aid of the new city
council. The Union Party won fourteen of the twenty council seats, creating
a majority happy to support Harris’s reform efforts. According to a 1904
history of the city, it was under Harris “that the police force attained the
discipline which it has maintained ever since. . . . He completely eradicated
politics from the police department and as a result to carry out his reforms
found it necessary to remodel the force.” In his reorganization, Harris chose
men with military experience.68
The actions of Major General Burnside, the head of the Department of
the Ohio as of March 1863, also greatly contributed to assuaging the racial violence.69 Just after his appointment, Burnside received a letter from
65. Terry, “Most Commercial of People.”
66. Ibid., 147–48.
67. Gazette, Apr. 8, 1863.
68. Charles Theodore Greve, Centennial History of Cincinnati and Representative Citizens,
vol. 2 (Chicago: Biographical Publishing Company, 1904), 398, 962, 970.
69. For more on Burnside, see William Marvel, Burnside (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North
Carolina Press, 1991).
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the commanding general of the United States Army, Henry Halleck, encouraging a “more rigid treatment of all disloyal persons,” recommending
confinement or expulsion of persons found to have any association with
the Confederacy.70 The Ohio House of Representatives passed a series of
resolutions on March 24, 1863, similarly proclaiming “that any attempt by
persons or parties in the North to divide the territory of the Union . . . is an
act of disloyalty—giving aid and comfort to the enemies of the country—
and is deserving the severest reprehension and condemnation.”71 Burnside
had widespread support for drastic action.
Two-term Ohio congressman and fervent antiwar Democrat Clement
Vallandigham failed to win reelection in the fall of 1862. When he returned
home in March 1863, the Copperhead leader received a “hero’s welcome,”
much to the chagrin of the new department commander. Burnside vindictively took action, issuing General Orders No. 38 on April 13, just four weeks
after his arrival.72 The order stated “that hereafter all persons found within
our lines who commit acts for the benefit of the enemies of our country
will be tried as spies or traitors, and, if convicted, will suffer death.” This included “carriers of secret mails, writers of letters sent by secret mails; secret
recruiting officers within the lines; persons who have entered into an agreement to pass our lines for the purpose of joining the enemy; persons found
concealed within our lines belonging to the service of the enemy, and, in
fact, all persons found improperly within our lines who could give private
information to the enemy, and all persons within our lines who harbor, protect, conceal, feed, clothe, or in any way aid the enemies of our country.”73
Enforcing this mandate immediately proved difficult.
Democratic newspaper editors and Ohioans understood that General
Orders No. 38 placed Burnside in a sticky situation; Vallandigham saw an
opportunity to embarrass the Republican government. In a speech on May 1
in Mount Vernon, Ohio, Vallandigham declared Burnside’s order a “usurpation and a violation of the First Amendment . . . and he encouraged the
audience to disobey them.”74 Arrested four days later at his Cincinnati residence, a military commission found Vallandigham guilty of violating General Orders No. 38. Judge Humphrey H. Leavitt presided over the case. He
acknowledged that as a civilian, Vallandigham should not be subject to military power, but he went on to ask if there were “not other considerations of a
70. OR, ser. 1, vol. 23 2:107.
71. Governor David Tod, Columbus, Ohio, to Alexander Long, Cincinnati, Ohio, Mar. 27,
1863, Alexander Long Papers, Cincinnati Historical Society.
72. Jennifer L. Weber, Copperheads: The Rise and Fall of Lincoln’s Opponents in the North
(New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 2006), 95.
73. OR, ser. 1, vol. 23, 2:237.
74. Weber, Copperheads, 95.
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controlling character applicable to the question? . . . The Court can not shut
its eyes to the grave fact that war exists.”75 Lincoln soon wrote to Burnside:
“In your determination to support the authority of the Government and
suppress treason in your Department, you may count on the firm support
of the President.”76 In Washington, however, Lincoln met with his cabinet.
They agreed that the Cincinnati arrest was “arbitrary and injudicious” but
did not want to undermine Burnside’s power. In light of this, Lincoln commuted Vallandigham’s sentence to banishment in the Confederacy rather
than isolation behind Union lines. This action also diminished the image of
the Copperhead as a martyr.77
The sweeping language of General Orders No. 38, designed for show
rather than force, was Burnside’s endeavor “to discourage Southern sympathy with the fear of brute force rather than the use of it.” During its first
month of existence, the order caused the arrests of one man accused of harboring a Confederate colonel (actually it was the colonel’s estranged wife), a
lieutenant nostalgically writing with regret about “the course of events” to
his friend south of the Ohio River, and the young girl carrying the letter between these two friends. A Kentucky man, convicted of espionage, Thomas
M. Campbell, was sentenced to hang, but family members appealed to Burnside’s sympathies, and he subsequently granted stays of one week and then
one month before Campbell agreed to implicate others. Lincoln ordered
Burnside to postpone the execution, which ultimately never happened. Two
convicted spies did die before a firing squad in May 1863, but few others lost
their lives. In fact, Burnside refused to respond to anonymous complaints or
information without specific evidence and witnesses, illustrating his levelheadedness on the issue.78 These tales of innocents charged and eventually
released prove Burnside’s intentions of the order as a threat, not a basis for
unrelenting roundups of secessionist Americans in the Ohio Valley.
Burnside’s command seemed to falter almost as it began, thanks to Vallandigham’s political prowess and the negative response to his own order.

75. Clement L. Vallandigham, The Trial of Hon. Clement L. Vallandigham: By a Military
Commission (Cincinnati: Rickey and Carroll, 1863), 263.
76. Michael Kent Curtis, “Lincoln, Vallandigham, and Anti-War Speech in the Civil War,”
William & Mary Bill of Rights Journal 7, no. 1, art. 3 (1998): 122.
77. Brian McGinty, Lincoln and the Court (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 2008),
188. After his arrest, Vallandigham escaped to Canada, where he received the Democratic Party’s nomination for governor of Ohio. His chosen running mate, and habeas corpus lawyer in
the spring of 1863, Copperhead George E. Pugh, “criss-crossed the State depicting the contest as
one of civil rights versus despotism,” but the Copperheads lost by a landslide in the November
elections. Frank L. Klement, “Sound and Fury: Civil War Dissent in the Cincinnati Area,” Cincinnati Historical Society Bulletin 35 (Summer 1977): 108. Even in Cincinnati, Republican John
Brough defeated Vallandigham, 15,932 to 9,456 (a margin of 6,476). Gazette, Oct. 15, 1863.
78. Marvel, Burnside, 232–36.
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Fortunately for Burnside and the Republican Party, the hot-headed Democrat
proved no match in the courtroom, and the low number of arrests following
the trial calmed local tongues. With the commander of the Department of
the Ohio victorious in the fight against antiwar sympathies, Cincinnati whites
may not have agreed with events surrounding Vallandigham’s arrest, but they
understood the general’s warning issued in the order.79
Burnside’s actions seem drastic, but they were part of a larger effort of
Republicans in late 1862 and early 1863 to clamp down on internal unrest
and Confederate sympathy through military occupation, martial law, and
suspension of the writ of habeas corpus.80 Lincoln had not sanctioned the
arrest, but he had “created a climate in which arrests such as this could
take place” with his habeas corpus proclamation of September 1862.81 In
March 1863, Congress enacted the Habeas Corpus Act, which allowed the
president to limit civil liberties—a power he had already invoked multiple
times. On July 17, 1862, Congress had passed the Militia Act to raise troops;
this act also empowered Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton to draft militias for up to nine months in states that failed to meet new quotas. Fearing a negative response, Stanton ordered the arrest and imprisonment of
“persons who may be engaged, by act, speech, or writing, in discouraging
volunteer enlistments, or in any way giving aid and comfort to the enemy.”
When the act was published as General Orders No. 104 on August 13, the
secretary of war became the first official to nationally suspend the writ of
habeas corpus.82 On September 24, Lincoln suspended the writ throughout
the nation—a shocking act that drew little attention. The dismissal of the
action occurred because two days earlier he had announced the Emancipation Proclamation. American minds were preoccupied. Also, by the time
Lincoln made this announcement, martial law had been in effect for six
weeks following the orders of Stanton. Lincoln’s habeas corpus proclamation was therefore only enforcing the conscription law and Stanton’s ensuing actions. Historian Mark Neely illustrates how the actions of Lincoln
and his cabinet members in limiting constitutional rights were an effort to
prevent obstruction of military recruitment, organization, and deployment.
Republican leaders sought not to deny Americans their rights as a usurpa79. Burnside’s actions also helped the area conflate Democrats with Copperhead subversion. According to William Marvel, “Had the party fielded a less notorious antiwar advocate
in 1863, the result might been an uncooperative administration at Columbus; as it was, fewer
Ohio counties went Democratic that fall than in any other state election during the war.”
The effects of Gettysburg and Vicksburg played a role, “but Burnside’s apparently injudicious
policy actually helped put a Union governor in power at a critical crossroad.” Ibid., 237.
80. The phrases “suspension of the writ of habeas corpus” and “declaration of martial law”
were conflated throughout the war. Not until 1866 would a distinction emerge between them.
81. McGinty, Lincoln and the Court, 187.
82. OR, ser. 3, vol. 2:321 and Neely, Fate of Liberty, 53.
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tion of power but rather to guarantee against hindrances to the war effort;
this was also Burnside’s aim in Cincinnati.83
If the Habeas Corpus Act had been in place for seven months, why would
Burnside issue General Orders No. 38? First, Cincinnati sits across the river
from Kentucky. Holding control over Cincinnati helped preserve Kentucky, a crucial border state, for the Union. Second, the ascendance of Vallandigham and the Copperhead movement fostered the belief, an accurate
one, that Ohio continued to be a politically contested space. Headquartered
in Cincinnati, the antiwar movement brought the city special attention. The
April directive sought to secure Republican dominance, limiting opposition within one of the most disputed regions. The removal of Vallandigham,
the leading dissenter, radically weakened the threat.
Examination of the end of violence in Cincinnati must juxtapose the tenure
of Mayor Harris and the ramifications of Burnside’s order with the economic
and social changes arriving in Cincinnati in early 1863. The reorganization
of the police force and General Orders No. 38 were active attempts to limit
violence and Confederate sympathies of any kind from local and national
leadership. Cincinnati—wrought with a history of Democratic loyalties and
violent behavior—would be targeted under these municipal and federal political overhauls. The unbridled violence against blacks would come under
this remodel of the city’s law enforcement. General Orders No. 38 says nothing of race, but black residents of the Queen City would become beneficiaries
of this curtailment of civil liberties.
The spring of 1863 brought change to Cincinnati. Whites’ civil liberties
had been greatly limited, but the Queen City’s black population could see
light on the horizon. On November 7, 1863, the Colored Citizen, the city’s
first black newspaper, printed its first edition. It was “a medium through
which to speak, hear and be heard, to defend the right and denounce wrong,
touching our interest, more especially in this city, where unoffending colored citizens are shamefully wronged.”84 With the violence experienced
by Cincinnati blacks, especially in the previous two years, the publication
represented a change in the times and a hope for the future of blacks in
the Queen City. This newspaper ran for at least three years but eventually
suffered from inadequate sales. The very presence of a black newspaper illustrates a new avenue through which blacks could express their freedom.
83. Neely, Fate of Liberty.
84. “Prospectus,” Colored Citizen, Nov. 7, 1863. The Library of Congress microfilmed the
November 7, 1863, and May 19, 1866, issues of the newspaper, and these are the only two remaining. It is likely most of the newspaper burned in the Courthouse Riots in 1884. The two issues
are available online at http://www.libraries.uc.edu/libraries/arb/exhibits/soaweek2006/coloredcitizen.html (the 1863 issue) and http://dbs.ohiohistory.org/africanam/nwspaper/citizen
.cfm?Num=03 (the 1866 issue).
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In the years following violence’s end, the black community was able to establish itself more firmly through education and religion as well. In 1866, the
first black public high school opened in the city to “afford to [the] pupils the
desired facilities, and furnish [the Colored School Board of Directors] the
number of teachers required by the constantly increasing number of pupils.”
In late 1866, two evening schools also opened. The board of directors claimed,
“There are many children whose parents can not spare them during the day,
who have thus afforded them an opportunity for an education. There are besides many young persons living at service, or otherwise employed in labor
for a livelihood, who need such schools.”85 Additionally, the recently opened
black Catholic Church started its own school in 1866.86 Thus blacks exercised
their right to education in a freer space created by new opportunities.
Religious institutions also spread their wings in the war’s closing years
and in those immediately following it. As mentioned, in 1866 the black
Catholic Church opened its doors. The Zion Baptist Church moved into a
brick building in 1867; this was the first African American brick church, a
symbol of prosperity, which became “one of the most outstanding churches
in Cincinnati” and gained national respect.87
Cincinnati’s African American population quickly understood the improved circumstances for freedom and wanted to share its good news. In
May 1863, less than a month after Harris’s election, a correspondent from
the Queen City wrote to the New York City Anglo-African about the improved situation: “Under the combined influences of General Order [sic]
No. 38 and loyal municipal authorities, this city, so long the theater of licensed riot and high handed outrage, has become a very model of quiet
and good order. Negro-hating seccession-sympathizers finding that they
could neither ventilate their treason nor maltreat black men with impunity,
have—to use a phrase more expressive than elegant—‘simmered down.’”88
Although black life improved, racial anxiety remained in the Ohio River
Valley after the spring of 1863. What changed, however, were the consequences for expressing such sentiments. The Gazette reports only three attacks on blacks between the spring of 1863 and the end of the war, a twentythree-month period, illustrating the lessening of racial violence in Cincinnati
following the commencement of Harris and Burnside’s policies.89
85. Colored Schools of Cincinnati, Eighteenth Annual Report of the Board of Directors for
the Colored Public Schools of Cincinnati (Cincinnati: Moore & McGraw, 1868), 4–5.
86. Thomas Paul Kessen, “Segregation in Cincinnati Public Education: The NineteenthCentury Black Experience,” (PhD diss., Univ. of Cincinnati, 1973).
87. Zion Baptist Church, One Hundred and Twenty-Second Anniversary, 1842–1964 (Cincinnati: Zion Baptist Church, 1964).
88. “Cincinnati Correspondence,” Weekly Anglo-African, May 23, 1863.
89. For these four instances, see these Gazette stories: “Another Horrible Murder—A Negro Kills a White Man, and then Escapes,” June 22, 1863; “Stabbing Affrays Last Night,” June
23, 1863; “Assault on a Negro,” Dec. 15, 1863; and “Stabbing of a Negro,” Mar. 13, 1865.
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From the perspective of many white Americans, the actions of Harris,
Burnside, and Lincoln seemed immoral. Trammeling the Bill of Rights,
these Republican leaders appeared to be willing to use any stratagem to
dispel Democratic and Confederate sympathies. For blacks in Cincinnati,
however, civil liberties expanded as a result of the repression of white freedom. During a time of animosity and upheaval, a downtrodden community
gained the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.
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A House in Search of a Home
A Contextual History of the Founding of the
Cleveland Play House
jeffrey ullom

Karen Zacarias became a part of American theater history on May 1, 2011.
Following the conclusion of her play Legacy of Light, patrons filed out of the
Cleveland Play House’s Drury Theatre for the final time, leaving behind an
eighty-four-year-old building filled with memories, accomplishments, and
problems. The massive four-theater, 295,000-square-foot complex located
on Euclid Avenue became too much of a financial burden for the Cleveland Play House to bear, requiring the nonprofit organization to budget
$1 million each year for maintenance, never mind the backlog of $4 million in repairs that had gone ignored for years.1 Having sold its 11.29-acre
site to the neighboring Cleveland Clinic, the Cleveland Play House moved
seventy blocks west, into a new performing arts complex—coincidentally
named Playhouse Square—where the nation’s longest-running professional
theater opened its new performance space four months later. While audiences marveled at the ornate yet intimate 514-seat auditorium, most patrons
were unaware that the Allen Theatre, in fact, was quite old, constructed in
1921 as a movie house and later converted into a theater before being left
vacant.2 This is not the first time that the Cleveland Play House claimed an
1. Tony Brown, “Cleveland Play House Stages Final Show at Historic Euclid Avenue Home,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 1, 2011, http://www.cleveland.com/onstage/index.ssf/2011/05
/cleveland_play_house_stages_fi.html; Christopher Johnston, “The Arts Difference: Cleveland Play House’s Move to the City’s Playhouse Square Complex Reverberates throughout
the Nation,” American Theatre, TCG.org, Oct. 2011, http://www.tcg.org/publications/at/oct11
/cleveland.cfm.
2. Joanna Connors, “The Renaissance of Cleveland’s Allen Theater: How Theatre Renovation Brought Together 3 Institutions,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Sept. 18, 2011, http://www.cleveland
.com/arts/index.ssf/2011/09/the_renaissance_of_clevelands.html.
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abandoned space as its home; in its earliest years, the organization found
itself moving from place to place to survive.
As it approaches its centennial anniversary in 2015, the Cleveland Play
House’s move downtown is cause not only to celebrate its future but also
to explore its past and chart the difficulties that the founding members
overcame in establishing the famous institution. The Cleveland Play House
deserves recognition not only as the longest-running professional theater
in the country but also because it is the only theater from the era to have
survived. Joining the Toy Theatre in Boston and the Little Theatre in Chicago as part of the little theater movement in the 1910s, the Cleveland Play
House’s commitment to offering “art theater” (noncommercial) fare blazed
a trail for other theaters in the 1920s and 1930s to follow. While many cities
in Ohio boasted rentable performance houses for touring productions and
smaller theater companies dedicated to offering popular plays or vaudeville
shows, institutions modeled after the Cleveland Play House did not appear
until nearly a decade later, making the founding of this type of theater even
more remarkable.3
Surprisingly, insightful research into the origins of Cleveland Play House
has been neglected by every publication referring to the institution’s beginnings, including Joseph Wesley Zeigler’s Regional Theatre and Cleveland’s
own legendary newspaper, the Cleveland Plain Dealer.4 When referring to
the creation of the theater (often in articles marking an anniversary), the
Cleveland Plain Dealer simply repeats a standard narrative first described
in a book written by a participant in the Cleveland Play House’s earliest
endeavors. Julia McCune Flory, wife of the organization’s first president and
author of one of the earliest histories of the Cleveland Play House, recalled
the events leading to the founding of the Cleveland Play House, unknowingly providing a brief history that would remain unexamined for decades:
“In the early fall of 1915, Charles and Minerva Brooks invited eight friends
to meet in their drawing room at 1598 East 115th Street to discuss the forming of an Art Theatre. Those present at this first meeting were Charles and
Minerva Brooks, Raymond O’Neil, Ernest and Katharine Angell, Henry
Hohnhorst and his wife Anna, George Clisbee, Grace Treat, and Marthena

3. The only theater comparable to the Cleveland Play House during this time would have
been the Playhouse Settlement, now known as Karamu House, which also began in 1915. This
theater, however, was never considered part of the little theater movement; instead, it was
a settlement house (much like the Hull House in Chicago) that offered plays as a means of
introducing its occupants to culture.
4. It is surprising that the longest-running professional theater in America is largely ignored in this book, summarized by Zeigler in one dismissive phrase: it was “begun by ‘serious amateurs’ and still going strong to this day.” Joseph Wesley Zeigler, Regional Theatre: The
Revolutionary Stage (New York: Da Capo, 1973), 12.
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Barrie.”5 While Flory’s account is certainly sufficient in listing the key participants, it remains an overly simplistic narrative. Scholars who research
the founding of arts institutions know that such effortless descriptions gloss
over the various struggles and challenges that every organization faces in
order to define its own aesthetics and form a cohesive and effective group.
The context Flory fails to record in her brief assessment prohibits a complete understanding of the individuals involved with this landmark artistic
endeavor. Even though the Cleveland Play House and the local press repeated this list of names again and again in their publications, never has
a full examination been performed to identify these individuals and their
connection to each other. The absence of a complete analysis infers that
the foundation of the Cleveland Play House was easy, welcome, and visionary, yet nothing could be further from the truth. Questions abound: What
events and/or circumstances brought this specific group of people together
at this specific time? How were these people associated with the various arts
groups that existed in the 1910s and the larger Cleveland society? Furthermore, beyond this initial meeting, questions involving the declared artistic
goals of the Cleveland Play House in the context of the Cleveland arts scene
lead to a reexamination of the decision to establish the theater in a curious
location on Euclid Avenue.
While the official history of the Cleveland Play House correctly states
that the location of the theater resulted from a generous donation from the
Francis E. Drury family, a fuller examination of the biographies of the early
participants recasts the Euclid Avenue location as a metaphor for the group
members’ perceived place in Cleveland society (both by themselves and
by others). This multifaceted discussion begins with a look at the thriving
theater scene in downtown Cleveland in the early years of the twentieth
century, contrasted by the declining surroundings of the Cleveland Play
House’s first home. Once the dissimilarity between the two environments is
established, an exploration of the participants involved with the founding
of the theater leads to a better understanding of the context for the origins
of the Cleveland Play House, its desired audience, and how the theater distinguished itself through its initial offerings compared to those of other local theatrical and arts organizations.

5. Julia McCune Flory, The Cleveland Play House: How It Began (Cleveland: Press of Western Reserve Univ., 1965), 5.
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The Business of Theater
The past, present, and future of the Cleveland Play House is encompassed
in two locations: downtown Cleveland, with its collection of large performance houses, and the mile-and-a-half stretches of roads that connect the
urban center with the eastern suburbs. At the turn of the century, downtown Cleveland not only served as the symbol of growth and prosperity
for northeast Ohio with its grand public square and tall office buildings,
but it established its reputation as a leading theater center outside of New
York City. Many national tours, including that of Uncle Tom’s Cabin, began
in Cleveland, and producers and performers alike found willing and growing audiences receptive to the populist fare streaming from the East Coast.
In fact, because of the growing number of immigrants looking for work in
Cleveland throughout the first decades of the twentieth century, the city
experienced extraordinary population growth, increasing by nearly 50 percent over a decade, from 381,768 in 1900 to 560,663 in 1910.6 Captains of industry seized upon this influx by expanding their factories to accommodate
the larger work force, leading to the quick construction of small homes for
minority and immigrant families just outside of the city limits. Not surprisingly, downtown theater producers took advantage of this population
growth by enticing immigrants to their performance halls with spectaclebased entertainment, where an inability to understand English was not a
barrier to enjoying visual splendors.
While these lower-class workers found theatrical offerings geared toward
their demographic, the business and civic leaders of Cleveland prospered as
well, leading to an increase in support for the arts and other cultural endeavors. In hopes of attracting wealthier patrons, larger audiences, and the
latest shows from New York, Cleveland producers competed to build the
newest and largest theater in a thriving downtown. These houses and other
smaller theaters offered varieties of entertainment, from legitimate drama
featuring Charlotte Cushman as Lady Macbeth at the Cleveland Theater
and P. T. Barnum’s temperance drama The Drunkard at the Athenaeum
to works of highly questionable quality offered at run-down theaters and
saloons that often inspired the city council to pass ordinances to prohibit
their vulgar offerings for the lower classes.7
6. Carol Poh Miller and Robert Wheeler, Cleveland: A Concise History, 1796‑1990 (Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press, 1990), 100.
7. “Miss Charlotte Cushman,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 4, 1851, 2; “The Atheneum,”
Cleveland Plain Dealer, July 18, 1853, 2; John Vacha, Showtime in Cleveland: The Rise of a
Regional Theater Center (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 2001), 53. According to Vacha,
the infamous Theatre Comique was frequently accused of serving as a front for prostitution,
causing a local newspaper to refuse to advertise for the “Workingman’s Theatre” (53).
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The battle for prestige ended with the construction of the Euclid Avenue
Opera House, built by “Uncle” John A. Ellsler and opened to the public
in 1875. Considered “the finest theater in the city” by the New York Times,
the lavish Euclid Avenue Opera House offered more than sixteen hundred
velvet seats for its patrons, making it not only one of the most technologically advanced theaters west of New York City but also one of the most
luxurious.8 Unfortunately for Ellsler, his determination to maintain a resident company of actors at the opera house quickly forced him into debt, as
his own productions were overshadowed by the growing number of combination companies that rented his theater and performed in competing
houses.9 Only three years after opening the doors of the Euclid Avenue Opera House and providing the city with one of its greatest cultural landmarks,
the banks foreclosed on Ellsler and auctioned his prized theater at a sheriff ’s
sale.10 What makes this moment significant in the history of Cleveland theater is not that the city’s premier performance house was put on the auction block but, instead that, surprisingly, the new owner was a renowned
figure in social and political circles whose selective theatrical predilections
directly influenced the creation of the Cleveland Play House.
How famed politician Marcus A. Hanna found his way into show business is a curious tale. A businessman affiliated with the growing iron and
coal industries in Cleveland, Hanna seemed an unlikely candidate to become a theater owner, but, as legend has it, he bought the Euclid Avenue
Opera House on a whim. Historian John Vacha recounts the events: “Hanna
was walking with some friends from his office in the Warehouse District to
lunch at the Union Club—or on his way back, according to a variant account. Noticing an unusual commotion in the vicinity of Sheriff Street, they
went to investigate and found the opera house on the block. The bidding
was already up to $40,000. On an impulse, Hanna raised it a few hundred
dollars. Down banged the hammer, and Mark Hanna was suddenly in show
business.”11 Rumors later spread that Hanna, in fact, had designs on the opera house all along and that it was he who foreclosed on Ellsler, making the

8. “An Opera House Burned,” New York Times, Oct. 30, 1892, 9; Vacha, Showtime in Cleveland, 44.
9. Conceived by Dion Boucicault, combination companies were touring troupes that
brought the latest and most popular shows from New York City on tour around the country.
As opposed to repertory companies that would perform a variety of shows during a week’s
visit to a town, combination companies featured only one production, with sets and costumes
designed specifically for the show. Contemporary Broadway touring companies mimic this
practice.
10. “The Opening of the New Opera House,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Sept. 7, 1875, 4; “Euclid Avenue Opera House,” The Encyclopedia of Cleveland History, ed. David D. Van Tassel
and John J. Grabowski (Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press, 1987), 381.
11. Vacha, Showtime in Cleveland, 50.
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theater available for purchase. Nevertheless, Hanna became a leading figure
in the arts community, utilizing his new theater as a status symbol.
Ironically, Hanna did not care much for art; he simply enjoyed meeting
famous actors and inviting them to his palatial home for dinners, allowing
him to maintain a high profile in social circles. His obsession with fame and
maintaining popular attention served him well in his political pursuits; he
served as campaign manager for William McKinley’s successful presidential
bid in 1896, which resulted in his own election to the U.S. Senate in March
1897. While Hanna lived much of his later years outside of Cleveland (he died
in 1904, in Washington, D.C.), his association with high-end popular theater
made a lasting impression, partly because he frequently trusted the management of his assets (including that of the Euclid Avenue Opera House) to his
sons.12 The Hanna name became a fixture in the downtown theater scene—
associated with a strong preference for popular entertainments. Hanna’s Euclid Avenue Opera House continued to feature touring shows throughout
the first decades of the twentieth century, hosting numerous visiting stars,
including Henry Irving, Ethel Barrymore, Ellen Terry, James O’Neill, and
countless others actors who attracted thousands of Cleveland’s elite to the
theater to view the crowd-pleasing melodramas and romantic spectacles
that were all the rage in New York.13 Hanna himself embodied the type of
work most often seen at the Euclid Avenue Opera House—his conservative
viewpoint combined with his proclivity for popular stars and frivolous entertainment meant that there was little room for the works of Ibsen, Chekhov, Strindberg, or Shaw and even less interest in the production theories
currently being explored and practiced in European free theaters. The downtown theaters were business endeavors; if serious theater artists with penchants for experimentation wanted to find a home for modern plays, then a
new theater in a new location would be needed.

A Home on Euclid Avenue
The Cleveland Play House proved an appropriate name for the new experimental theater, given that the decision to create the institution occurred in
a house and that they mounted their first productions in another house.
12. William Alexander Taylor, The Biographical Annals of Ohio, 1902–1903 (The State of
Ohio Handbook) (Springfield, Ohio: Springfield Publishing Company, 1903), 79; William
Ganson Rose, Cleveland: The Making of a City (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 1950), 405,
449, 640.
13. “Theaters: The Merchant of Venice,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Jan. 25, 1900, 6; “A Play
with Record,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 18, 1901, 4; “Amusements,” Cleveland Plain Dealer,
Mar. 22, 1884, 4.
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While the former took place in the Brooks home on East 115th Street in an
affluent neighborhood now known as University Circle, the latter occurred
on Euclid Avenue, one of the most famous residential streets in the world.
The quick demise of the celebrated boulevard in the 1910s stood in direct
contrast to the rise of the Cleveland Play House that occurred in the following decade, but in its founding, the Cleveland Play House belonged on Euclid Avenue. To validate this assessment, it is necessary first to understand
the history of Euclid Avenue and then investigate the strange collection of
businessmen and bohemians who united to support the new theater.
A drive down Euclid Avenue today gives little indication that this street,
currently lined with dilapidated and abandoned buildings, was once home
to northeast Ohio’s titans of industry, including John D. Rockefeller, Samuel
Mather, and Jeptha Wade.14 Initially called Buffalo Road (until 1825) because
it served as the main route to upstate New York, it was renamed after the
local settlement of Euclid. Euclid Avenue eventually became known as “Millionaire’s Row” both in Cleveland and around the country. At the turn of the
century, Euclid Avenue deservedly received comparisons to the ChampsÉlysées, Berlin’s Unter der Linden, and other grand boulevards of Europe
when Cleveland’s elite “commissioned the finest architects of the period
to design elegant mansions that would reflect and enhance their own economic and social positions.”15 In his biography of Rockefeller, Ron Chernow
described what attracted the oil magnate to the plush location: “With the
spacious grandeur of a fine Victorian street, always busy with fashionable
horses and carriages, the wide avenue had a double row of elms that created
a tall, shady canopy overhead. The imposing homes were deeply recessed
from the street, their trimmed lawns and shapely shrubbery providing buffer zones between the houses and their distant front gates. Since few houses
were separated from adjoining houses by fences, the street sometimes gave
the impression of being a single, flowing park, with elegant homes standing in an unbroken expanse of greenery.”16 The small stretch of road from
downtown to 55th Street that comprised Millionaire’s Row was deemed so
precious and privileged that the city forced horse-drawn public transportation to divert to northern streets to avoid tainting the beauty of the avenue
with such unsightliness.17
14. Today, bus traffic dominates Euclid Avenue, given the October 2008 completion of
the Metro Health Line that offers service from downtown to University Circle, passing by the
Cleveland Clinic hospital on its route. “Cleveland RTA Honored for ‘HealthLine’ BRT,” Metro
Magazine, MetroMagazine.com, Apr. 12, 2011, http://www.metro-magazine.com/News/Story
/2011/04/Cleveland-RTA-honored-for-HealthLine-BRT.aspx.
15. Foster Armstrong, Richard Klein, and Cara Armstrong, A Guide to Cleveland’s Sacred
Landmarks (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 1992), 5; Jan Cigliano, Showplace of America:
Cleveland’s Euclid Avenue, 1850–1910 (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 1991), 2.
16. Ron Chernow, Titan: The Life of John D. Rockefeller (New York: Random House, 1998), 119.
17. Cigliano, Showplace of America, 2, 312, 317.
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By 1900, more than 260 homes lined Euclid Avenue between downtown
and 90th Street, but the famed boulevard would soon endure a rapid decline,
due to the encroachment of commercialism and a progressive mayor who
failed to heed the elite’s demands for isolation. Not only did residents lose
the battle to allow electric streetcars passage on their boulevard, but a further
critical blow accompanied the advancement of commerce. In 1915, the Nickel
Plate Railroad constructed an overpass across 55th Street, effectively cutting Euclid Avenue in two.18 For the residents between 9th and 55th Streets,
what was once deemed a lush and isolated location quickly transformed into
a busy thoroughfare for public transportation, causing many of the original
residents to sell or abandon their homes in favor of newly established suburbs further east of downtown. The elites’ decision to flee Euclid Avenue immediately devalued the property, allowing more businesses to purchase land
and construct shops where mansions once stood, thus initiating a downward
spiral of property value that would continue for decades.19
With the elevated railroad obstructing the view of downtown, residents
east of 55th Street found themselves literally on the wrong side of the tracks
as their homes were devalued further (since they were not considered part
of the original Millionaire’s Row, west of 55th Street). Families that had once
enjoyed peace and quiet in their sculpted gardens now endured rising levels of automobile exhaust, bustling noise from streetcars and from shoppers
perusing the expanding number of stores, and increasing smog levels from
the many factories situated directly south. Euclid Avenue residents, however,
perceived an invasion approaching from the south to be far more undesirable: the construction of minority housing that slowly encroached upon the
once exclusive boulevard. According to historian Jan Cigliano in her fascinating work Showplace of America, “The center of the developing black ghetto
was around Thirtieth Street and Central Avenue, just two blocks south of the
Avenue, where a budding red-light district was also taking shape with its profusion of speakeasies, decaying lodges, and gambling houses.”20
By the time the Cleveland Play House was founded in 1915, Euclid Avenue was beginning its decline, yet the theater’s first offerings were presented
in a house on the 8600 block—located in the middle of an area plagued by
economic and social uncertainty. A question arises: Why did this group
establish its theater here, when its surroundings were deemed questionable by suburbanites who would normally be relied upon to support artistic

18. Brad Crawford and William Manning, Compass American Guides: Ohio (New York:
Random House, 2005), 82; Cigliano, Showplace of America, 312.
19. Herbert H. Harwood, Invisible Giants: The Empires of Cleveland’s Van Sweringen Brothers (Bloomington: Indiana Univ. Press, 2003), 7; Cigliano, Showplace of America, 317–20, 323–
24.
20. Cigliano, Showplace of America, 322.
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endeavors and when it easily could have chosen a theater downtown, in the
entertainment center of the region?
The answer is first practical. Weeks after the founding members formed
the organization, they began soliciting support from their friends and other
like-minded individuals. At a dinner party held by Francis E. and Julia M.
Drury in their lovely home on the northwest corner of Euclid Avenue and
87th Street, one Cleveland Play House enthusiast happened to sit to the
right of the host and proceeded to describe the various plans and goals of
the new theater collective. Persuaded and excited by the new group that
would incorporate art, dancing, music, and theater, the Drurys immediately
offered their support by letting the new theater use the Ammon House, an
unused domicile located across Euclid Avenue from their formal residence.
Francis Drury owned the majority of the 8600 block south of Euclid Avenue, as he intended to construct a lavish garden for his wife. He planned to
demolish the few structures on this property—the Ammon House, a barn,
and a garage—but he allowed the Cleveland Play House to use the vacant
residence until construction began. Thus, the theater received its appropriate moniker, having literally begun in a house, with the aim of offering a
home for the exploration of new ideas in theater and art.21 Even though a
house seemed like an odd location, this was a practical decision; the group
had nowhere else to go. However, after looking at the biographies of the
major figures involved with the Cleveland Play House’s origins, the decision
to utilize the Ammon House is emblematic of not only the founders’ place
in society but how the city in return would have viewed their endeavors.

Identifying the Participants and Their Connections
The story behind the gathering of supporters in the Brooks house begins
with the touching efforts of a loving husband to entertain his invalid wife.
As an electrician for the Colonial Theatre, a vaudeville house located two
blocks north of Euclid Avenue in downtown Cleveland, John H. O’Neil constructed a small model stage upon which he could experiment with lighting
effects. Although it was only three feet wide, his presentations on it greatly
amused his wheelchair-bound wife, Angelina, prompting him to produce
numerous light shows while also experimenting with lighting technology
and aesthetics. It was not long before these presentations caught the attention of their son, Raymond—a theater critic for a local morning paper, the
Cleveland Leader. Assisted by his friends, Raymond created small, cardboard

21. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 6‑7.
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figurines and mounted shadowgraphs featuring dancing and singing.22 Enchanted by the new approaches to design on display in his family’s house and
uninspired by the conventional productions offered at the Euclid Avenue
Opera House, O’Neil realized the need to explore new ideas and theories
in theatrical production. Three years after his father debuted his miniature
stage, Raymond traveled abroad in the summer of 1914 to visit the theaters
of which he had read and heard so much.23 Fascinated by symbolist works
mounted by Max Reinhardt and by the Moscow Art Theatre, O’Neil became
a devout believer in the theories and practices of Edward Gordon Craig,
especially the utilization of a cyclorama, the creative authority of the master artist, and the replacement of actors with marionettes. Upon his return,
O’Neil and his friend Henry Keller constructed a small cyclorama to fit his
father’s miniature stage, allowing him to create stunning presentations that
quickly became a topic of conversation within their small circle of friends.24
This refashioned model stage prompted a group of individuals to gather
in the Brooks home, but the untold story of the Cleveland Play House’s
founding is of its supporters. Unfortunately, the extant descriptions of this
meeting fail to provide any explanation why these particular individuals
were invited, and no publication since has sought to discover how the composition of this group symbolized the institution’s place within the Cleveland arts scene. New research reveals that two groups—a political organization and an artistic movement—played instrumental roles in bringing
together the supporters of the new art theater, and the political and cultural
marginalization of these two groups by mainstream Cleveland society dictated the perception of the Cleveland Play House in its earliest years.
22. Chloe Warner Oldenburg, Leaps of Faith: History of the Cleveland Play House, 1915–1980
(Cleveland: Private publication by Oldenburg, 1985), 15; Vacha, Showtime in Cleveland, 101;
Flory, Cleveland Play House, 2. The group of friends assisting O’Neil included Walter Heller,
a teacher at the Cleveland School of Art, J. J. R. MacLeod (who would later win a Nobel Prize
for his role in developing insulin), and Henry Hohnhorst, an artist employed by the Cleveland
Leader and one of the participants in the initial Play House meeting at the Brooks house.
23. Both Flory and Oldenberg refer to O’Neil’s trip in 1914, yet the latter simply cited the
former. Flory provides no citation for this information. The National Archives and Records
Administration, however, holds copies of O’Neil’s passport issued in March 1913, and immigration records list him arriving in New York from Naples, Italy, on the SS Saxonia on
Sept. 13, 1913. O’Neil, therefore, certainly traveled to Europe in 1913, and while he may have
taken another trip in 1914, no such records remain to prove or disprove Flory’s claim that
he did. Considering O’Neil’s employment as a drama critic, his father’s career as an electrician, and his mother’s medical needs, in addition to his being a first-generation immigrant
(from England), it seems unlikely he would have possessed the funds to travel extensively
through Europe for two consecutive summers. Nevertheless, because Flory’s date cannot be
disproved, this work records O’Neil’s trip as occurring in the summer of 1914, as opposed
to the year prior. “Passport Applications, Jan. 2, 1906–Mar. 31, 1925,” National Archives and
Records Administration (NARA), Washington, D.C., ARC Identifier 583830, MLR Number
A1 534, NARA ser. M1490, roll 179.
24. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 4; Oldenburg, Leaps of Faith, 15.
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Those who watched the spectacles in the O’Neil household shared their
enthusiasm for Raymond’s work, spreading interest in the aesthetics and
ideals to other like-minded individuals. One of Henry Keller’s students who
saw the miniature theater spoke of it to sisters Grace and Ida Treat (the former would attend the Brooks meeting, and the latter would marry Raymond
O’Neil). Intrigued, they visited the O’Neil home and watched the brief display, becoming “spellbound” and determined to gather more spectators to
delight in the show. Whom Grace Treat would inform the next day about the
miniature theater proved crucial in the development of the art theater. Grace
proceeded to the headquarters of the Woman’s Suffrage Party, an organization for which she served as a political activist and advocate.25
Grace Treat had become a public figure for the suffrage movement, beginning with her 1913 request to Cleveland congressman William Gordon,
seeking support for the creation of a committee to explore issues concerning
women’s suffrage. A few months later, Treat and other suffragists drew attention to their cause when they occupied the East Cleveland City Hall night
after night in hopes of persuading members of a charter commission to vote
in favor of an amendment sympathetic to women’s rights. At the Woman’s
Suffrage Party headquarters in the fall of 1915, Treat first described O’Neil’s
theatrics to fellow activists, including two friends: Minerva Brooks (the
chair of the party, who had accompanied Treat in her East Cleveland efforts
the year prior) and Katherine Angell.26 The influence and contributions of
these two extraordinary women remain largely ignored by popular accounts
of the founding of the Cleveland Play House, even though both were present
for the initial meeting at the Brooks residence.
The success of her husband, Charles S. Brooks, as an author and playwright overshadowed Minerva Brooks’s important contributions to the creation of the Cleveland Play House; nevertheless, it is clear Minerva Brooks
was a force to be reckoned with both in the Cleveland Play House and in
Cleveland society. A dedicated feminist as well as a socialite familiar with
Millionaire’s Row, she was not afraid to ruffle the feathers of the political
and social establishment with her viewpoints. When the “Antis”—the Ohio
Association Opposed to Woman’s Suffrage, led by Frances R. Gundry (Mrs.
John R.) of Cleveland—opened offices on Euclid Avenue, Minerva Brooks
was despondent to see many of her high-society acquaintances join its
ranks. Unafraid of the consequences of speaking her mind in polite soci25. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 4; Linda H. Davis, Onward and Upward: A Biography of
Katherine S. White (New York: Harper and Row, 1979), 45; “Gordon to Oppose Suffrage in
House,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 21, 1913, 4.
26. Davis, Onward and Upward, 45; Virginia Clark Abbott, The History of Woman Suffrage and the League of Women Voters in Cuyahoga County, 1911–1945 (Cleveland: League of
Women Voters, 1949), 45.
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ety and offending her neighbors, she voiced her disappointment that “the
homes along Euclid Avenue are, for the most part, strongholds of AntiSuffragists.”27 Many supporters of the suffragist cause shared such aggravations. “No one knew better than the suffragists the long years of work
and struggle they must contribute to their cause before it could triumph,”
historian Aileen S. Kraditor notes in The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement. “No one knew better than they (although the antis knew it too and
frequently reminded them of it) that one of their greatest obstacles was the
indifference of the majority of women to their own political equality.”28 For
Minerva Brooks, the frustration of being an outsider in Cleveland society—
as a suffragist and a politically liberal millionaire—soon was echoed by her
short-lived involvement with the Cleveland Play House.
Katharine Sergeant Angell also struggled to have her voice heard in Cleveland. A Winchester, Massachusetts, native, Angell attended Bryn Mawr from
1910 through 1914 (the summer before her first year), wed Ernest Angell, a
Harvard law school graduate, in May 1915, and moved to Cleveland shortly
thereafter. One account describes her life in Cleveland as “tiring but happy,”
while another suggests that she was lonely, joking that she and Boston Red
Sox Tris Speaker were “traded to Cleveland in the same year.”29 Eager to find
ways to involve herself with Cleveland society, Angell became active in local
theater, but she would not find her true professional calling until she moved
back east, divorced Ernest Angell, married noted author E. B. White, and
served as a writer and much-lauded fiction editor for the New Yorker for
thirty-five years.30
Both Minerva Brooks and Katharine Angell were present at the suffragist
headquarters when Grace Treat enthusiastically described Raymond O’Neil’s
presentations, and both asked Treat to arrange a special performance for them
and their husbands.31 The Brookses and Angells responded enthusiastically
to O’Neil’s light show, but none more than Minerva Brooks. As she listened
to Raymond discuss Craig’s theories about performance and production, her
intense enthusiasm prompted her to immediately suggest a new course of

27. Abbott, History of Woman Suffrage, 32.
28. Aileen S. Kraditor, The Ideas of the Woman Suffrage Movement, 1890–1920 (New York:
Columbia Univ. Press, 1965), 258.
29. Davis, Onward and Upward, 17, 44‑47. Angell was an avid Red Sox fan, and she frequently took her children on walks near League Park, the home of the Cleveland Indians.
30. Katharine S. Davis and Elizabeth Lawrence, introduction to Two Gardeners: A Friendship in Letters, ed. Emily Herring Wilson (Boston: Beacon Press, 2003), xi; Davis, Onward and
Upward, 1, 47, 44–45.
31. According to Davis, Angell worked part time for eight months after her arrival in
Cleveland, though where she worked is not recorded. Also, her presence at the Woman’s Suffrage Party headquarters remains unexplained, which suggests she was not a member but a
supporter of the suffragist group.
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action. Minerva declared, “I think we should form a little theater group to
produce plays in this new art form. . . . If I do the leg work in organizing it, will
you, Raymond, be the boss—the director?”32 Following Minerva’s lead, the
Angells and Charles Brooks also pledged their support to O’Neil, who agreed
to accept the position, on the condition that he would be “free to handle it in
his own way.” The Angells kept their promise not only by attending the meeting at the Brooks house but by filling instrumental roles in the Cleveland Play
House’s earliest endeavors—Katharine was one of the six puppeteers for the
first Cleveland Play House production, Maurice Maeterlinck’s The Death of
Tintagiles. Even though he was the organization’s first treasurer, her husband
Ernest’s opportunities to volunteer for the Cleveland Play House were limited
because of the demands of his law career and also because he enlisted as a first
lieutenant in the army in November 1917. Compared to his wife, who viewed
the theater group as a distraction from her “lonely” life, Ernest’s impact on
the development of the new organization was minimal (perhaps he donated
his time to appease his wife more than as a result of any artistic inclinations
of his own). Upon his return from the war, the Angells moved to New York.
Ironically for someone who had little impact on the operations and decisions
of the Cleveland Play House, Ernest Angell receives repeated attention simply
because he attended the Brookses’ meeting.33
Whereas Minerva Brooks’s involvement with the new theater came from
a genuine interest in artistic exploration, the same cannot be said of her husband. For Charles Brooks, the impetus to support a new art theater was more
about opportunistic timing rather than his passion for theater. After graduating from Yale in 1900, the Cleveland native returned home to assist in
his family’s printing business. Over the next fifteen years, he demonstrated
enough business savvy to justify a promotion to vice president, but his heart
was never in it. In 1915, at the age of thirty-seven, he retired from the business
and dedicated himself to pursuing a literary career. While he quickly found
fame as an essayist (his first collection of writings, Journeys to Baghdad, was
published in 1915), he also looked for other literary and artistic challenges to
inspire him, and he seized the opportunity to work with the new theater company.34 Although he left Cleveland in 1917 to pursue literary opportunities in
New York, Brooks became vice president of the Cleveland Play House upon
his return in 1921, utilizing the theater as a means to produce his latest plays,
including Wappin’ Wharf, which premiered the year he returned.
It is emblematic of the time that Charles Brooks has received more atten32. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 4.
33. Davis, Onward and Upward, 44–46.
34. “Brooks, Charles Stephen,” Encyclopedia of Cleveland History, ed. John J. Grabowski,
http://ech.case.edu/cgi/article.pl?id=BCS1; Florence Milner, My Acquaintance with Charles S.
Brooks (New York: Harcourt, Brace, 1932), 3–4.
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tion than his wife did for contributing to the foundation of the Cleveland Play
House. The reasons for this are numerous: Being male and having assumed
a leadership position, he became the institution’s public face, while Minerva,
like many other women at the time, failed to secure leadership positions.
Having become a lauded essayist and local celebrity, Charles frequently received more attention for his contributions than Minerva did, in part because
his plays premiered at the Cleveland Play House. Minerva became interested
in dance performance rather than nonmusical, or legitimate, theater, which
became the focus of the Cleveland Play House. Finally, the Brookses’ divorce
in 1925 caused Minerva to abandon her support for the Cleveland Play House
and return to Boston, where she died only four years later.
History needs to appreciate the astonishing efforts of Minerva Brooks
and Katherine Angell in founding the Cleveland Play House as they used
their connections within the Woman’s Suffrage Party to increase interest in
the new art theater. Thanks to their support and enthusiasm, other women
from this organization played key roles in establishing the Cleveland Play
House, whether or not they attended the gathering at the Brooks home or
were recorded as founding members. For example, Miss Myrta L. Jones was
a devoted suffragist—she marched in numerous parades around the state,
carrying banners reading “Women Vote in China; Why not in Ohio?” and
her letters on suffragist issues were frequently published in the local papers (including one refuting Mrs. Gundry and her anti-suffragist claims).35
Jones is perhaps the most overlooked contributor of all, because she was
the dinner guest who sat to the right of Francis E. Drury and informed
him about the Cleveland Play House, leading to his offering of the Ammon
House.36 In spite of the limited number of documents available to use in
establishing personal relationships during this time period, it is clear that
many of the earliest Cleveland Play House supporters also championed suffragist causes and that Minerva Brooks, the Treat sisters, and others used
their relationships in the Woman’s Suffrage Party to raise awareness of and
interest in the new art theater.
The Brookses and Angells were not the only ones who wanted to ensure a
successful meeting at the Brooks home; following his presentation for the two
couples, Raymond O’Neil utilized his own connections to garner support for
his becoming the director of the new institution. Whereas Minerva Brooks
promoted the theater within the suffragist party, O’Neil sought support from
his friends and associates who participated in another collective, a small but
dedicated group of artists supporting a new art movement in Cleveland.
35. “Ohio Suffragists to Gather Here This Week,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Nov. 18, 1915, 6;
Abbott, History of Woman Suffrage, 25, 32.
36. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 7.
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Founded in 1911 for the purpose of “developing individual talent and awakening a general appreciation of art in Cleveland,” the Kokoon Arts Club proclaimed itself the first formally organized effort in Cleveland to “break away
from established art traditions.”37 The founders of the Kokoon Arts Club
first restricted their membership in an effort to attract only serious artists,
allowing no more than thirty members at a time and refusing membership
to women. Gender discrimination aside, the group successfully established
a club for artists interested in pursuing avant-garde forms, and their public
displays became popular (and press fodder) in form of their bal masqué—an
annual celebration of the bohemian spirit in Cleveland, attended by the community’s artists, poets, actors, and musicians. These yearly events featured
“unconventional costumes, exotic dances, opening processions, enormous
props and clashing decorations, and unpredictable ‘stunts’ throughout.”38
Unfortunately for the Kokoon Arts Club, the popularity of these balls
quickly transformed the group from a selective collection of dedicated artists
into a social organization, which more than doubled its membership in later
years. Its ties to the bohemian society became a frequent topic of conversation
in Cleveland’s social circles—not because the populace debated the merits
and philosophies behind the new arts movement but because patrons and
supporters anxiously waited to see the exotic costumes. Press coverage of the
Kokoon Arts Club’s efforts primarily focused upon the group’s social events,
as exhibited in the description of the January 1913 bal masqué:
Cleveland art folk are awhirl with preparations for the bal masque to
be given the evening of Jan. 17. . . . It is promised that the affair will be
the most pretentious in matter of costuming of any mask dance ever
given in Cleveland. . . . “The Kokoon club’s bal masque will absolutely
be the most elaborate thing attempted in Cleveland—bohemian in
the very best sense of the word, with a program of unusual character, it will be setting down in the heart of Cleveland for one night a
famous old world scene,” is the claim the Kokoon Club’s president,
Allen Earnshaw, confidently makes.39
It is clear that within a few years of its founding, the Kokoon Arts Club
began to shift its identity from a selective, process-oriented arts group to
one willing to define its success through product and popularity, becoming
a spectacle in the process.
37. “Kokoon Art Klub Runs Riot in Oils,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, July 22, 1911, 3. (Today the
organization’s name is spelled with the traditional “Club.”)
38. “The Kokoon Arts Club,” in Van Tassel and Grabowski, Encyclopedia of Cleveland History, 597; “Kokoon Club Will Move,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 14, 1913, 13.
39. “Hoop La! Cleveland Artists at Play,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Jan. 12, 1913, 51.
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The Kokoon Arts Club is important to the history of the Cleveland Play
House not only because it established the model of a small, dedicated arts
group with a limited membership but because one of its early participants,
Henry Keller, played an influential role in the development of the new theater organization. While serving on the faculty of the Cleveland Institute
of Art, Keller became an early participant in the Kokoon Arts Club, but as
the bals masqués became more about fashion and spectacle than artistic
endeavors, he searched for new outlets for his artistic inclinations. Thanks
to his friendship with Raymond O’Neil and their work together on O’Neil’s
miniature stage, Keller’s interest in exploring theatrical arts fit perfectly
with the endeavors of the Cleveland Play House, and Keller’s connections
to the Kokoon Club opened doors for O’Neil and his supporters to gain
notice within the arts community.
In discussing the creation of the Cleveland Play House, the Oxford Companion to American History briefly mentions that “most of the original members were, curiously, painters rather than actors or other theatre people,” but
it (or any other account of the Cleveland Play House’s history) fails to offer
any explanation as to who these painters were and what was their connection to the new theater.40 The answer lies with Keller, who often encouraged
his students to participate in his artistic explorations—not surprisingly, he
invited students to view O’Neil’s light shows, and several of them (including the Treat sisters) continued their support for the Cleveland Play House.
Keller, however, did not attend the meeting at the Brooks residence, and no
reason is given for his absence. However, his and O’Neil’s involvement in another new art endeavor provides the only link to the remaining participants
at the initial meeting for the Play House—namely George Clisbee, Henry
Hohnhorst, and Marthena Barrie.
While the Treat sisters might have been considered painters because they
were enrolled in Keller’s class, Clisbee and Hohnhorst made drawing and
painting their profession. Both worked for the local papers—Hohnhorst
was an artist for the Cleveland Leader, and Clisbee served as a newspaper
cartoonist and eventually the art editor for the Cleveland News. Of the two,
Clisbee achieved greater respect in art circles, having his work published
in numerous national magazines until he became an advertising executive
in New York.41 Hohnhorst, however, received more notices for his singing
voice than for his sketches.42 The two men joined a host of other artistic40. Gerald Martin Bordman and Thomas S. Hischak, “Cleveland Play House,” Oxford
Companion to American Theatre (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 2004), 134.
41. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 2; “‘Kliz’ Illustrator Dies: G. H. H. Clisbee was Former Art
Editor of Cleveland News,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 6, 1936, 16; “Showman Here on Trail
Dad Broke,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb. 3, 1930, 18.
42. “Music and Musicians,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 28, 1903, 32; “Music and Musicians,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 29, 1907, 29.

a contextual history of the founding of the cleveland play house

85

minded individuals to perform at the Hatch Galleries on April 27, 1915, in a
rare exhibition of futurist performances called La Nuit Futuriste! promoted
as “noninstitutional, nonsectarian, nonuplift, and non compos mentis.”43
It is this event that provides the only evidence of any link between many
of the founders of the Cleveland Play House—Henry Keller and Raymond
O’Neil sponsored the event, Keller designed the sets that both Clisbee and
Hohnhorst maneuvered during the performance, and Ida Treat performed
as Cleopatra.44
The La Nuit Futuriste! event featured a variety of performances, including a shadowgraph, piano solos, fashion displays, and “rhythmic expression”—this last offering suggests the only connection to the final participant not included in any existing record or document: Marthena Barrie.
As a dedicated follower of the Florence Fleming Noyes system of rhythmic
expression, Barrie presented numerous dance programs at a variety of locations in Cleveland and offered classes for children to explore “artistic dancing and time.”45 Barrie’s link to O’Neil, Keller, or any other Cleveland Play
House founding member remains unknown; however, it is clear that she
can be linked to the gathering at the Brooks residence through artistic connections. This claim is corroborated by the fact that Minerva Brooks also
began teaching interpretive dance at the Noyes School of Rhythm in the
early 1920s. Furthermore, Barrie would have been familiar with the “rhythmic expressions” presented at La Nuit Futuriste! given her interest in the
Noyes system of movement.46
Marthena Barrie symbolizes the challenge of exploring the contextual history of the Cleveland Play House, primarily because so little is known about
her—it is not known whether she was a suffragist, whether she had attended
bals masqués, or whether or when she ever viewed O’Neil’s miniature stage.
Nevertheless, her connections to the Cleveland art scene, contrasted with the
absence of any record of her involvement with Cleveland politics or the suffragist movement epitomizes the varied social dynamics represented at the
Brookses’ meeting. To understand fully the challenges overcome by the supporters in order to launch a new art theater, it is important to remember that
43. “Oh Joy! What a Gay Time They’ll Have,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Apr. 15, 1915, 12. The
title of the production is listed differently in two different articles, as “La Nuit Futuriste!” and
the simpler “La Nuit Futurist.” For consistency, I have chosen the former for all references in
this work.
44. Lora Kelly, “Splurge? Yes-siree! Futurists Made It,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Apr. 28,
1915, 1.
45. Grace Goulder, “They’re Seals and Seedlings Now,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Dec. 26,
1915, 38; Grace Goulder, “Society Arranges Two Dramas Here,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Apr.
12, 1916, 9.
46. “Brooks, Minerva Kline,” Encyclopedia of Cleveland History, http://ech.case.edu/cgi/
article.pl?id=BMK.
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the meeting at the Brooks home was a collection of individuals rather than an
organized group. These persons arrived at the East 115th Street residence with
diverse interests and experiences, yet they met with one objective in mind.
While some of the early participants, like Barrie, had no affiliation with the
Cleveland Play House except for this single meeting, other members of this
clan worked together for a common artistic goal, which created a sense of
ownership by all of the contributors (in the coming years, this sentiment
prompted a huge rift among the membership).

Misfits in Search of a Home
Raymond O’Neil and his assemblage of “businessmen and bohemians”
aimed to mimic the independent theaters of Europe in their offerings, but
the Cleveland Play House also copied European arts theaters by resembling
a private club more than a public institution. Similar to the Kokoon Arts
Club model, the earliest endeavors of the Cleveland Play House served
the interests of its members, and this approach made sense, given how the
Cleveland community viewed the participants of the new theater. The few
descriptions of the earliest years of the Cleveland Play House fail to place the
theater within the context of the community; instead, every published history suggests that the institution’s ability to endure is sufficient evidence of
its receiving support. The omission of contextual analyses in these histories,
written by women affiliated with the Cleveland Play House, implies that the
theater was a revelation to the community and that the cultured citizens of
Cleveland immediately recognized its artistic value. Nothing could be further from the truth. Having detailed the biographies of those involved with
the beginnings of the Cleveland Play House, it is also possible to understand
how the population would have perceived it because of those individuals’ affiliations with the futurist and women’s suffrage movements.
In the early 1910s, futurist fashion was all the rage in the local news papers; journalists frequently reported from Paris and other cultural hot spots
about its implementation in clothing design. In Cleveland, these trends
found their way into costume balls where patrons viewed the clothing as
spectacle rather than a representation of an artistic statement that challenged the status quo.47 While futurist influence in clothing may have been
relatively common, other forms of futurist art were mocked routinely in
the local press by critics and citizens alike. In nearly every evaluation of
47. “Peeks at Garments at Futurist Ball,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Apr. 28, 1915, 3; “Poiret
Girl of Future May Seem Shocking Now, but She’ll Be Comfortable and Eugenic, Then,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Oct. 18, 1914, 58.
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a futurist exhibition or performance, the response is negative and/or the
opinions are filled with disdain, describing their movement as “atrocious”
and labeling its followers “fools.”48 In one candid moment of bias, a local
critic argued that futurism had “no value today and even less in the future[,
and it] does not satisfy the more serious art lover,” and such viewpoints
were echoed by the public, as exemplified by a joke submitted anonymously
to the Cleveland Plain Dealer:
“Beg pardon, but why should you use so large a canvas as a brush
wiper?”
“Are you alluding to that finished painting, sir?”
“Ah, I remember now. You are a futurist.”49
To add insult to injury, the Plain Dealer editors went out of their way to
denounce futurist works by reporting on failures outside of northeast Ohio,
not only mocking a London production of Richard III by suggesting that a
“blue-haired king” would call for his cubist horse but also insulting an Italian futurist performance in which the actors needed to dodge items thrown
by the audience, including eggs, fruit, and even a dead cat.50
That the public openly ridiculed the efforts of these futurists means that
the La Nuit Futuriste! presentation featuring O’Neil, Treat, Keller, Clisbee,
and Hohnhorst would not have been perceived as a major event in the
Cleveland art scene. In fact, on the day of the premiere, their offering failed
to receive any notice on the full-page listing of daily theater performances in
the Plain Dealer. Considering that the theater scene was dominated by the
Euclid Avenue Opera House and that Marcus Hanna’s legacy encouraged the
booking of visiting stars to provide the greatest entertainment value for audiences, the miniscule production of La Nuit Futuriste! was bound to be ridiculed, if not largely ignored, by the public. That the Cleveland Play House’s
founders were associated with La Nuit Futuriste! meant that the public disdain for these artists’ work translated into a stigma on the Cleveland Play
House.51

48. “Course; Atrocious Futurist,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Mar. 15, 1914, 42; G. K. Chesterton, “Is New York Drifting to a Tragic Future?” Cleveland Plain Dealer, July 26, 1914, 34.
Chesterton analyzing a painter’s work with a backhanded compliment: “Now, Mr. Zangwill
has no right to be a Futurist, because he is not a fool.”
49. Karl K. Kitchen, “All about Awful Art,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Mar. 24, 1913, 6; “Plain
Deals,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 29, 1914, 10.
50. “Plain Deals,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb. 11, 1914, 6; “Sea Dog ‘Hardens’ Italy’s Princeling,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, June 10, 1914, 10.
51. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 9; Oldenberg, Leaps of Faith, 16. The shadowgraph presented
at La Nuit Futuriste! was dismissed as “ain’t-the-war-terrible stuff.” It certainly did not help the
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The new theater also suffered from its reputation as an anti-Republican
institution in an increasingly post-Progressive city, thanks to the individuals who had prior political and social relationships with public figures in
Cleveland. For example, Grace Treat’s public plea to encourage Representative William Gordon to support women’s suffrage backfired. Not only did the
representative rebuff her request, but he published his terse response to her in
newspapers, announcing that he would fight any constitutional amendment
that proposed giving women the right to vote.52 Because of this public debate,
Treat quickly became a public suffrage figure, but she was not alone.
The political environment in Cleveland following the 1914 election was
changing as Republicans gained control of city hall, bringing an end to
the Progressive era, which had been ushered in by former mayor Tom L.
Johnson.53 “By 1914, Cleveland had lost its enthusiasm for reform,” write
historians Carol Poh Miller and Robert Wheeler, and the transition to a
more conservative social platform hindered the suffragist movement, as
“the Cleveland Suffrage League, which focused on gaining the vote in Ohio,
worked diligently but unsuccessfully.”54 In Century of Struggle: The Women’s Rights Movement in the United States, Eleanor Flexner writes that such
disappointment was not uncommon; she cites similar national results of
the 1914 election: “In Ohio and Wisconsin the margin of defeat was much
greater than the first Michigan vote. . . . Seven states voted on woman suffrage; only two, the sparsely populated and politically unimportant states of
Montana and Nevada, were in favor. On the other hand grueling and costly
campaigns were waged and lost in the two Dakotas, Nebraska, Missouri,
and once again in Ohio.”55
The struggle for widespread acceptance became more politicized in 1915,
thanks to the militant tactics of the rival suffragist Congressional Union,
which attacked both Republicans and Democrats.56 This development forced
the Woman’s Suffrage Party to publicly declare its support for Democratic
candidates, as exhibited by a telegram from Minerva Brooks published in the
Cleveland Plain Dealer: “Some of the strongest friends of the Ohio Woman
Suffrage party are Democratic candidates for, or members of, congress, and
Ohio suffragists do not authorize or support any political activity against
public perception of the Cleveland Play House when O’Neil presented a shadowgraph production of “Forty at a Blow,” a Grimm fairy tale adapted by Ida Treat. Kelly, “Splurge?”
52. “Gordon to Oppose Suffrage in House.”
53. Phillip W. Porter, Cleveland: Confused City on a Seesaw (Columbus: Ohio State Univ.
Press, 1976), 7‑8.
54. Miller and Wheeler, Cleveland, 112.
55. Eleanor Flexner, Century of Struggle: The Women’s Rights Movement in the United States
(Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press of Harvard Univ. Press, 1959), 259, 267–78.
56. Nell Irvin Painter, Standing at Armageddon: The United States, 1877–1919 (New York:
Norton, 1987), 248; “Militants Wreck Suffrage Merger,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Nov. 15, 1915, 5.
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them in Ohio.”57 With these and other public statements, Brooks quickly became “widely known over the state as an active worker in the cause of equal
suffrage,” writing several “newsy paragraphs” and editorials in newspapers
throughout Ohio.58 Her frequent forays into politics (typically reserved for
men) and her modicum of success—the women of East Cleveland attained
suffrage in 1914—elevated her to the level of a minor celebrity, resulting in
an article in the Cleveland Plain Dealer that praised her beauty as well as her
“mind that is as quick as lightening [sic].”59
Despite Minerva Brooks’s best efforts, the Woman’s Suffrage Party remained an unpopular organization, and a losing one at that. The Ohio populace twice voted down attempts to provide suffrage—in 1912, followed by an
even larger margin in 1914—and Brooks, Treat, and their supporters soon
found themselves further on the outside when the conservative Republican
party won the mayoral seat and control of the Cleveland City Council in 1916,
making women’s suffrage appear even less likely.60 To be a suffragist when
the Cleveland Play House was founded was to be a political outsider, and
Brooks’s willingness to challenge the conservative political leadership set her
apart from many members of Cleveland’s elite society, thus furthering the
image of the Cleveland Play House as a home for suffragists and other liberalminded individuals. The traditional history of the Cleveland Play House ignores records that suggest that the founders of the Cleveland Play House were
considered on the fringes of mainstream society and politics.
The clan gathered at the Brooks residence certainly was a collection of
not only “businessmen and bohemians” but also misfits and social pariahs,
be it because of their unpopular political views, unappreciated artistic efforts, or undesirable social connections. The frequently promoted history
of the Cleveland Play House failed to place the organization’s earliest events
in a social and political context, and the repeated decision to omit any biographical information about the founders implies that these participants
shared a vision for a theater that would last a hundred years. The result of
this exploration, however, is a different interpretation of the theater’s founding—that the individuals who founded the Cleveland Play House were not
a singular group with a vision but instead unintentional visionaries. In her
history, Flory states that the Cleveland Play House was “conceived in youth-

57. “Deny Ohio Women Will Help Move to Fight Democrats,” Cleveland Plain Dealer,
Sept. 15, 1914, 1.
58. “Suffrage Leaders Chosen by Party Here,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, Feb. 2, 1914, 7.
59. “Leader of Suffrage Party in County Has Charming Personality, a Quick Mind and
Statesmanship,” Cleveland Plain Dealer, May 24, 1914, 76.
60. Ida Husted Harper, ed., The History of Women’s Suffrage (New York: J. J. Little & Ives,
1922), 6:512; “Cuyahoga County Republican Party,” in Van Tassel and Grabowski, Encyclopedia of Cleveland History, 322.
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ful enthusiasm and dedicated to art, with high aspirations for community
service,” but it would be years before the institution garnered enough attention to perform any type of community service that would be widely
recognized and appreciated.61 Although the theater claimed to serve the
community, the definition of “community” needs to be refined to reflect the
limited amount of work performed by the Cleveland Play House and those
who supported it. The community interested in this new art theater was
not the larger community of Cleveland, but, instead, a much smaller group
of those who followed E. Gordon Craig’s artistic ideals; in other words, the
founders and their supporters were more a collection of amateur artists
looking for an outlet for their creative endeavors, not popular acceptance.
The Cleveland Play House began as a small collection of artists hoping
to create avant-garde presentations unlike the work offered downtown that
exhibited both the best and worst of Hanna’s legacy with the arts in Cleveland—the best: he gave money in support of the arts for the masses, and
the worst: he equated fame and popularity with artistry. The Cleveland Play
House provided a rare opportunity for individuals who found themselves
relegated to the outskirts of society or dismissed as liberals and progressives.
It is fitting, then, that it began in an empty residence, because it became a
home for this hodge-podge of a group, and the home metaphor continued
for many years as the group redefined itself and its endeavors. Soon, the
Cleveland Play House made efforts to enlarge itself—both artistically and
culturally—to be a part of a greater movement in American theater, but the
first years brought both highs and lows. The Cleveland Play House moved
into a larger and permanent performance space, but what was once a united
front quickly became divided as the businessmen and the bohemians clashed
over Raymond O’Neil’s artistic vision and leadership, resulting in his resignation and the adjustment of the theater’s aesthetic goals. Without O’Neil,
the Cleveland Play House transformed into a community theater, attracting
larger audiences and enabling the institution to survive decade after decade,
eventually becoming the longest-running professional theater in America—
a feat surely deemed unimaginable by those who once gazed in amazement
at a lighting display contained within a three-foot stage.

61. Flory, Cleveland Play House, 8.
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“Be Patient and Satisfied with
Their Progress Thus Far”
Senator Robert A. Taft’s Opposition to a Permanent Fair
Employment Practices Commission, 1944–1950
clarence e. wunderlin jr.
After his election to the U.S. Senate in November 1938, Robert A. Taft
(1889–1953), Republican from Cincinnati, Ohio, quickly became one of his
party’s most important spokesmen on matters of domestic policy. A conservative who embraced a natural-law conception of economic development
and cherished individual liberty as the basis for an equal-opportunity society, Taft desired to restore stability to a nation that he believed had been
fundamentally altered by a half-decade of ardent New Deal radicalism. After the United States entered the Second World War, the Ohioan and other
conservatives worked tirelessly to prevent congressional liberals from expanding the federal government’s capacities to administer private-sector
markets during the emergency. One of the liberal initiatives that most concerned Senator Taft was legislation to establish a permanent Fair Employment Practices Commission (FEPC) that would transform that voluntary
wartime agency into an extensive bureaucracy with enforcement powers
to protect minority workers from discrimination. Given his strong advocacy of racial uplift, his praise for the wartime Fair Employment Practices
Committee and such white employers as Harvey Firestone who voluntarily
employed blacks, as well as his fervent desire to bring African Americans
back into the Grand Old Party (GOP), Taft’s resistance to permanent FEPC
legislation is somewhat puzzling. Taft’s biographer considered him both out
The author wishes to thank Kenneth J. Bindas, Elizabeth M. Smith-Pryor, Mary Ann Heiss,
David E. Settje, Robin L. Bowden, and the anonymous readers for this journal for their insightful comments on earlier drafts of this work.
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of touch with “the plight of the black man in American society” and antagonistic to federal supervision of hiring practices.1
It is Taft’s opposition to federal government intervention in labor markets
that is the focus of this study. The article that follows is situated at the intersection of two historiographical currents in the field of twentieth-century
U.S. history. One is recent scholarship on the civil rights movement devoted
to the struggles (at both the national and state levels) to eradicate discrimination in employment, most notably The Fifth Freedom, by Anthony S. Chen.2
The other is the growing body of literature identifying antistatism as a central problem in the state-building process in America. To understand Taft’s
view of the state’s proper role, the most useful study from the political development literature has been, surprisingly, a work on the nineteenth century:
Brian Balogh’s A Government Out of Sight.3 Taken together, the scholarship

1. “Taft, like most white Americans in 1946, simply failed to appreciate the plight of the
black man in American society, for little in his own experience had exposed him to it. For
that reason and because of his revulsion against federal direction, he was never to accept a
permanent and powerful FEPC.” James T. Patterson, Mr. Republican: A Biography of Robert A.
Taft (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1972), 304–5.
2. The most significant recent study of the struggle for equal opportunity in employment is
Anthony Chen, The Fifth Freedom: Jobs, Politics, and Civil Rights in the United States, 1941–1972
(Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 2009). Located at the intersection of labor relations and
race relations is Robert H. Zieger’s sweeping assessment, For Jobs and Freedom: Race and Labor
in America since 1865 (Lexington: Univ. Press of Kentucky, 2010). On Truman-era civil rights,
see Michael R. Gardner, Harry Truman and Civil Rights: Moral Courage and Political Risks (Carbondale: Southern Illinois Univ. Press, 2002). Older works on fair employment legislation include Louis Ruchames, Race, Jobs, and Politics: The Story of FEPC (New York: Columbia Univ.
Press, 1953) and Louis Coleridge Kesselman, The Social Politics of FEPC: A Study of Reform
Pressure Movements (Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1948).
On society and race relations generally during the wartime and immediate postwar eras, see
Richard Polenberg, War and Society: The United States, 1941–1945 (New York: J. B. Lippincott,
1972); John Morton Blum, V Was for Victory: Politics and American Culture during World War
II (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1976); and William H. Chafe, “Postwar American
Society: Dissent and Social Reform,” in The Truman Presidency, ed. Michael J. Lacey (New York:
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Cambridge Univ. Press, 1989), 156–73.
3. For making sense of Taft’s conservative vision of state-society relations and his adherence to earlier traditions, the most important recent work in the history of American political
development is Brian Balogh, A Government Out of Sight: The Mystery of National Authority
in Nineteenth-Century America (New York: Cambridge Univ. Press, 2009). For a brief historiographical assessment of American state building, see the “Historians, Democracy, and the
State” section of Julian E. Zelizer, “The Uneasy Relationship: Democracy, Taxation, and State
Building since the New Deal,” in The Democratic Experiment: New Directions in American
Political History, ed. Meg Jacobs, William J. Novak, and Julian E. Zelizer (Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton Univ. Press, 2003), 279–82.
General works on the state-building process in America include Morton Keller, Affairs
of State: Public Life in Late Nineteenth Century America (Cambridge, Mass.: Belknap Press
of Harvard Univ. Press, 1977); Stephen Skowronek, Building the New American State: The Expansion of National Administrative Capacities, 1877–1920 (New York: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1982); and Barry D. Karl, The Uneasy State: The United States from 1915 to 1945 (Chicago: Univ.
of Chicago Press, 1982).
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on both antistatism and employment discrimination make one point perfectly clear: at the mid-twentieth-century crossroads of these two streams
of history stood the conservative wing of the Republican Party, led by Senator Taft.4
This article, drawn from a book-length study of his conservatism, assesses
the senator’s ideological leadership in the successful opposition to FEPC
from 1944 to 1950. As it reveals, he blended his own unique analysis of job
discrimination with a tradition of antistatism dating back to the American
Revolution. During the FEPC debate, Taft rooted employment discrimination in both prejudice (long-held beliefs) and customs (longstanding
practices); focusing on customs, he refused to brand those discriminatory
practices as criminal even though he conceded that they were “contrary”
to American ideals. The senator argued that only gradual reform, respectful of local conditions and based on voluntary compliance, could effectively
curb those practices without undermining an “American business system”
directed by extra-human “natural [market] forces.” Not surprisingly, therefore, he asserted that intrusion by a federal agency enforcing compulsory
mandates in the market was not merely ineffective but, in this case, counterproductive.
Thus, the following study explores the senator’s political arguments on
race and employment discrimination in wartime and postwar America. The
wartime transition in American liberalism that led to government intervention on behalf of minority groups compelled the senator to engage in
a strenuous effort to defend market-directed employment practices from
government-imposed reform. In doing so, he confronted civil rights activists at both the national office and the Cincinnati chapter of the National
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), as well as
congressional liberals in a heated debate over passage of legislation establishing a permanent FEPC.
The senator, aligning himself with recalcitrant Cincinnati employers who
had bitterly resisted wartime antidiscrimination efforts and waging a stub-

Two important works focusing on the antistatist tradition are Aaron L. Friedberg, In the
Shadow of the Garrison State: America’s Anti-Statism and Its Cold War Grand Strategy (Prince
ton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 2000) and Jonathan Bell, The Liberal State on Trial: The Cold
War and American Politics in the Truman Years (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 2004). On
antistatism as a central problem in the state-building process, see also the works of Ellis W.
Hawley, especially “Social Policy and the Liberal State in Twentieth-Century America,” in
Federal Social Policy: The Historical Dimension, ed. Donald T. Critchlow and Ellis W. Hawley
(Univ. Park: Pennsylvania State Univ. Press, 1988), and The New Deal and the Problem of Monopoly: A Study in Economic Ambivalence (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton Univ. Press, 1966).
4. Recent works on the pivotal role of the conservatives within the GOP include Chen,
Fifth Freedom, and Michael D. Bowen, “Fight for the Right: The Quest for Republican Identity
in the Postwar Period” (PhD diss., Univ. of Florida, 2006).
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born defense against federal regulation of employment practices nationwide,
subordinated the cherished conservative principle of equal opportunity to
this natural-law conception of society. To preserve a market governed by
“natural forces,” Taft employed two distinct antistatist rhetorics: a language
of the market, emphasizing what one historian has labeled “economic liberal” arguments, and a rhetoric of constitutionalism, stressing “anti-power”
political arguments that he began to adopt during the mid-1930s debates
over New Deal legislation.5 This article argues that localism constituted the
conceptual bridge linking both categories of antistatism. In his market or
economic rhetoric, Taft asserted the uniqueness of every local labor market;
from a constitutionalist standpoint, he deployed localism in his arguments
against the increasing centralization of power in federal bureaucracies. It
was this tenacious defense of what he believed to be the natural social order, under siege by liberals favoring an interventionist state, which explains
much of the senator’s opposition to permanent FEPC legislation.

“Because of Race, Creed, Color, or National Origin”
African Americans began to protest more actively the nation’s longstanding policies and practices of employment discrimination as the economy
mobilized for war. As the mobilization proceeded in the two years before

5. To be more precise, this article employs the categories of antistatism developed in Friedberg, In the Shadow of the Garrison State, 11–15: gradualism, voluntarism, and localism formed
the conceptual framework of Taft’s market rhetoric, an “economic liberal” variant of America’s
long-standing tradition of antistatism. The bulk of Taft’s repertoire of antistatist arguments derived from a “presumption in favor of the market over the state.” But he also presented a second
set of arguments, drawn from his constitutionalist rhetoric, a political variant of antistatism.
The senator’s desire for state and local administration and his opposition to the rulings of a federal agency not subject to substantive judicial review revealed his belief in an “anti-power ethic.”
This line of political antistatism in the United States derived from the Founders’ critique of state
tyranny and the necessity for constitutional guarantees of liberty. On Taft’s pre‑cold war views
on the proper role of the state and the specifics of his economic thought, see James T. Patterson’s
chapter “A Philosophy for Hard Times,” in Mr. Republican, 146–59.
After 1935, Taft certainly drew on the political writings of Herbert Hoover, who led the
antistatist assault by GOP conservatives on the New Deal with Challenge to Liberty (New
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1934), a stinging indictment of an interventionist federal bureaucracy characterized by self-perpetuation, expansion, and hunger for power. The former
president portrayed the early New Deal era as one in which inevitable recovery was being
delayed by mistaken policies (171). For a brief overview of “The Rise of Conservative Opposition,” see chapter 30 of Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Coming of the New Deal (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1959), 471–88. For the New Deal’s response to the antistatist conservatives,
see James Holt, “The New Deal and the American Anti-Statist Tradition,” in The New Deal,
vol. 1, The National Level, ed. John Braeman, Robert H. Bremner, and David Brody, 2 vols.
(Columbus: Ohio State Univ. Press, 1975), 27–49.
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Pearl Harbor, as industry’s demand for workers increased, and as racial discrimination in employment continued, African Americans protested the
unfair treatment they received in the labor market. (As Swedish economist
Gunnar Myrdal, author of the landmark 1944 study, An American Dilemma,
revealed, employment opportunities for African Americans actually declined: “employment placements” [new hires] from minority populations
in twenty selected defense industries dropped from 5.4 percent in October
1940 to only 2.5 percent in April 1941.) The new African American activism
manifested itself in a movement led by A. Philip Randolph for a march on
Washington, D.C. The threat of a protest march on the nation’s capital led
directly to President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s June 25, 1941, executive order
to end discrimination in defense industries. New opportunities to work in
the rapidly expanding industrial base of the nation and continued discrimination that severely curtailed many of those opportunities intensified black
activism during the war. Membership in the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) rose 900 percent, to five hundred thousand; black newspapers proclaimed a “Double V” campaign for
victory over fascism abroad and racism at home; and civil rights organizations began to challenge segregation in the American South.6
Executive Order 8802 marked both a major departure in employment
policy and the first significant federal intercession in the economy on behalf
of African Americans since Reconstruction. Roosevelt’s decree introduced
an “equal opportunity,” individual rights principle curbing employment
discrimination that replaced the loosely defined policy of “racial proportionalism” that had governed hiring in the New Deal public works agencies.7 It affirmed that “there shall be no discrimination in the employment
of workers in defense industries or government because of race, creed,
color, or national origin.” The order made it a “duty” of both employers and

6. Chen, Fifth Freedom, provides an excellent assessment of the employment conditions
for minorities in the pre‑Pearl Harbor mobilization period (35–37); the quotation on page
36 of Fifth Freedom relating to percentage decline of minority placements is from Gunnar
Myrdal, An American Dilemma: The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1944), 412; Chafe, “Postwar American Society,” 165; Blum, V Was for Victory, 188; and the editorial note following text of Ex. Order 8802 in The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, vol. 10, The Call to Battle Stations, 1941, ed. Samuel I. Rosenman (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1942), 235.
7. The employment policies of the Public Works Administration and later the U.S. Housing Administration and Public Housing Administration linked the percentage of African
American construction workers to the relative numbers of black workers in those respective
trades. Other New Deal agencies, specifically the Tennessee Valley Authority, the Civilian
Conservation Corps, and the National Youth Administration, tied black employment to the
relative percentages of African American populations in a particular region or urban center. Paul Moreno, “Racial Proportionalism and the Origins of Employment Discrimination
Policy, 1933–1950,” Journal of Policy History 8 (1996): 410–39.
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labor organizations “to provide for the full and equitable participation of all
workers in defense industries without discrimination.” To enforce the federal government’s policy, Roosevelt’s order established a Committee on Fair
Employment Practices within the Office of Production Management. The
president empowered this wartime FEPC to “receive and investigate complaints of discrimination,” instructed it to “take appropriate steps to redress
grievances,” and authorized it to “recommend . . . all measures which may
be deemed by it necessary or proper” to enforce the order.8
Over the next four years, the committee moved about within the federal
bureaucracy. On July 30, 1942, the FEPC began functioning as an arm of
the War Manpower Commission. In this capacity, it assumed control over
all federal efforts to improve working conditions for black workers. After
less than a year, the administration reorganized the agency as an independent body within the Office of Emergency Management by Executive Order 9346. The May 27, 1943, order gave the FEPC more autonomy, enlarged
its authority to investigate discrimination cases and conduct hearings, and
imposed new contractual obligations on employers to pursue equitable employment practices. Under the energetic New Dealer Malcolm Ross, the
agency encountered greater hostility from employers, especially southern
railroads and West Coast shipbuilders; entrenched trade unions; and a
conservative judiciary. Hemmed in by these powerful interests, the committee was ultimately forced to pursue an essentially voluntarist approach
to racial discrimination cases. Initially it confined itself to making recommendations, and then it began issuing directives instructing employers and
unions to end discrimination. Although the FEPC accomplished much in
the fight to achieve equitable hiring practices, employers defied thirty-five
of its forty-five wartime compliance orders. The rail lines, supported by the
powerful railroad brotherhoods, charged that racial discrimination could
not be erased by federal directives and that these directives were “wholly
lacking in due process of law.” Furthermore, they argued that the committee
itself was “wholly without Constitutional and legal jurisdiction.” When the
all-white Boilermakers, an AFL-affiliated union supported by West Coast
shipbuilders, refused to integrate and created auxiliaries for African American workers, only two of five companies followed FEPC antidiscrimination
directives. The recalcitrant all-white union remained intact, and union officials, with the eager support of conservative congressmen in Washington,
D.C., branded the FEPC “subversive” and its lawyers “pro-Communist.”9
8. The text of Executive Order 8802 is in Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 10:233–35. See also the discussion of Ex. Order 8802 in Blum, V Was for Victory, 188.
9. Blum, V Was for Victory, 213–15, quoted material at 213–14. On the leadership role of
southern Democrats in the opposition to the wartime FEPC, see Chen, Fifth Freedom, esp.
39–40.
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Throughout the war, Senator Taft supported the voluntarism of the president’s employment practices committee. The wartime FEPC conformed
neatly to the philosophical bundle of liberty and equal opportunity, two of
the senator’s most cherished conservative principles, in particular, his oftstated belief that all individuals had the right to pursue their chosen trade
or profession. But more important, Taft, always respectful of managerial
rights, praised the committee’s noncoercive method of recommendations
and instructional directives as the best way to end discriminatory employment practices in the private sector. Indeed, throughout the wartime debates
on mobilization, the Ohioan’s conception of an economic order directed by
extra-human “natural forces” consistently led him to advocate voluntarist
solutions. He argued vociferously against the conscription of civilian labor
during wartime. In the manpower debates over “national service” legislation
proposed by Senator Warren Austin (R-VT) and Representative James Wadsworth (R-NY) in 1943, and again, over the “May-Bailey Bill” introduced by
Representative Andrew J. May (D-TN) and Senator Josiah W. Bailey (D-NC)
in early 1945, Taft led the fight against administrative authority to allocate
industrial workers to various plants across the country. Advocates of voluntarism, especially conservatives employing well-developed market rhetoric
in congressional debates, staved off both efforts at enlarging the state’s control over the economy, successfully defending the competitive market as the
primary allocative mechanism for industrial labor.10
As the war drew to a close, civil rights activists voiced demands for a stronger, permanent employment practices commission. With only a fraction of
the discrimination cases investigated by the wartime committee favorably resolved and many complaints left unconsidered, much remained to be accomplished. Resistance in the senator’s hometown of Cincinnati, where “almost
every institution . . . discriminated against blacks,” provides one illustrative
case. The city’s tradition of employment discrimination, the crucial determinant of living standards for black Cincinnatians, was more pervasive than in
many cities of the old Confederacy. Southern Ohio businessmen adamantly
opposed the integration of their workplaces by a federal government agency.
According to Andrew E. Kersten’s study, Cincinnati’s principal industrial employers met before the establishment of the local FEPC office. At this 1944

10. On national service legislation, see Byron Fairchild and Jonathan Grossman, The Army
and Industrial Manpower (Washington, D.C.: Office of the Chief of Military History, 1959),
chap. 11. Taft’s voluntarist views are discussed in Patterson, Mr. Republican, chap. 17; his opposition to national service legislation is specifically discussed in Robert Taft’s speech titled
“A Republican Program,” May 7, 1943, in The Papers of Robert A. Taft, ed. Clarence E. Wunderlin Jr. et al., 4 vols. (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press, 1997–2005), 2:433 (hereafter cited
as Papers of RAT).
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meeting, reportedly attended by Senator Taft, business leaders decided “to
present a united front in resisting the hiring of non-white persons.”11
Beginning in 1944, NAACP leaders and committee administrators lobbied for passage of a stronger, permanent FEPC. Activists then organized a
Committee for a Permanent FEPC to continue the legislative battle. Simultaneously, beginning with the efforts of New York liberals, activists pressured their state legislatures to enact FEP laws. In a presidential election
year, Republicans, especially moderates and liberals led by presidential candidate Governor Thomas E. Dewey of New York, recognized the importance of the African American vote.12

“Be Patient and Satisfied with Their Pro gress Thus Far”
In the final eighteen months of the Second World War, key liberals in the
Democratic Party advocated federal intervention in support of civil rights.
As historian Alan Brinkley has demonstrated, during the war years liberals
shifted from a traditional class-based, economic-reform agenda to one characterized by attention to individual rights and entitlements and an analysis of
a broader range of social and cultural factors. Liberals increasingly believed
that social problems resulted from racial, ethnic, and other sociocultural categories of difference, as well as from economic factors. The publication of
Myrdal’s An American Dilemma reinforced these liberal notions. Myrdal, invited by the Carnegie Corporation to investigate the race question in America, attributed the inferior socioeconomic status of African Americans to the
racial prejudice of the dominant white population in the United States. It was
this racism, “what goes on in the minds of white Americans,” according to
Myrdal’s interpretation, that must be targeted to reform the nation.13

11. Andrew Edmund Kersten, Race, Jobs, and the War: The FEPC in the Midwest, 1941–46
(Urbana: Univ. of Illinois Press, 2000), 88–89. The complete sentence from FEPC historian
Kersten is as follows: “Almost every institution, from schools to hospitals to public recreational
facilities, discriminated against blacks” (88). Kersten focused entirely on Cincinnati in his
“Publicly Exposing Discrimination: The 1945 FEPC Hearings in Cincinnati, Ohio,” Queen City
Heritage 52 (Fall 1994): 9–22. For the prewar status of African Americans, see Theodore M.
Berry, investigator, “Survey Abstract: ‘The Status of the Negro in Industry and Occupational
Opportunities in Cincinnati’” (Cincinnati: Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce and the Department of Public Welfare, 1930). The author has found no evidence in the Robert A. Taft Papers
at the Library of Congress (LC/RATP) confirming Taft’s attendance at the meeting of Cincinnati employers.
12. For the best assessment of both the movement for a permanent FEPC and the enactment of state FEP laws, see Chen, Fifth Freedom, chaps. 2, 3, and 4; Ruchames, Race, Jobs, and
Politics, chap. 13.
13. Alan Brinkley, The End of Reform: New Deal Liberalism in Recession and War (New
York: Vintage, 1996), esp. 165–70. Myrdal, American Dilemma, xlvii.
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To this new thinking about equal rights, liberals coupled the New Deal’s
commonwealth conception of federal government activism on behalf of the
public interest. Historian Alan Lawson has argued that Franklin Roosevelt
and his New Deal embraced an “optimistic vision of a cooperative commonwealth.” The president believed that the “human condition” necessitated cooperation among social groups and an “empathetic government”
committed to protecting the rights of all citizens to enjoy a share of the
common wealth of the society. Thus, in the minds of New Dealers, the protection of both individuals and local communities required an interventionist federal government.14
To deal with employment discrimination, liberals, led by Senator Dennis Chavez (D-NM), responded to the increasing groundswell for federal
intervention with the introduction of S. 2048 in 1944. But Chavez and likeminded legislators distinguished between prejudice (an individual’s inner
beliefs) and discrimination (social practices), targeting the highly visible
actions of employers and trade unions. As sociologist Anthony Chen has
written, discrimination “was behavior that could be observed and regulated
through government authority conferred by legislation.”15
The Chavez Bill used the full force of the federal government to fight
employment discrimination. It called for the creation of a permanent, fivemember, presidentially appointed commission with full investigatory and
enforcement powers and specified a series of “unfair employment practices” that were expressly forbidden by employers in firms with six or more
workers and by trade unions. It banned discrimination by employers in hiring, discharges, and compensation or conditions of employment because
of a worker’s “race, creed, color, national origin, or ancestry.” Similarly, it
forbade trade unions from denying full membership rights and privileges;
expelling members; and discriminating against other organizations, employers, or individuals because of their race, creed, color, national origin, or
ancestry. To enforce these bans on unfair employment practices, the commission would have the power to serve a complaint on an offender, conduct
a hearing, issue a cease-and-desist order, and, ultimately, petition a federal
court for the enforcement of such an order, or for a judge’s restraining order, in cases where recalcitrant employers refused to comply. Chavez also
accompanied the unfair employment practices language with contractual
language that covered all federal contracting agencies. Specifically, Section
13 of the bill required all federal contracts to include a clause that prohib-

14. Alan Lawson, A Commonwealth of Hope: The New Deal Response to Crisis (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 2006), 3.
15. For an insightful analysis of Myrdal’s study, its reception among American liberals, and
the distinction between prejudice and discrimination, see Chen, Fifth Freedom, 8–9, 47–48.
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ited discrimination against any employee or applicant for employment and
mandated that contractors include such language in all their subcontracts.16
Although it never specifically endorsed the Chavez Bill, the GOP embraced the concept of a permanent commission on employment practices
and vaguely supported civil rights in its 1944 platform. In a single, unamplified sentence, the Republicans stated: “We pledge the establishment by
Federal legislation of a permanent Fair Employment Practice Commission.”
Taft, who drafted the language on domestic affairs, and other platform
managers, coupled this uninspiring language to plain endorsements of civil
rights legislation. The document condemned “the injection into American
life of appeals to racial and religious prejudice,” promised “an immediate
Congressional inquiry” into and legislation to end “mistreatment, segregation and discrimination against Negroes who are in our armed forces,” and
pledged the party to oppose the poll tax as “a condition of voting in Federal
elections” and to propose the “immediate submission of a Constitutional
amendment for its abolition.” Republicans also championed the “early enactment” of a federal antilynching statute.17
But the Republicans were of two minds on the issue of employment discrimination.18 Moderates and liberals, led by Governor Dewey, accepted
greater federal supervision over employment practices; conservatives, led
by Taft, opposed federal interference in labor markets. Dewey, however, attempted to straddle the fence on civil rights in 1944. As governor, that summer he signed legislation that established the first state-level fair employment
practices commission with enforcement powers. But presidential candidate
16. Text of S. 2048 is in U.S. Senate, Subcommittee of the Committee on Education and
Labor, Fair Employment Practices Act, Hearings on S. 2048, 78th Cong., 2d sess., 1944 (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1944), 4–8.
17. The 1944 platform also committed the party to an “immediate, just and final settlement” of all Native American claims against the federal government. Text of the 1944 Republican Platform can be found in New York Times, June 28, 1944, 1, 14.
18. On the ideological divisions within the Republican Party, see Bowen, “Fight for the
Right.” Bowen has argued that the GOP divided over how to establish itself as the majority
party in a post‑New Deal era. Dewey’s East Coast moderates and liberals “struggled to make
the party an institution of diversity and democracy and to include African Americans and
labor unions in its organizations. Dewey’s policy initiatives on civil rights and industrial relations were among the most egalitarian and forward-thinking of his day.” In contrast: “The
second faction rallied behind Ohio Senator Robert A. Taft and catered to elite and middle
class interests. The Taftite legislative program was extremely pro-business, both big and small,
and resulted in the Taft-Hartley Act and the end of price control measures designed to help
consumers cope with a wartime economy.”
Studying the voting patterns of the conservative faction, John W. Malsberger has concluded
that the majority of Republicans in the Seventy-Ninth Congress (January 1945–January 1947)
opposed administration efforts to enhance executive branch power and expand the authority of the federal government. See table 4-1 in Malsberger, From Obstruction to Moderation:
The Transformation of Senate Conservatism, 1938–1952 (Selinsgrove, Penn.: Susquehanna Univ.
Press, 2000), 154–55.
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Dewey ran on a nationwide party platform that offered no specific endorsement of enforcement powers and conformed to the vague promises of freedom and equal opportunity embraced by both GOP factions. The party
pledged itself to “re-establishing liberty at home,” to upholding “with all our
strength the Bill of Rights, the Constitution and the law of the land.” In the
platform’s closing statement, the Republican leadership posed the problem
as follows: “The essential question at trial in this nation is whether men can
organize together in a highly industrialized society, succeed, and still be free.
That is the essential question at trial throughout the world today.”19 Nowhere
did the Republicans demonstrate that they placed employment opportunities
for all workers on an equal footing with entrepreneurial freedom.
Once Republicans lost the 1944 presidential election and Chavez reintroduced his bill, Taft openly professed his criticisms of the compulsory legislation. In a February 2, 1945, conference, the senator lectured indignant
NAACP leaders about the shortcomings of the Chavez Bill, maintaining
it “would arouse more open anti-Negro feeling than has existed since Reconstruction.” He believed, and had often lectured audiences, that African
Americans should be proud of the rapid progress they had made in uplifting
their race since emancipation. According to Theodore M. Berry, the senator
had “urged Negroes to be patient and satisfied with their progress thus far.”
The president of the NAACP’s Cincinnati branch later recalled that the senator had counseled African Americans “not to [be] insistent upon working
where they are not wanted.”20
Taft’s views on racial uplift were well known to African American civic
leaders and civil rights activists. In prewar addresses to black audiences at
memorial services for industrialist Harvey Firestone in Akron, Ohio, at
Howard University, and at the 1939 conference of the Bishops of the African
Methodist Episcopal (AME) Church, the Ohio Republican wove together
long-held ideas about civilization and material prosperity to craft a conservative, elitist model of progress not only for the African American community but for the entire nation. He sought to preserve an American business
system that he believed had flourished under the natural laws of the market.
If not hindered by government interference, markets governed by the laws
of competition naturally expanded as a result of technological innovation
that generated growth. The senator, however, was no advocate of a strict
laissez-faire philosophy; he envisioned the federal government vigorously
enforcing antitrust laws to secure opportunity and extending loan guarantees to encourage entrepreneurial enterprise. In this powerful conservative
19. The platform quote is from New York Times, June 28, 1944, 14.
20. Berry to RT, Feb. 5, 1945, Library of Congress/Papers of the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People (hereafter cited as LC/NAACP Papers).
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message, private-sector employment, not New Deal public works, was the
pathway to material progress. Scornful of temporary public employment,
Taft cautioned AME bishops that WPA-style jobs were reducing black workers to a status “very close to serfdom,” dependent on both the federal government and the Democratic Party. Although he lauded such liberal white
employers as Akron’s Harvey Firestone, Taft reserved his greatest praise for
African American inventor-entrepreneurs like George Washington Carver
and recommended that blacks seek economic opportunities within their
own community.21
Beyond its potential for exacerbating social conflict, Taft raised other
objections to the Chavez Bill. He perceived a threat to long-standing customs and traditions in industry, some of which had been beneficial to
black laborers. If African Americans did insist on immediate equal treatment in employment, Taft had cautioned NAACP leaders, “the way might
be opened for white men to possibly disgrace” previously all-black trades
such as sleeping-car porters. But probably Taft’s most enduring criticism of
the Chavez Bill—one he repeated in the 1949 legislative battle—was that a
compulsory FEPC would force employers to a “percentage” or quota system
of hiring. The senator, no doubt remembering the prewar Public Works Administration quotas and racial proportionalism in New Deal public works
hiring, declared that employers who had minority populations in their locality that were underrepresented in their workforce would be compelled to
hire up to a certain “percentage of races, creeds and colors.”22
Taft came under a storm of criticism for his stance on the Chavez Bill. Judge
William H. Hastie, the former special assistant to the secretary of war who
served as chairman of the NAACP’s National Legal Committee, branded Taft
a “political chameleon” for his election-year stand on permanent FEPC legislation. As author of the 1944 GOP platform’s planks on domestic policy, Taft had
“received numerous written and oral petitions to pledge that party’s support to
legislation for a permanent Fair Employment Practice Committee.” According
21. For the texts of his speeches on racial uplift, see RT, Firestone Memorial Oration, Apr.
3, 1938, copy in Paul W. Walter Papers, Western Reserve Historical Society Library, Cleveland;
RT speech, Council of Bishops of the AME Church, June 22, 1939, LC/RATP; RT, Howard
University Address, Mar. 2, 1939, in Papers of RAT, 2:12–16. At nearly the same time as he was
fighting federal intervention in hiring practices and countering liberal efforts to “draft” industrial manpower, the senator proposed that the federal government underwrite the capital
needs of “smaller manufacturing enterprises.” See RT speech, “Financing Small Business after
the War,” Jan. 14, 1944, in Papers of RAT, 2:517–24.
For an assessment of the senator’s conservative social message to black audiences in the
pre‑Pearl Harbor period, see the online version of Clarence E. Wunderlin Jr., “Text and Context in Ohio’s 1938 Senate Campaign: Race, Republican Party Ideology, and Robert A. Taft’s
Firestone Memorial Oration,” Northeast Ohio Journal of History 6, no. 11 (2010): http://www3
.uakron.edu/nojh/issues/spring_2010/features/Wunderlin_01.html.
22. Berry to RT, Feb. 5, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
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to Hastie, Taft knew that the petitions “all made clear that the proposal was
for a committee with enforcement powers,” which the wartime FEPC lacked.
In this context, Taft drafted the platform language that Hastie believed called
for legislation to create a permanent committee with teeth. But the senator
“violently denied that the Republican platform had any such meaning,” Hastie
later reported, “and accused those who said so of misrepresentation.”23
Not surprisingly, the senator’s recollection of the platform deliberations differed from Hastie’s view. “I do not remember that at any time the
[enforcement] powers were the subject of discussion or argument,” Taft
claimed in his defense, “and certainly no one of the Resolutions Committee
had the faintest idea of the vast and arbitrary powers given by the Chavez
Bill.”24 According to Taft’s version of events, the Republicans believed they
were pledging their party to support the creation of a permanent committee
along the lines of the wartime voluntarist FEPC.
NAACP leaders noted that Taft had announced his support for a permanent FEPC during the autumn 1944 campaign. According to Berry, when he
addressed the St. James Literary Forum, sponsored by Cleveland’s St. James
AME Church, the senator indicated his desire to pass an FEPC law but “said
nothing about [his] opposition to enforcement authority.” During the campaign, in response to an inquiry from the National Council of Jewish Women,
Taft simply reaffirmed his support for a permanent FEPC in accordance with
the Republican Party platform. At the February 2, 1945, conference, Judge
Hastie recalled that Taft “indignantly denounced those who suggested that
the Republican Party in its June platform had pledged itself to support any
such legislation as was then and is now pending before Congress.” Hastie
found it incomprehensible that Taft could concur with the Senate Labor and
Education Committee’s favorable report on the Chavez Bill, go on record on
the Senate floor favoring the September 20, 1944, report, and then vigorously
oppose it after the November election. At their February 2, 1945, meeting, the
“senator blandly stated that he approved the bill with the understanding that
no action would be taken on it,” reported an outraged Hastie to Roy Wilkins
and the NAACP leadership, “but that the committee would have a chance to
reconsider it at the next session of Congress.” The senator informed Berry
and the Cincinnati NAACP, “I indicated my willingness that the [Chavez]
bill be reported out, reserving the right to make amendments on the floor.”
Taft added that the “exact extent of the powers of the Commission was never
debated in the election.”25
23. Hastie Statement on Feb. 2, 1945, Conference with Senator Taft, attached to Hastie to
Roy Wilkins, Feb. 5, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
24. RT to Theodore M. Berry, Feb. 8, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
25. Berry to RT, Feb. 5, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers; RT to Janet R. Marks, cochair, Cincinnati Section Legislative Committee of the National Council of Jewish Women, Sept. 26, 1944,
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“Pro gress against Discrimination Must
Be Made Gradually”
On February 5, 1945, three days after the contentious meeting with civil rights
leaders, Taft offered a substitute bill for the creation of a permanent commission. He accompanied his S. 459 with a stinging critique of the Chavez Bill.
Drawing on an antistatist tradition that challenged the effectiveness of federal
intervention in the market, the senator charged that compulsory legislation
“will hinder progress towards solving the problem rather than achieve it.”26
To oppose the Chavez Bill (and similar legislation in 1949), the senator targeted the administrative procedures that allowed individual workers to bring
suit because of alleged discrimination, then criticized the lack of any substantive review of the commission’s decisions by the judiciary.
The Chavez Bill’s administrative procedures for curbing employment
discrimination most troubled the senator. “Few realize how extensive these
compulsory provisions are,” Taft declared. “They are modeled on the ‘unfair labor practice’ provisions of the National Labor Relations Act.”27 The
provisions “give to anyone who is refused employment or dismissed from
a job the right to bring an action against the employer, alleging some motive of discrimination because the applicant or employee is white, black,
Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, Czech, Pole or German.” Taft charged that the
compulsory legislation would open the floodgates of litigation “by inviting thousands of law suits which will get beyond the control even of the
Fair Employment Practices Commission itself.” After sounding an alarm
regarding the potential for litigation by employees, he then claimed that
Chavez’s bill would intensify racial prejudice against minorities and destabilize the workforce because such “motives are always possible to allege.”28

Papers of RAT, 2:586; Hastie Statement on Feb. 2, 1945, Conference with Senator Taft; RT to
Theodore M. Berry, Feb. 8, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
26. Taft Statement on FEPC, [Feb. 5, 1945], attached to RT to Roy Wilkins, Mar. 6, 1945,
LC/NAACP Papers, published in Papers of RAT, 3:17–19.
27. Taft Statement on FEPC, [Feb. 5, 1945]; in addition to providing a general statement of
“basic rights of employees” in Section 7 of the National Labor Relations (Wagner) Act of 1935,
that statute defined and prohibited employers from engaging in five “unfair labor practices”: the
interference, restraint, or coercion of employees in the exercise of their basic rights; domination or interference with either the formation or administration of a labor union or financial
contributions or other support to it; discrimination to encourage or discourage union membership; discrimination against an employee for filing charges with the board against an employer;
and refusal to bargain collectively with the legal representatives of employees in an appropriate
bargaining unit. Harry A. Millis and Emily Clark Brown, From the Wagner Act to Taft-Hartley:
A Study of National Labor Policy and Labor Relations (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1950), 31.
28. RT, Statement on FEPC Bill, [Feb. 5, 1945], Papers of RAT, 3:17–18. Here it appears that
Taft was creating a sort of symbolic construct, a litigious employee, empowered by the “unfair
labor practice” provisions of the Chavez Bill, who (like the late twentieth-century “welfare
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Taft again raised the specter of minority hiring quotas, the centerpiece
of his ethno-cultural argument. He contended: “As I see it, the compulsory
act, if duplicated in every state as its proponents plan, will finally force every
employer to choose his employees approximately in proportion to the division of races and religions in his district.” Such an employment policy, based
on ethno-cultural proportionalism, the senator noted, will be the employer’s
“best defense to harassing suits.” “Race and religion will enter into every decision,” Taft cautioned. “Catholic organizations will have to employ Protestants; the Methodist Book Concern will have to employ Catholics.” Repeating his earlier warnings to NAACP leaders, he suggested that white waiters
and porters could “insist upon most of the work in the Pullman sleepers
and dining cars.” Because the Chavez Bill “even includes national origin and
ancestry,” a concerned Taft continued, employers in a multicultural setting
like Cleveland “could be sued by representatives of every nationality group
particularly if they do not have members of that nationality employed in the
particular office or plant.” A compulsory FEPC eventually “would tell every
employer how he must make up his labor force.” It will create, the senator claimed, “more bad racial and religious feeling than any other method
which can be pursued. I think it will do the colored race much more harm
than good.”29
Taft’s concerns about the lack of proper judicial review constituted a
second, more fundamentally political, antistatist argument. Congress had
not required administrative agencies such as the National Labor Relations
Board to abide by courtroom rules and had subjected them only to procedural, not substantive, review by the federal courts. The senator lamented,
as he had many times regarding the Wagner Act, that “the question is left
for decision to a board which is bound by no rules of evidence, and practically not subject to court review.”30 Taft, among other conservatives, objected to the sweeping powers vested in these newly established New Deal
administrative agencies. For the American right, this represented a form of
state tyranny; it left employers without a basic form of constitutional protection. The victim, in Taft’s mind, was liberty itself.
As an alternative to Chavez’s proposal, Taft advocated a “constructive
approach” rooted in his conservative belief in incremental social change.
“Progress against discrimination must be made gradually,” he instructed,
“and must be made by voluntary cooperation and education with encourqueen”) will both benefit from the legislation and undermine the potential for a postwar
harmonious society. On the use of “the notorious African-American single mother” in “New
Right” political rhetoric during the Reagan Era, see Slavoj Žižek, “Multiculturalism, or, the
Cultural Logic of Multinational Capitalism,” New Left Review 225 (1997): 29.
29. RT, Statement on FEPC Bill, [Feb. 5, 1945], 3:18.
30. Ibid.
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agement from a Federal Board.” His February 1945 bill, S. 459, proposed a
permanent commission authorized to make comprehensive local studies
to determine the best ways to “eliminate” employment discrimination and
provide for the full employment of “negroes and all other minority groups.”
Although it refrained from making discrimination in employment a crime,
Taft’s bill would grant a new commission “full power” to call witnesses and
inquire into specific cases of discrimination, make recommendations, and
“secure community interest and cooperation and voluntary compliance by
employers and labor unions.”31
S. 459 began with a vigorous restatement of Taft’s equal-opportunity ideal.
In the introduction, the senator declared: “the practice of denying employment opportunities to, and discriminating in employment against properly
qualified persons by reason of race, creed, or color is contrary to the principles of freedom and equality of opportunity upon which this Nation is
built.” He added that it was also “incompatible with the provisions of the
Constitution” and fomented “domestic strife and unrest.” Such discrimination, he continued, “deprives the United States of the fullest utilization of its
capacities for production and defense, and burdens, hinders, and obstructs
commerce.”32
Unveiling S. 459 on Capitol Hill, Taft readily admitted that creation of
a permanent FEPC “is justified by the fact that negroes do not have the
opportunities for employment enjoyed by white men.” In many localities,
“they are the last to be employed and the first to be laid off.” “Custom and
prejudice interfere with improvement of their position,” he claimed in his
introductory remarks, distinguishing between “bad racial and religious feeling” held by individuals and the long-standing traditions of a specific trade
or locality. Although he had discussed established employment practices
in such nationwide industries as the railroads when criticizing the Chavez
Bill, Taft gave more emphasis to the evolution of customary practices in local labor markets. Because much employment discrimination arose as local
markets developed over time, the senator was convinced that only close
attention to local culture could end those practices.33
At this point, Taft’s language of localism took center stage. Clearly, given
his statements and the bill introduced in February 1945, the senator desired
gradual change attained by cooperative efforts that respected local circumstances. “A voluntary commission,” he earnestly intoned, “can develop different kinds of plans to increase good colored employment in different cities
31. Ibid.; see also Ruchames, Race, Jobs, and Politics, 202.
32. U.S. Senate, Subcommittee of the Committee on Education and Labor, Fair Employment Practice Act, Hearings on S. 101 and S. 459, 79th Cong., 1st sess., 1945 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1945), 5.
33. RT, Statement on FEPC Bill, [Feb. 5, 1945], Papers of RAT, 3:17, 18.
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after studying the local conditions and the character of local industries.” As
he observed in his introductory remarks, the “method of solving the problem
of negro full employment in Cleveland may be entirely different from that
which should be pursued in New York City or in Atlanta, Georgia.” Thus, by
early 1945, Taft believed that it was necessary both to examine discriminatory
practices in various industries and to investigate the nature of discriminatory
practices in various localities. For that sweeping mandate, he proposed granting any future federal commission the “power to set up local [employment
practices] commissions in all regions throughout the United States.”34
The senator doubted the efficacy of an all-powerful federal bureaucracy,
even as a last resort. Instead, he placed his faith in local employment commissions. If a community agreed on a plan to end employment discrimination, but “efforts at voluntary compliance have failed,” Taft recommended
placing the matter before the courts. The local FEPC might seek court approval for an antidiscrimination plan and then petition for “a court order
against an employer whose course of conduct interferes substantially with
the success of the plan.”35
The 1945 publication of Decentralize for Liberty reinforced the Ohio senator’s localism. Taft was sympathetic to the ideas of fellow Yale conservative
Thomas Hewes, a Connecticut Democrat and lawyer with considerable government service. Hewes argued that only “unhampered individual efforts”
could secure “our collective salvation.” “I believe in a natural law of liberty,”
he wrote, “always seeking to find expression in human life.” He labeled the
“cosmic force of this natural law . . . compelling and real.” It manifested itself, he asserted, “in the fresh outbursts of initiative and accomplishment by
hundreds of thousands of men and women” and guaranteed material progress for the nation. To Hewes, strengthening local communities was the key
to unleashing those “fresh outbursts” of talent; to accomplish that task, he
proposed a plan that encouraged and protected small business, expanded
both home and land ownership, controlled large corporate enterprise, and
cut back the size of federal government. Then individuals, possessing “energy, invention, daring, and endurance,” could work unencumbered by an
oppressive federal bureaucracy.36
While he professed the need to provide greater economic opportunity for
black workers, Taft defined discrimination (and, thus, the basis of equal opportunity) much more narrowly than the compulsory Chavez Bill. In S. 459,

34. Ibid.
35. Ibid.
36. Thomas Hewes, Decentralize for Liberty (New York: Richard R. Smith, 1945), 41, 61–62;
in the immediate postwar period, Taft sought Hewes’s support for a possible 1948 “Democrats
for Taft” movement. RT to Hewes, Dec. 31, 1947, Papers of RAT, 3:369.
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he stated that “it is the policy of the United States to bring about the elimination of discrimination because of race, creed, or color” in all employment
relations under federal jurisdiction. Taft deliberately excluded “national origin” and “ancestry.”37 Given his February 5, 1945, statement, it is clear that he
desired to latch tightly a Pandora’s box of ethnic discrimination that would,
in his mind, make administration of employment practices in such culturally
diverse localities as Cleveland extremely difficult.
Taft’s substitute bill and his scathing critique of Chavez outraged both
NAACP’s national office and its Cincinnati branch. Berry, who took particular umbrage at the “quotas” issue, charged that the “percentages” threat was
merely Taft’s “personal interpretation which is not supported by any language
of the [Chavez] bill.” Berry claimed that the Cincinnati branch leaders “construe such an interpretation as a deliberate attempt to incite misinformed
opposition to a measure which has received widespread endorsement by all
minority groups.”38
The NAACP’s national officers fumed at the recent turn of events. The
leadership protested what it perceived as the complete abandonment of the
Republican Party’s pledge to establish a permanent FEPC with enforcement powers. The association had not expected “enthusiastic support” from
Taft for the Chavez Bill. But Acting Secretary Roy Wilkins and the national
leadership “certainly did not expect (and we know the Negro voters did
not expect)” the senator to abandon “the plain promise made to the nation
in the Republican party platform” to support the creation of a permanent
FEPC. Wilkins protested vehemently to Herbert Brownell, the prominent
New York lawyer who was GOP national committee chairman, a close associate of Governor Thomas Dewey, and a future attorney general in the
Eisenhower administration. To Brownell, Wilkins wrote that it seemed Republicans “have welshed on their pledge to Negro citizens,” refused “to support an FEPC bill with teeth in it,” and intended “to sabotage and defeat”
any meaningful legislation. From the GOP, Wilkins demanded nothing less
than a renunciation of the Taft position. Wilkins warned Brownell that “until
the Republican Party chiefs and congressional leaders repudiate the stand
of Senator Taft, the party itself, its candidates and its policies, local and national, must bear the responsibility for this about face in the minds of millions of Negro voters.”39
Wilkins then penned his criticisms of S. 459 directly to the Ohio senator.
37. U.S. Senate, Subcommittee of the Committee on Education and Labor, Fair Employment Practice Act, Hearings on S. 101 and S. 459, 79th Cong., 1st sess., 1945 (Washington, D.C.:
GPO, 1945), 5.
38. Berry to RT, Feb. 5, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
39. Roy Wilkins to RT, Feb. 7, 1945; Wilkins to Herbert Brownell, Feb. 8, 1945, LC/NAACP
Papers.
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“You cannot help but realize that this proposal of yours for a commission to
investigate and find out whether there is discrimination and its extent,” the
acting secretary angrily charged, “is a move that deceives no one.” No study
was necessary, given the great amount of evidence of discrimination in the
wartime mobilization. “A telephone call from your office to the present Fair
Employment Practice Committee,” Wilkins exclaimed, “would bring you
literally stacks of allegations, affidavits, surveys, reports, findings and even
bold admissions of discriminatory practice, now in existence.” The nation
needed not more studies, Wilkins proclaimed, but “action to correct the
discriminatory practices known to exist.” A voluntarist approach, “with investigatory powers only,” he made clear to Taft, “will be of no account in
attacking the problem of opening employment opportunities” for African
Americans handicapped by racial barriers.40
The close alignment of conservative Republicans and conservative
southern Democrats on FEPC did not go unnoticed. Local Cincinnati civil
rights activists suspected that S. 459 was the result of a conspiracy between
Taft, chairman of the Republican Party’s Steering Committee, and white
Democrats south of the Ohio River. Berry observed that Taft’s reasons for
opposing the Chavez Bill were remarkably similar to those of many white
Southerners “who by predilection and social background resist the extension of industrial and political democracy to Negroes and other minorities.”
“Can it be, Senator, that your present position,” Berry inquired, “is part of a
larger plan of collaboration in the Senate with the Southern Senators?”41
Berry’s query and Senator Taft’s reply deserve careful consideration. Taft
was quick to refute the conspiracy charges. “There is no plan of collaborating with the Southern Senators on any issue,” he retorted, “and certainly you
can count on the unanimous support of the Republicans in the Senate for
any reasonable bill to create a Fair Employment Practices Commission.”42
But as James T. Patterson has observed, southern Democrats and conservative Republicans were certainly a “loose bloc of the moment.” While there
was no coordinated plan of action, the two voting blocs consulted regularly,
establishing an ad-hoc working relationship to hinder or derail liberal legislation during the New Deal era.43
From an ideological standpoint, key differences separated the two camps
of conservatives. Philosophically, the most hardened southern racists re40. Roy Wilkins to RT, Feb. 7, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
41. Berry to RT, Feb. 5, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers.
42. RT to Berry, Feb. 8, 1945, LC/NAACP Papers. Taft conceded: “Republicans and many
Southern Democrats think alike on the basic issues.”
43. To understand this working relationship, see Chen, Fifth Freedom, 79–80; Patterson,
“A Conservative Bloc Forms in Congress, 1933–1939,” Journal of American History 52 (Mar.
1966): 768.
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fused to embrace the Republican Party’s conservative vision of an “equal opportunity” society in which citizens could develop themselves to the fullest
extent of their capabilities. Most Republicans understood that to preserve
liberty it was necessary for citizens to possess full political rights. Thus, Taft
consistently supported legislative efforts for expanded political participation, especially voting rights, as well as the campaign to legislate simple
human rights and civil rights protections such as antilynching laws. In contrast, many southern Democrats embraced a much more rigid, stratified
caste system of social relations in the South, rejecting the fluidity that equal
opportunity produced in liberal societies. From a political standpoint, the
senator understood that few men readily gave up power. He was well aware
that southern Democrats with seniority in the two houses of the legislative
branch were reluctant either to sever their ties to the Democratic Party or
support the extension of suffrage to black Americans who might remove
them from office.44
This round of the FEPC fight lasted into early 1946. To denounce Taft’s
position and pressure the senator to withdraw his substitute bill and support the compulsory one, the NAACP leadership mounted a nationwide
letter-writing campaign during the late winter and early spring of 1945.
Prominent African Americans and moderate Republicans from within and
outside Ohio flooded the senator’s office with letters demanding both explanations for and changes in his policy stance. Although Chavez conducted
hearings again in March of that year, Congress passed no bill in 1945.45
A reading of Anthony Chen’s Fifth Freedom is essential to understanding
the demise of the Chavez Bill. When Chavez reintroduced the bill in January 1946, southern Democrats orchestrated what Arthur Krock, Washington
correspondent of the New York Times, labeled a “banking-hours filibuster”
that derailed passage. Throughout the debates, President Harry S. Truman
never issued a strong statement of support for the Chavez Bill. It is clear from
the close analysis of congressional voting in Fifth Freedom that two factors
doomed the movement for compulsory legislation in the Seventy-Ninth
Congress: the highly disciplined stance of the southern Democratic membership and the pivotal role played by supportive GOP conservatives.46

44. For Taft’s pre‑cold war civil rights views, see Wunderlin, “Text and Context in Ohio’s
1938 Senate Campaign”; RT, Firestone Memorial Oration, Apr. 3, 1938, Paul W. Walter Papers;
RT speech, Council of Bishops of the African Methodist Episcopal Church, June 22, 1939, LC/
RATP; RT, Howard University Address, Mar. 2, 1939, Papers of RAT, 2:12–16.
45. Kesselman, Social Politics of FEPC, 219.
46. Chen’s assessment of the filibuster and the pivotal role played by conservative Republicans is in Fifth Freedom, 79–82, 259–61. On the details of the 1946 filibuster, see Ruchames,
Race, Jobs, and Politics, 202–6.
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“The Voluntary Bill Would Go a Long Way”
Failure to secure a permanent FEPC “with teeth,” a brutal region-wide assault by white southerners targeting returning black veterans, and a simultaneous repression of African American voter registration campaigns, forced
Truman to appoint a presidential committee on civil rights in December
1946. “To Secure These Rights,” the committee’s October 1947 report, called
for a broad range of measures to combat racism, including laws to end discrimination and segregation in employment, housing, health facilities, inter
state transportation, and all forms of public accommodations. The report
also urged federal lawmakers to enact statutes making lynching a federal
crime, abolishing the poll tax, and establishing a permanent FEPC, as well
as calling on the president to end discrimination in the federal civil service
and armed forces by executive order.47 As Michael R. Gardner has written,
Truman committed himself and his administration to civil rights in early
1948, advanced a wide-ranging ten-point program outlining his vision of
citizenship in America, and then used executive orders to curb discrimination in the government and the military.48 As part of a comprehensive civil
rights legislative package, FEPC returned to the center stage in 1949 after
the election of President Truman and the Democratic Eighty-First Congress.
Liberal lawmakers in both houses introduced bills to establish commissions
with compulsory enforcement powers. In the House, Representative Adam
Clayton Powell (D-NY) introduced legislation and chaired hearings by a
subcommittee of the House Labor Committee that took testimony on employment practices in May 1949. In the Senate, J. Howard McGrath (D-RI),
whom Truman subsequently appointed attorney general, also introduced
compulsory legislation. Although neither sponsor rushed his legislation to
the floor for a vote in 1949, Taft felt he had to provide an alternative once
again. On September 23, 1949, he introduced S. 2594, which provided for
investigatory powers to encourage voluntary compliance.49
Remarkably, S. 2594 was identical to S. 459, which Taft had proposed in
February 1945, and it was introduced by exactly the same statement. The
senator applied to the McGrath Bill the same criticisms he had earlier directed at the Chavez Bill. Uppermost in his mind, as indicated by his restate47. Chafe, “Postwar American Society,” 167; James T. Patterson, Grand Expectations: The
United States, 1945–1974 (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1996), 149. On Truman and civil
rights, see Steven F. Lawson, Black Ballots: Voting Rights in the South, 1944–1969 (New York:
Columbia Univ. Press, 1976); William C. Berman, The Politics of Civil Rights in the Truman
Administration (Columbus: Ohio State Univ. Press, 1970).
48. Gardner, Harry Truman and Civil Rights, 71–121.
49. The Truman administration’s civil rights agenda for the 81st Cong. and McGrath’s
sponsorship of FEPC legislation are discussed in Gardner, Harry Truman and Civil Rights,
151; Chen, Fifth Freedom, 83–85; Ruchames, Race, Jobs, and Politics, 206–7.
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ment of the February 5, 1945, introductory remarks, were the intrusion of
the federal government into principally local employment practices without respect for the economic conditions in those markets; the centralization
of bureaucratic power through the unfair labor practice procedure; and the
increased tensions among racial, ethnic, and religious groups potentially
resulting in the adoption of hiring quotas.50
Once again, legislation on fair employment practices languished in the
first session of a congress, only to be derailed in the second session. Congress delayed action on FEPC in the last months of 1949. The McGrath Bill
was reported out of committee in the final days of the session, but no effort
was made to pass it in the full Senate. The Powell Bill had been reported out
much earlier in the year, although no effort whatsoever had been made to
bring that legislation to the floor of the U.S. House. Neither was any action
taken on Taft’s voluntarist alternative.51
Conservative Republicans once again stepped forward to assist southern
Democrats in their effort to defeat cloture votes in the second session of
the Eighty-First Congress. During the 1950 session, congressional leaders
proceeded at a snail’s pace, allowing what historian Louis Ruchames has
labeled a “fraudulent” filibuster to sidetrack efforts at passage of liberal legislation for an FEPC “with teeth.” In May 1950, when southern senators began their halfhearted filibuster, they conducted it, with the approval of the
Senate leadership, only during daytime hours and with numerous adjournments. On May 10, Taft detoured the entire process by successfully requesting a consideration of legislation pertaining to the National Labor Relations
Board. Once debate resumed, as Anthony Chen has observed, it was the key
support of the conservative Republicans that allowed the southerners to
prevail in two cloture votes. Advocates of fair employment practices legislation again failed to attain passage.52 It would not be until Lyndon Johnson’s
“Great Society” that fair employment returned to the liberal agenda.
Throughout the 1950 debate and sham filibuster, Taft stuck to his voluntarist alternative. As he prepared to kick off his reelection campaign in
mid-January, he told a delegation of Ohio citizens, led by Charles Lucas,
the executive secretary of the NAACP’s Cleveland branch office, that he still
opposed the Truman-backed FEPC legislation that included compulsory
powers. Taft explained to the delegation that he was opposed to the “drastic
authority” that such legislation would place in the hands of federal administrators. For him, the only acceptable course of action was the establishment

50. RT, Statement on FEPC, September 23, 1949, copy in LC/RATP.
51. The details of the First Session of the 81st Cong. deliberations are in Chen, Fifth Freedom, 84; Ruchames, Race, Jobs, and Politics, 206–7.
52. Chen, Fifth Freedom, 84–85; Ruchames Race, Jobs and Politics, 208–13.

taft’s opposition to a fair employment practices commission, 1944–1950 113

of a commission to end discrimination in employment through voluntary
employer cooperation.53
Later that spring, Taft sparked a heated controversy by questioning the
true beliefs of some NAACP members on the issue of employment discrimination and how best to end it. Speaking at the annual Ohio Elks Dinner in
June, Taft remarked that one of the NAACP’s top leaders had secretly admitted to him that passage of S. 2594 would not mark the end of the world. Taft
later paraphrased his remarks: “Men who are on the inside in the NAACP
and the FEPC Committee have told me that while they are pressing the compulsory FEPC bill and preferred it, if Congress passed the voluntary bill,
they would be pleased with that result.” Walter White, among others, immediately asked Taft to name those “on the inside,” but the senator refused.54
Taft was not surprised by the confidential admissions of black leaders. Fully
convinced of the efficacy of his approach, he observed that “the voluntary
bill would go a long way toward the accomplishment of their purposes, even
if it was not all that was desired.”55
Throughout his 1950 reelection campaign, Taft stuck with his voluntaristcooperative approach, refusing to embrace the compulsory measures called
for by civil rights activists. Responding to the University of Cincinnati
Fellowship Council’s support for compulsory legislation, the senator exclaimed: “I think it would be a serious limitation of the liberty of employers
and people generally.” Taft spelled out his objections to federal intrusion
in no uncertain terms to an inquiry from the African American Pittsburgh
Courier, opposing the establishment of a federal agency with the “power to
interfere every time anyone is employed or promoted.”56

Conclusions
While committing the GOP to antidiscrimination legislation in the party’s
1944 platform, Taft deftly evaded any personal obligation to support the compulsory Chavez Bill during the election year. After Dewey’s loss, Taft was free
53. Newspaper clipping, Jan. 20, 1950, in box A628, LC/NAACP Papers.
54. A reporter summarized the senator’s comments in “Taft Lashes Critics at Ohio State
Elks Meet,” Cleveland Call and Post, June 17, 1950, clipping in LC/NAACP Papers; Taft clarified his remarks in a letter to the NAACP’s leadership. See RT to Walter White, July 25, 1950,
quoted in White Memorandum to Presidents and Secretaries of All Ohio Branches, Aug. 10,
1950, LC/NAACP Papers.
55. RT to Walter White, July 25, 1950, quoted in White Memorandum to Presidents and
Secretaries of All Ohio Branches, Aug. 10, 1950, LC/NAACP Papers.
56. RT to Richard E. LeBlond Jr., president, Fellowship Council, University of Cincinnati,
Jan. 16, 1950, LC/RATP; RT to Joseph Fulton (Reply to Pittsburgh Courier questionnaire), Jan.
24, 1950, Papers of RAT, 4:129.
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to lead the conservative assault on Chavez, offering his own “substitute” in
February 1945. In his opposition to compulsory FEPC legislation, Senator
Taft not only offered a conservative substitute but also confronted leading
NAACP civil rights activists from the Washington, D.C., national office and
the Cincinnati branch office. His opposition outraged the civil rights leadership. Taft believed that African Americans had made dramatic progress in the
seventy-five years since emancipation. He reminded civil rights leaders that
the black community’s material progress had been secured largely through
private-sector economic growth, not public employment, and advised a
gradualist approach to ending employment discrimination. Fearing a white
backlash across the nation, the senator explicitly warned black leaders to be
patient and not to insist on compulsory integration in industry.
To preserve a market economy directed by “natural forces,” Taft had to
block federal legislation to establish government supervision over hiring
practices. In February 1945, and again in 1949, the senator, equipped with
both market and constitutionalist rhetoric, presented a forceful antistatist
argument against the Chavez Bill’s compulsory provisions and offered his
own voluntarist substitute. Most disturbing for the senator was the bill’s use
of “unfair labor practice” provisions, allowing suits by individual workers
who claimed employment discrimination based on cultural criteria. Taft
claimed that such charges would result in commission rulings on each individual case, an excessive federal intervention in private-sector employment
practices. To his way of thinking, the next step would be the recognition
of ethno-cultural proportionalism in hiring, further undermining market
forces. Against this intervention, he cleverly utilized the concepts of gradualism, voluntarism, and localism to fashion his market rhetoric, an “economic liberal” brand of antistatism. Concerned about an infringement of
employers’ constitutional rights and the growth of central government in
America, Taft presented a second set of “anti-power” antistatist arguments.
Fear of the increasing centralization of national power in Washington, D.C.,
led him to propose decentralizing authority to local employment commissions in his substitute bill; his fervent constitutionalism led him to object
strenuously to the Chavez and McGrath bills’ failure to provide for substantive judicial review. Here, the senator followed his father, former president and chief justice William Howard Taft, by emphasizing the principle
of “equal justice under the law” and criticizing the excessive power the bill
conferred on a federal administrative agency.57
Central to Taft’s conservatism was the construction and preservation of a
57. Senator Taft considered the ideal of “equal justice under the law” the third essential
“principle” of his conservatism, along with “liberty” and “equality of opportunity.” See the
discussion of the “Taft Philosophy” in Patterson, Mr. Republican, esp. 329–34.
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natural social order. A competitive market that generated gradual, yet lasting, economic growth and was governed by “natural forces,” not the decisions of lawmakers or bureaucrats, was the foundation of that order.58 The
senator recognized that the status quo was not fair, but it was stable. As a
conservative, Taft desired to effect change gradually and voluntarily, so as
not to threaten the stability of labor-management relations. The litigious
employee, enabled by the unfair labor practices of the Chavez Bill, certainly
posed a threat, in his mind, to a stable workforce. Therefore, the senator
demanded reforms that conformed to the existing social order; his substitute bill revealed his support for reforms implemented incrementally with
the voluntary cooperation of employers and employees that respected local conditions. He believed discriminatory hiring practices stemmed from
the naturally evolving markets of those localities; thus, they should not be
abruptly or immediately banned and workforces swiftly integrated.
While the old conservative nostrum “state ways cannot change folk ways”
certainly explains one aspect of the senator’s opposition to compulsory legislation, Taft believed that governments could play a significant role in assisting the reform process.59 With his substitute bills, he proposed a “constructive approach” for the federal government to follow in orchestrating
efforts to secure “good colored employment.” Government’s proper role, in
the senator’s mind, was to encourage the gradual and voluntary breakdown
of barriers to employment, to help create positive hiring practices such as
those at Firestone’s Akron, Ohio, tire works. Taft’s approach is rooted in the
nineteenth-century Republican Party’s “associative” heritage, to use historian Brian Balogh’s label, which included a variety of public-private and
national-local approaches to economic development, while rejecting the
highly visible efforts of a centralized federal state.60
By explicating Taft’s conservative conception of discrimination and his
voluntarist-cooperative prescription for federal action, this article has contributed both to the burgeoning literature on the struggle to end employ58. On conservatism and a “natural” social order, see Michael Freeden, Ideologies and
Political Theory: A Conceptual Approach (New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1996), chaps. 8–10.
According to Freeden, two core concepts are central to all variants of conservatism: first, a belief in an organic, accumulative process of development; second, a belief that “extra-human”
forces direct that developmental process and the formation of the resulting social order (
332–47).
59. The quotation is from William Graham Sumner. For this language and an insightful
discussion of conservatives, culture, and the role of the state, see Chen, Fifth Freedom, 71.
60. Balogh, Government Out of Sight. Taft truly wished for a federal bureaucracy, in this
case, that was “out of sight.” Authority would be decentralized down to the local level and
decision-making vested in an “associative” body having the full participation of business,
trade union, and community representatives, alongside local commission officials. For an
insightful assessment of the various patterns of modern American citizen-state interaction,
see Balogh’s concluding chapter, “Sighting the Twentieth-Century State,” 379–99.
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ment discrimination and to the growing body of research on the impact of
antistatism on American political development. It does so by amplifying
and clarifying recent scholarship on the conservative opposition to compulsory “fair employment practices” laws; it demonstrates that Taft considered
discriminatory practices principally a matter of local customs, opposed the
establishment of an intrusive federal bureaucracy to regulate hiring practices, but advocated the creation of government commissions, especially at
the local level, to orchestrate cooperation among communities, businesses,
and labor unions. He firmly believed that local voluntary-cooperative approaches could end discrimination by all but the most “intransigent employers,” preferring intervention by the courts as a last resort.
Taft’s brand of antistatism proved significant. In an era when American
liberals recognized that citizens’ innermost prejudices were at the root of
the nation’s race question, but chose to regulate only the highly visible practices of employment discrimination with a powerful federal bureaucracy,
the senator stood squarely in their path. His arguments provided the ideological justification for the conservative opposition to the federal intrusion
in labor markets from 1944 to 1950; the utility of his antistatist ideas in that
struggle is the real significance of this episode in American politics. A conservative coalition of Republicans and southern Democrats won the FEPC
battle, blocking the extension of federal supervision over employment practices in the private sector for a generation.
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Agents of Change
Congregation Brith Emeth and Rabbi Philip Horowitz
a l a n t. l e v e n s o n

History loves a winner. American Jewish historiography in Ohio follows
this rule, with plenty of attention lavished on Cincinnati, home to the institutionalization of the Reform movement in the 1870s, and Cleveland,
site of some storied rabbis and congregations.1 This essay, which focuses
on Congregation Brith Emeth (1959–86), whose entire existence coincided
with the tenure of its founding rabbi, Philip Horowitz (1922–2002), offers
an exception to this rule. To the obvious objection—why bother to study
this particular congregation and rabbi—there is an obvious rejoinder. Not
every congregation is led by a figure of Abba Hillel Silver’s fame, nor does
every congregation have the lineage of Fairmount Temple‑Anshe Chesed,
to mention Cleveland’s most famous rabbi and oldest congregation.2 There
ought to be, in principle, merit to studying a congregation and rabbi whose

The author thanks Bill Marcus, for conducting many of these interviews, the Western Reserve
Historical Society for making its archival collection available, and the family of the late Rabbi
Philip Horowitz for numerous instances of fact-checking.
1. Three self-published, full-length congregational histories exist for Cleveland Jewry: The
Temple-Tifereth Israel, The Park Synagogue, and The Suburban Temple.
2. Marc Lee Raphael, Abba Hillel Silver: A Profile in American Judaism (New York: Holmes
& Meier, 1989). On Rabbi Moses Gries, an important early leader at the Temple‑Tifereth Israel, see David Kaufman, Shul with a Pool: The Synagogue-Center in American Jewish History
(Waltham, Mass.: Brandeis Univ. Press, 1999), 37–46. See also: Lloyd P. Gartner, History of
the Jews of Cleveland (Cleveland: Western Reserve Historical Society, 1978); Sally Wertheim
and Alan Bennett, eds., Cleveland’s Jewish: A Sourcebook (Kent, Ohio: Kent State Univ. Press,
2011); Judah Rubenstein, ed., Merging Traditions: Jewish Life in Cleveland (Cleveland: Western
Reserve Historical Society, 2004).
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longevity and resources fall within the normal rather than the extraordinary range. In this case, the genesis of the research becomes part of the
story. This project was generated by the observation of the former director
of Jewish education at Siegal College, Lifsa Block Schachter, that Congregation Brith Emeth (hereafter Brith Emeth) alumni seemed disproportionately active in Cleveland’s Jewish institutions. Further inquiry turned up
nineteen rabbis who had attended Brith Emeth, a slew of cantorial soloists
(musical leaders), several heads of agencies, a half-dozen members who
moved to Israel, many more who studied there, and general assent that the
Brith Emeth experience was the high point in their Jewish journeys. Thus,
anecdotal evidence suggests success rather than failure. Yet the eager participation of former Brith Emeth congregants in telling their stories would
have been of limited value (e.g., the preservation of nostalgia on .mpg files)
without an important evidentiary control: the preservation of the records
of this congregation in two major manuscript collections at Cleveland’s
Western Reserve Historical Society. Alongside the interviews conducted by
this author or a research assistant, there exists a rich body of evidence with
which to reconstruct some unique features of this congregation and gauge
the recollections of the congregants.3 What accounts for this enthusiastic
alumni response in a congregation that lasted twenty-five years and never
exceeded five hundred member families?4 I will attempt to unravel this
enigma in three stages, exploring the nature of Brith Emeth in light of local
conditions; the nature of its central figure, Rabbi Philip Horowitz; and the
legacy of its participants, with a central distinction between the experiences
of the founding generation and those of their children.

Congregation Brith Emeth: Denominationalism
and Demo graphics
The material—archival and interview—reflected the transition from what
Arthur Goren dubbed the golden decade of American Jewry (1945–55)
to the more turbulent 1960s–70s.5 The decade preceding the founding of
3. The Brith Emeth Temple records (MS 4747, container 1, Western Reserve Historical
Society, Cleveland) contain letters, sermons, memorabilia, and other documents on the life of
this congregation. The Philip Horowitz Papers (MS 4763, also at the Western Historical Society) contain Horowitz’s correspondence and sermons. Many of these sermons, including the
run of High Holiday sermons (1959–86), also exist on audiotape, as do several classes taught
at John Carroll University.
4. The Charter Members of Brith Emeth (April 30–June 30, 1959) lists 169 couples and 6
singles, for a total of 344 members. Brith Emeth Temple records, MS 4747, container 1.
5. A useful chronology may be found in Riv-Ellen Prell, “Triumph, Accommodation, and
Resistance: American Jewish Life from the End of World War II to the Six-Day War,” in The
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Brith Emeth in 1959 saw the creation of Temple Emanuel in 1947, Suburban Temple in 1948, and the West Temple in 1954. Cleveland followed the
national pattern: Michael Meyer’s authoritative history of Reform Judaism
in America noted that the number of Reform-affiliated congregations grew
from 300 to 656 from 1943 to 1964.6 Another factor helps place Brith Emeth
among Reform congregations formed at the end of that golden era, and
again, Meyer has identified the phenomenon: Brith Emeth had none of the
German Jewish versus Russian Jewish tensions of older, more prestigious
Reform congregations, for the simple reason that its founding members
were second- and third-generation Americans of Eastern European Jewish extraction.7 Brith Emeth did not have roots going back to the “German
period” in American Jewish history, neither was it an immigrant synagogue
composed of Holocaust survivors. The founding of Brith Emeth, then, appears as part of the positive side of denominationalism: the freedom to
invent new religious institutions to serve a variety of social, geographic,
and ideological needs.8 Yet Brith Emeth did not think of itself as a Reform
congregation as much as a Liberal one. A number of our interviewees kept
kosher, Rabbi Horowitz donned his kippah (yarmulke), and although there
was a confirmation service that was taken seriously, so too were (the more
traditionally Jewish) Ben/Bat Torah services.9 Horowitz’s sermons rarely
took a partisan Reform point of view, although many adopted an aggressively Jewish agenda.10 Presumably, Brith Emeth exhibited the sort of “theoColumbia History of Jews and Judaism in America, ed. Marc Lee Raphael (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 2004).
6. Michael Meyer, Response to Modernity: A History of the Reform Movement in Judaism
(New York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1988), 358; Edward Shapiro, A Time for Healing: American Jewry
since World War II (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1992), 159–94; Riv-Ellen Prell, “Community and the Discourse of Elegy: The Postwar Suburban Debate,” in Imagining the American
Jewish Community, ed. Jack Wertheimer (Waltham, Mass.: Brandeis Univ. Press, 2007), 67–90.
Prell concludes that the suburban synagogue in this period bore the burden of Jewish associational life that had been served in an earlier period by the ethnic neighborhood.
7. In a sermon entitled “Considerations in the Controversy over Reintroducing Ritual in
American Jew Reform,” Horowitz noted, “The practically evaporated sociological division
between two waves of Jewish immigration to the United States” (2), Temple Brith Emeth
records, MS 4747, container 322.
8. I am aware that “denominationalism” may be considered an inherently Protestant, even
inherently American Protestant term, best used to describe the absence of a formal churchstate alliance and the consequent necessity for intra-Christian toleration. I believe, however,
that a more positive usage akin to what the sociologist Lewis Coser called “religious functionalism” has justification here. See Lewis Coser, The Functions of Social Conflict (Glencoe, Ill.:
Free Press, 1956), 151–57.
9. When Horowitz began wearing his kippah as a rabbi remains a matter of dispute. The
reintroduction of this ritual item was widespread by the 1970s, according to Marc Lee Raphael, Judaism in America (New York: Columbia Univ. Press, 2004), 154. It could, however,
still cause a stir a decade later in Cleveland, when Rabbi Ben Kamin started wearing one at
“Silver’s Temple.” See Ruth Dancyger, Temple-Tifereth Israel, 118.
10. Whether other traditionally raised Jews who went through Wise’s Jewish Institute
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logical smorgasbord” about which Rabbi Daniel Jeremy Silver at the nearby
Temple-Tifereth Israel complained bitterly. But this denominational border
crossing proved attractive to Brith Emeth’s members. Although the postwar period was very different from the one described by Jeffrey Gurock in
When Harlem Was Jewish, Gurock’s portrayal of rabbis and congregations
that skirted the border of Orthodox and Conservative obtains for Brith
Emeth as well. As Horowitz spoke in his 1960 Rosh Hashanah sermon:
How often have you & I heard people identify themselves as reform
Jews, or as members of the Reform persuasion by saying: “I do not observe the Sabbath—I do not observe kashrut—I do not interest myself
in Judaism—I don’t know anything about Judaism. Therefore, I am a
reform Jew.” Reform Judaism is not an empty house. It does provide a
license for anyone sufficiently unconcerned with Judaism to vandalize
these vacant halls. If we would be reform—reforming liberal Jews, then
we do this through harmonizing this knowledge with our thought and
performance.11
“Denominational” factors were important, but the timing and the local
context played an important role too. Temple Emanuel began with the avid
support of the two major Reform congregations as well as the national Reform movement. Suburban Temple began as a breakaway from these same
congregations, mainly as a negative response to their increasing Zionism
and emphasis on Hebrew instruction. Suburban Temple did not enjoy the
support of either Silver or Brickner, but it did have a clear ideological impetus.12 The West Temple, on the far side of town from Greater Cleveland’s
concentrated Jewish population, before the building of Interstate 480 linked
the East and West Sides, drew its initial membership from the scientists
and engineers at the NASA-Lewis Research Center. All three were officially
United American Hebrew Congregation (UAHC) congregations, and all
three reflected a period when the national Jewish population was growing
and moving rapidly out of the city and into the suburbs.13
of Religion imparted a European “Liberal” rather than an American “Reform” feel to the
congregations they served would be worth investigating. I incline toward the view of Leon
Jick, Americanization of the Synagogue (Hanover, N.H.: Published for Brandeis Univ. Press
by Univ. Press of New England, 1976), Marc Lee Raphael and Jeffrey Gurock that denominational designations may obscure other, equally important, phenomena.
11. Jeffrey Gurock, When Harlem Was Jewish, 1870–1930 (New York: Columbia Univ. Press,
1979).
12. Suburban Temple’s original, lengthy credo, located in the lobby, contains the following:
“We believe that our individual allegiance, as citizens is to the United States of America and
that there must not be conflict between our civic allegiance and our religious allegiance to
Judaism.” Suburban Temple has long since abandoned its anti-Zionist stance.
13. The founding of Emanuel under Rabbi Alan Green was encouraged by the two preemi-
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Congregation Brith Emeth, formed a decade after Emanuel and Suburban, reflected a further population shift, from the inner suburbs (the three
“Heights” of Cleveland—Cleveland, University, and Shaker) to the outer
suburbs (Beachwood, Pepper Pike, Orange, and Solon).14 Before it built
what it hoped to be its permanent home in Pepper Pike, still a fashionable
Cleveland suburb, Brith Emeth met weekly for the first five years of its existence at the Unitarian Church on Shaker Boulevard and at Byron Junior
High School in Shaker Heights for the High Holy Days.15 Temple Emanuel,
by contrast, remained on Green Road until 2008, when it relocated to Solon,
while Suburban Temple remains on its initial site on Chagrin Boulevard in
Shaker Heights, as does the West Temple. The two largest Reform temples
also moved to eastern suburbs, although Abba Hillel Silver’s magnificent
Moorish building on 105th Street (Cleveland city proper) remains in use
for the High Holidays. Thus, in little more than a decade, three new Reform congregations were founded in Cleveland, supplementing the already
venerable and large Reform congregations, the Temple-Tifereth Israel and
Anshe Chesed (Fairmount Temple). Cleveland Jews, like American Jews in
general, were suburbanizing in the post‑World War II decades, but even
secular Jews tended to belong to synagogues and expend their charitable
dollars on Jewish institutions.
Nevertheless, Brith Emeth’s timing was less fortunate than its predecessors’: by the 1970s, Cleveland had earned the horrid moniker “Mistake on the
Lake,” and its Jewish population had stagnated. In other words, Brith Emeth
was competing with older, wealthier, and more established congregations
for the same-sized pie. Brith Emeth had lawyers, doctors, and businessman,
but also blue-collar Jews and Jews of modest means. Considering its demise,
mainly the result of financial stress, it probably had too few wealthy benefactors on its membership rolls.16 Paula Hyman commented about a New
nent Reform rabbis in Cleveland, Abba Hillel Silver and Barnett Brickner. Suburban Temple,
by contrast, objected to the Zionist-Hebraist orientations of these older congregations and
met with vociferous opposition. See Raphael, Abba Hillel Silver, 182–83, and Ellen Chenchinsky Deutsch, “The Founders of Suburban Temple-Kol Ami” (MA thesis, Siegal College, 2002).
14. Marc Lee Raphael, “Jewish Responses to the Integration of a Suburb: Cleveland
Heights, Ohio 1960–1980,” American Jewish Archives 44 (1982): 541–63.
15. Temple Emanuel remained on Green Road until 2008, when it sold its property to John
Carroll University and relocated to Solon. Suburban Temple remains on its initial site on Chagrin Boulevard in Shaker Heights. The two largest Reform temples moved to eastern suburbs
in these years too. In 1948 Anshe Chesed purchased a thirty-two-acre site on Fairmount Boulevard. After a zoning battle that went all the way to the Ohio Supreme Court, the city of Beachwood approved the construction of Anshe Chesed’s present home, built by 1955, and dedicated
on May 31, 1957, (“Anshe Chesed/Fairmount 150 years of Light 1842–1992,” Anniversary Service
commemorative brochure, courtesy of Anshe Chesed Congregational Library).
16. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, container 3. An undated Cleveland Plain Dealer
article from the mid-1970s announced the celebration of Brith Emeth’s five past presidents: a
lawyer, a doctor, an engineer/manufacturer, an automobile dealer, and a funeral director. While
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England congregation, “Like most American synagogues, Mishkan Tefilla
[Boston] was a hierarchical, oligarchic institution.”17 Brith Emeth offered the
sad spectacle of oligarchs without enough money. Moreover, in a frankly
Jewish city, where multigenerational membership and deep pockets counted
for much, Brith Emeth took a decidedly democratic approach to congregational governance.18
The meeting for the creation of a possible new Reform congregation, announced in the Plain Dealer, took place at Richmond Heights Elementary
School (a suburb on Cleveland’s north-east side). According to Jane Avner,
the original processor of the Brith Emeth archive, eight families had already
taken the initiative to encourage Rabbi Horowitz to explore the viability
of a new congregation. Since it was locally and nationally recognized that
existing Reform congregations in Cleveland had reached their membership
capacities, the overwhelming response was not so surprising in retrospect.
Nevertheless, two of Rabbi Horowitz’s daughters vividly remember how excited their father was when he returned home from the meeting. Horowitz and congregational president Martin Friedman chose the name Brith
Emeth (“Covenant of Truth”). By Rosh Hashanah of 1959, Brith Emeth had
300 families, and this number would rise to at least 435 by the mid-1960s.19
At Rosh Hashanah 1960, Horowitz could claim 500 students enrolled in the
religious school. The congregation’s members were young families, many
with several children. The early years had an informal feel to them, often
more like a prayer group than the staid Reform temples of the early 1960s.
The reality of mushrooming congregations was one, according to Leon Jick,
that preoccupied Reform leadership in this era, and Temple Emanuel and
Brith Emeth both benefited from the impulse against the spiritual anonymity that excessive size entailed.20 At Horowitz’s seventy-third birthday, in
1995, a distinguished protégé, Rabbi Harry Rosenfeld of Buffalo, New York,

all were successful, their names do not strike native Clevelanders (I polled several) as being
among those of the community’s larger philanthropists. According to an undated Brith Emeth
publicity brochure, the temple’s annual dues in the mid-1960s were modest: under $200 per
annum, including UAHC membership, and even less for “Young affiliated + Singles” (5). The
annual dues at Silver’s Temple were similar, but there were also special assessments at Silver’s,
and many wealthy congregants to plug the budget gaps. Dancyger, Temple‑Tifereth Israel, 63–75.
17. Paula Hyman, “From City to Suburb,” in Wertheimer, American Synagogue, 192.
18. Meyer, Response to Modernity, 355. Several interviewees stressed that the big-money
players did not always get their way at Brith Emeth. Terry Pollack, then a fledgling public
school teacher, noted that even before he and his wife could pay membership dues, he was
allowed to participate in synagogue policy meetings.
19. The number of member-families of 435 comes from what I assume to be a Cleveland
Plain Dealer article, undated, in Brith Emeth Temple Records, MS 4747, container 53. Other
Brith Emeth brochures claim 500 families, but this has yet to be confirmed in the Brith Emeth
records, which contain membership lists from 1969–81, MS 4747, containers 53–54.
20. Leon Jick, “The Reform Synagogue,” in Wertheimer, American Synagogue, 105.
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spoke in his mentor’s honor and captured in print what other interviewees
expressed more haltingly: “I remember those early years with services at the
First Unitarian Church. Actually, I remember the onegs. Actually, I remember there were always children at the oneg. Actually I remember the girls
chasing us boys around the hall and stage where we had the oneg. Actually
I remember it was Bethamie [Rabbi Horowitz’s middle daughter], leading
the girls chasing us boys. The Rosh Hashanah receptions at your house gave
similar, wonderful warm memories for me. Lots of people, children playing.
A feeling of mishpachah, of family.”
Of course, both the rabbis and congregation aspired to a different home
than First Unitarian. Like many other congregations after World War II,
Brith Emeth had sought the services of a famous architect (for instance, Percival Goodman, Erich Mendelssohn) to build them a permanent home. By
the early 1960s, Brith Emeth decided to enlist the prominent modernist Edward Durell Stone, designer of the New York Civic Center; the U.S. embassy
building in New Delhi; the Huntington Hartford Museum in Lincoln Center,
also in New York; the National Cultural Center in Washington, D.C.; and the
Jewish Community Federation building in downtown Cleveland. According
to Clevelander Sheldon Gross, Stone’s initial response was that Brith Emeth
could not afford his services. After some cajoling, he agreed to help with design but have locals, including Gross, also a Brith Emeth activist, supervise
the actual planning.21 This too turned out to be complicated, since the Pepper
Pike City Council was none too eager to host a Jewish house of worship. Several years earlier, Anshe Chesed (Fairmount Temple) had won a zoning war
with the city of Beachwood. Now, Brith Emeth would also emerge victorious
over an opposition animated in part by antisemitism.22
The temple-in-the-round, as it was known, was built in 1967 at an estimated cost of $1.25 million.23 The structure was once described as “basically
a Star of David within an unbroken circle.”24 Years later, the building remains
a source of intense controversy among congregants.25 While the official min21. Forty years after its building, Sheldon Gross enthusiastically described meeting Edward Durell Stone in New York and outfoxing the Pepper Pike City Council.
22. Anti-Orthodox sentiment played a role in the battle over a proposed complex in the
Green Road area of University Heights/Beachwood. This time, gentile antiSemitism was not a
significant factor. Samuel Freedman, “Beachwood, Ohio 1997–1999,” Jew vs. Jew: The Struggle
for the Soul of American Jewry (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), 283–337.
23. Willingness to invest in physical plant typified the era. Meyer, Response to Modernity,
359; Lance J. Sussman, “The Suburbanization of the American Synagogue as reflected in Synagogue Building and Architecture” American Jewish History 75 (1985–86): 31–47.
24. “Brith Emeth,” an undated congregational brochure, probably from the early 1980s,
which was showing the strain of attracting members (4). The page, titled “Do Not Separate Yourself from the Congregation,” also marked the beginnings of a mythologizing of the
founding meeting (Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, p. 4).
25. This building currently houses both the Ratner Montessori School and Congregation
Kol Ha-Lev, led by Rabbi Steve Segar.
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utes of the meeting reflect congregational pride in the structure, and the aesthetically sensitive Horowitz delighted in the building’s unique design, many
former Brith Emeth members looked back at this undertaking as a disastrous
“edifice complex.” In fact, the building was too expensive for the congregation to support. Its completion and upkeep continued to be problematic—
the roof leaked, and the round structure enabled religious school students to
escape the watchful eyes of their teachers. At the time of its demise in 1986,
the congregation had debts of $600,000. The end of Brith Emeth was largely,
though not exclusively, the product of financial pressures. By that time, Rabbi
Horowitz had led Brith Emeth for longer than twenty-five years, including
several years of institutional and personal stress, and through at least one difficult associate rabbinical relationship.26
The last-ditch effort to save the congregation was a proposed merger
with Temple Emanuel. Although Brith Emeth had an impressive building
and was farther to the east, an increasingly desirable location, it had fewer
members (approximately five hundred versus eight hundred) and was in a
far less favorable financial situation.27 Temple Emanuel’s president, Jerry
Schleifer, gave the pros and cons of the proposed merger with Brith Emeth.
He spoke in favor, but the conditions reflected very clearly which congregation would be the senior partner and specified that Emanuel’s Rabbi Daniel Roberts, a generation younger than Horowitz, would be “Head Rabbi,”
while Horowitz would take the title of Rabbi emeritus.28 Although the exact
sequence of events is unclear, the merger failed, and Brith Emeth’s assets
were acquired by Park Synagogue, a large Conservative congregation. Although there was some attempt to grant autonomous status to former Brith
Emeth members along with a three-year grace period of paying at Brith
Emeth’s lower membership rates, this does not seem to have yielded many
results. Some congregants stayed at Park Synagogue in the back pews, others followed their children’s (or children’s spouses’) choices of congregation,
and some disaffiliated altogether. The Jewish Federation of Cleveland, considered a national model of leadership, did not step in to broker a deal that
might have preserved the congregation’s identity. Twenty-seven years after
the first meeting at Richmond Heights Elementary School, the Brith Emeth
experience was over.
26. In 1983, Horowitz signed a retirement agreement with the congregation; the future of
the congregation was already in jeopardy by that point (Park Synagogue Collection, MS 4793,
container 1, fol. 13).
27. Interview with Rabbi Daniel Roberts (Sept. 29, 2009). Rabbi Roberts served at Temple
Emanuel from 1972 until 2002, first as associate rabbi and then as head rabbi. He stressed
Emanuel members’ financial anxiety about the merger. From other sources, it seems the presence of popular associate rabbis at both congregations was complicating the matter, as four
rabbis would certainly have been superfluous.
28. Temple Emanuel President Jerry Schleifer’s Address at Merger Information Program,
January 15, 1986, Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747.
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Rabbi Philip Horowitz: Charismatic and
Institu tional Leadership
Rabbi Philip Horowitz, born Pinchas Horowitz in Vienna in 1922, immigrated to America with his parents in 1929 and grew up in New York City.
He was the product of a childhood both traditional and iconoclastic. After graduation from the renowned Rabbi Jacob Joseph Yeshiva, Horowitz
received his first two degrees from Yeshiva University Teachers College (a
teacher’s certificate in 1939 and a BA in 1942) and an MA from Columbia
University in 1945. Rav Joseph Soloveitchick was already teaching at Yeshiva
during Horowitz’s, stay and he was quite taken with the boy. But Horowitz
did not feel comfortable ideologically with either Orthodox or Conservative
Judaism—as he recounted to one of his daughters, too much checking tzitzit
(prayer-shawl fringes). Despite his traditional upbringing, Horowitz made
the apparently unusual decision to study at a Reform seminary, where he
received ordination after only two years (1951). While his traditional learning, acquired early in life, would prove an integral part of his rabbinic identity, the Jewish Institute of Religion (JIR) in New York seems to be where
Horowitz forged his overall outlook. The institute was founded and directed
by Rabbi Stephen Wise, America’s most famous rabbi at that time. Although
Wise was Reform, many of his faculty members were not, and the overall
atmosphere at JIR certainly differed from that at the Cincinnati campus of
Hebrew Union College.29 Horowitz called it “Slonimsky’s JIR,” revealing his
own Yeshiva background and paying homage to his favorite teacher, Henry
Slonimsky (1884–1970), a distinguished medievalist who served JIR from
1924 until 1952.30 JIR was in the heart of Manhattan, and although Wise had
difficulty attracting and retaining a permanent faculty without adequate
funds, some very famous figures in American Jewry taught there. No better description of Horowitz’s own outlook can be found than Slonimsky’s
definition of JIR as “a free school, free from dogmas, free from orthodoxy,
free from reform, where teachers are free to teach what they think best and
where students are not bound by any obligation to conform.”31
Before founding Brith Emeth, Rabbi Horowitz served as educational director for Forest Hills Jewish Center in Queens, New York, under the renowned

29. Hebrew Union College in Cincinnati, founded by Isaac Mayer Wise in 1875, was led
by the anti-Zionist Julian Morgenstern from 1922 until 1947. Morgenstern’s death, Stephen
Wise’s advancing age, and the successful creation of the State of Israel in 1948 eased a merger
of Hebrew Union College and JIR.
30. Bethamie Horowitz mentioned “Slonimsky’s JIR in a telephone interview (Nov. 6, 2009).
31. Biographical sketch of Henry Slonimsky (1884–1970) in Reform Judaism in America,
ed. Kerry M. Olitzky et al., Reform Judaism in America: A Biographical Dictionary and Sourcebook (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood, 1993), 198.
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Ben Tzion Bokser, and then as associate rabbi and religious school director
at Anshe Chesed (Fairmount Temple), Cleveland’s oldest congregation, from
1952 until 1959. During those years, Anshe Chesed moved from its Euclid
Avenue location to its current location on Fairmount Boulevard. Although
Fairmount Temple, as it became most commonly known after the move, was
classical Reform in its liturgy, it also enjoyed a long tradition of distinguished
Hebraists in its employ, particularly its religious school. Horowitz probably
found more like-minded thinkers among his fellow educators than among
his congregants. On the Day of Atonement in 1955 Horowitz sermonized:
Much as it has been developed and much as it will be extended, education of the children itself constitutes only part of the story and perhaps not the most important part. . . . The other aspect of the problem
is that we parents must begin to learn and to live our Judaism if the
education of the youngsters is to have any meaning to them. Believe
me, our children are no fools; and if they perceive that our sending
them to religious school is a mere device for fulfilling a social obligation but has no deep meaning for us, they will act accordingly.
Something would be wrong with them if they did not. The main point
which emerged from the expensive and extensive research was simply
this—that without the involvement of the parents no religious schools
can be a real thing to the children.32
Whether Jews in the 1950s wanted to hear that their own Jewish education
needed improving may be doubted, but at Brith Emeth Horowitz had the opportunity to test his views. In any event, following the tragic death of the venerated Barnett Brickner in an auto accident in Spain in 1957, Anshe Chesed
(Fairmount Temple) gave its top rabbinic job to Arthur Lelyveld, then head
of national Hillel and active in the American Jewish Congress. Lelyveld went
on to a distinguished rabbinate, providing American Jewry with an iconic
civil rights image, behind only Abraham Joshua Heschel’s marching arm in
arm with Martin Luther King. On a voter registration march, Lelyveld had
his head bloodied by some thugs. The picture, in all major newspapers, made
him a national figure of courage. And indeed, that kind of image, that kind
of rabbi, was what a progressive Reform congregation wanted. Horowitz was
quite interested in civil rights. He spoke forthrightly about equal rights for
African Americans, and Brith Emeth adopted a lengthy statement supporting
equal treatment in the workplace, titled “Importance of Religion in Everyday Life: Program for Racial Justice.” But his passion was educating Jewish
children—always a less glamorous and remunerative task. Lelyveld’s national
32. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4943, container 2, fol. 6.
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orientation and reputation was likely not the whole reason he got the nod
for Fairmount’s top post. Horowitz had served Anshe Chesed (Fairmount
Temple) for seven years—long enough to acquire enemies as well as admirers, a significant factor in rabbinic hires.33 Whatever the reasons, Horowitz
had been passed over. The financial consequences were real ones: Horowitz’s
salary by the mid-1960s reached only $25,000 per year, far less than what Silver and Lelyveld earned. However, Brith Emeth’s religious school educators
earned even less. The August 24, 1959, budget posted monthly salaries starting at just $18. Morry Sorin, religious school head, earned $500 that year, and
Pearl Turner a princely $1,521.60, but unlike the men, who had other day jobs,
she worked at Brith Emeth full-time.
Although he did not lead one of the two giant Reform congregations,
Horowitz was a local rabbi much in demand. Like most of the liberal rabbis of that era, Horowitz was involved in interfaith dialogues.34 He spoke
at many churches and schools, and Shaker Heights High School honored
him by asking him to give the commencement benediction the year one
of his daughters graduated. He received letters asking about his views on
church-state relations from school officials, ministers, and other rabbis. His
public persona (he was interviewed several times by the legendary Cleveland news personality Dorothy Fuldheim) elicited some rather offbeat correspondence. In response to a letter from a non-congregant named Heinz
Schwarz who protested the Shaker Heights ice-hockey team playing against
a team named the “Crusaders,” Rabbi Horowitz wrote that not only were
the violent aspects of the Crusaders probably unknown to the players on
either team but that he regarded his own failure to visit his native Vienna
as an unfortunate hang-up.35 (Curiously, the Western Reserve Historical
Society has a picture of Horowitz taken with the Crusaders, with mounted
knights and javelins on their uniforms.)36 Horowitz did eventually visit
Russia and teach Judaism in Poland; his Viennese “hang-up” did not extend
to all places where anti-Semitism had flourished.37
Considering that he was not a nationally known figure such as Silver
or Brickner, Horowitz had an interesting and varied rabbinic career. He
made several trips to Israel and had correspondences with some notable
33. On rabbinic searches, see Stephen Fried, The New Rabbi: A Congregation Searches for
Its Leader (New York: Bantam, 2002).
34. In 1964, Rav Joseph Soloveitchick, a former teacher of Horowitz’s at Yeshiva College,
published “Confrontation,” an influential call for Orthodox rabbis to be very circumspect in
any interfaith endeavors. This issue appears to have been one dividing line between Orthodoxy and Liberalism in that era (Tradition 6 [1964]: 5‑29).
35. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4943, fol. 629 (Nov. 1972). Horowitz did return to
Vienna in the late 1980s.
36. This undated picture is found in Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, Varia.
37. Cleveland Jewish News, May 19, 1989.
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figures in the Jewish world, including Maurice Eisendrath (1902–1973), Jacob Rader Marcus (1896–1995), and Lily Montague (1873–1963). He also led
farm worker Sabbaths, visited Jewish prisoners in the Chillicothe, Ohio,
jail (and received some moving thank-you notes for doing so), and spoke
from the pulpit on a flurry of local controversies. Summers were time off for
Horowitz; some years he vacationed with his family, often at Jewish camps.
At Camp Kutz in Warwick, New York, he served as rabbi in residence. He
also ran a college forum in Camp Eisner in Great Barrington, Massachusetts,
and Camp White Pines in Halliburton, Ontario. Terry Pollack, a teacher at
Shaker Heights High School, and former director of the Anti-Defamation
League’s World of Difference program, led the Brith Emeth youth group and
taught in its religious school in the late 1960s and early 1970s. He especially
remembers Horowitz during these summer experiences, where the latter
would mesmerize the campers with stories from the Hasidic masters and
tell them about his own struggles at Americanization. Descending on these
out-of-town camps (or possibly Camp Wise in Cleveland—the recollections
vary) was Rabbi Jordy Pearlson, a friend of Horowitz’s and fellow traditionally educated Reform rabbi. Together, the two educated as they entertained
their mainly third-generation, suburban campers.
The Brith Emeth youth were highly encouraged to do Jewish summer
camping, even if the camp was Zionist Orthodox Camp Massad Bet, led by
Horowitz’s friend Rabbi Louis Bernstein. Brith Emeth, Camp Massad Bet,
and Cleveland College of Jewish Studies, where Horowitz also taught, all
shared a Hebraist orientation and a set of high expectations.38 This elitism
combined with Horowitz’s willingness to share his younger congregants with
other institutions correlated to Jewish engagement later in life. Many of the
children who participated in these extra-congregational activities went on to
become rabbis and cantors and educators in Cleveland and beyond.
Horowitz was a confirmed Zionist; by the 1960s this had become the
majority perspective within Reform Judaism, championed by both Abba
Hillel Silver and Barnett Brickner. In the 1950s, Horowitz had seriously contemplated relocating to Israel, when he worked with Maurice Eisendrath to
develop a program of Progressive Judaism there. His 1956 visit stuck with
him a long time, and in sermons he often drew on metaphors from his experiences in Israel. No other rabbi, as Horowitz bragged to Eisendrath and
the UAHC scholarship board, sent so many of its students to summer and
semester-length Israel programs. Horowitz’s rabbinic discretionary fund
seems to have been largely devoted to sponsoring just such trips for Brith
38. On these summer camps and the intense, elite Jewish attitude cultivated there, as well
as the Hebrew teacher colleges, see Walter Ackerman, “A World Apart,” in Hebrew in America:
Perspectives and Prospects, ed. Alan Mintz (Detroit: Wayne State Univ. Press, 1993), 105–29.
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Emeth children whose parents could not afford the fees.39 At least five Brith
Emeth graduates who would continue as nonprofit professionals in Jewish organizations made aliyah.40 Horowitz shares the credit here: several
Brith Emeth alumni cited the high quality of the Hebrew school teachers,
many of whom were either Israeli or fluent in Hebrew. Most of all, “they
were cool.”41 Like the introduction of a mandatory Israel year for would-be
Reform rabbis, the Eisendrath program proved transformative for several
Brith Emeth youth.
Horowitz also did a fair amount of teaching at local colleges, including
John Carroll University, which has a long-standing tradition of offering
classes in Judaic studies. Horowitz served as visiting professor of theology
from 1968 until 1978 and must have taught hundreds of the school’s predominantly Catholic undergraduates. One Brith Emeth interviewee became
a congregational activist by dint of taking one of these classes, in which she
met another Jewish student, later the distinguished Detroit-area Rabbi Norman Roman.
Horowitz had a global view of the Jewish condition and lobbied on behalf of Soviet Jewry, the “Jews of Silence.”42 Although it seems hard to believe today, American Jews needed plenty of cajoling to aggressively demand
freedom for this oppressed group, most particularly the right to emigrate.43
The Cleveland campaign for freeing Soviet Jewry was a grassroots initiative
started by some NASA-affiliated scientists on Cleveland’s West Side. Horowitz seems to have been the only rabbi who was an initial signatory on what
became a slew of publications calling the oppression of Soviet Jews to the attention of the Cleveland Jewish Federation, which ultimately drew national
attention.44 The group’s activism on behalf of Soviet Jewry began in the early
39. Horowitz’s November 10, 1972, letter to Aaron Intrater of the Bureau of Jewish Education noted that the nine-year-old Eisendrath Exchange program had hit financial difficulties:
“Since the number of student participants is growing, it is becoming increasingly difficult for
the Rabbi’s Fund to supply some of the larger sums necessary. I believe this to be an exceptional program of Hebrew study in Israel and I commend it to your attention.” Temple Brith
Emeth records, MS 4943, container 1, fol. 6.
40. At least six Brith Emeth alumni moved to Israel.
41. Naomi Chase telephone interview, Nov. 6, 2009.
42. On the Soviet Jewry movement nationwide, see Jonathan Sarna, American Judaism: A
History (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univ. Press, 2004), 317–18. Horowitz preached on “Silence
on the Soviets” as early as November 15, 1963, at Shabbat evening service.
43. On the Cleveland campaign on behalf of Soviet Jewry, see Louis Rosenblum’s memoir,
“Cleveland and the Freeing of Soviet Jewry,” on www.clevelandjewishhistory.net/sj/lr-beginnings
.htm. My thanks to Louis Rosenblum and Arnold Berger for calling my attention to this valuable resource. Rabbi Horowitz was an ardent champion of Soviet Jewry and a signatory to the
October 12, 1963, Western Union telegram to President Kennedy asking that the sale of wheat
to the Soviet Union be tied to permission to bake Passover matzos. Of the telegram’s fifteen
signers, seven were rabbis, five were ministers, and three led educational institutions.
44. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4943, container 2, fols. 1–18.
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1960s, and many of Horowitz’s Friday night sermons in these years were devoted to publicizing this cause. “Silence on the Soviets,” December 15, 1963,
was vintage Horowitz—the fourteen-page sermon was part legal brief, part
call to action. As he’d shown in his stand on unilateral disarmament and
his extreme anti‑John Birch and anti‑HUAC-McCarthy jeremiads, Horowitz
did not shy away from the political. It cannot have been popular to support
Morton Sobell, Julius and Ethel Rosenberg’s codefendant. Horowitz used
his High Holiday sermons to address the questions of the day; for example,
during Rosh Hashanah of 1965 and 1968, respectively, he spoke about civil
rights and Vietnam. So many of his other sermons, including the October
17, 1969, “Is the Negro Equal?” also show Horowitz a careful student of the
issue, usually marshaling statistical evidence, historical context, and traditional Jewish sources. This seems to have been the typical Horowitz pattern.
Incidentally, he always dated his typed sermons by both secular and Jewish
calendar dates. At the end of the day, though, Horowitz’s greatest impact was
not exercised on the national scene but within the walls of the Temple in the
Round. Horowitz gave a lot and demanded a lot. He enjoyed his pulpit and
sometimes spoke at too great a length and over the heads of his congregants.
Horowitz’s first wife, Sophie (also Sophia) Newman Horowitz, was not an
unpaid co-rabbi of the sort analyzed by Shuly Rubin Schwartz.45 She would
not have been comfortable stepping in front of the pulpit as did some of her
contemporary rebbetzins (rabbis’ wives). In Jewish circles, their union, between a comfortable German Jew (Phil) from Washington Heights and a
Russian Jew (Sophie) from Brooklyn, was once considered nearly an intermarriage. Gracious and beautiful, Sophie stayed largely in the background,
despite being very active in the Temple Sisterhood and despite the protofeminist character of the religious school. Despite her understated role, more
than one interviewee described her “what I would want a rebbetzin to be.”46
Since the demands on Horowitz’s time were endless, her maintenance of
the domestic front probably suited Philip and Sophie nicely. In Horowitz,
most congregants remember a leader who always had a quip, a word of
greeting, or a joke readily at hand. But those closest to him remember an
introspective man who liked his quiet time. Still others remember a rabbi
with considerable pastoral abilities, which was not always the case in rabbis
who came up in the 1940s–1950s—they rarely received formal training in
counseling, although congregants leaned upon them for such services.
45. Schwartz, Rabbi’s Wife, esp. 101–13. Cleveland had its fair share of vocational rebbetzin,
including Rebecca Brickner, who helped create a Hebraist atmosphere in Anshe Chesed
(Fairmount Temple) during Horowitz’s tenure there as associate rabbi. See also Pamela
Nadell, Women Who Would Be Rabbis: A History of Women’s Ordination, 1889–1985 (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1998).
46. Elayne Conant interview, Cleveland, Nov. 3, 2009.
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Horowitz put his early immersion in Jewish sources to good use. We possess letters in his writing in both Yiddish and Hebrew, though, given his Viennese background, the spoken language of his childhood home was probably a
Yiddish-inflected German. His sermons and letters display profound learning
and are often crammed with biblical and rabbinic phrases, usually deployed
with an interesting twist. He studied traditional sources regularly, often by
himself, and then, later in his career, with Rabbi Stanley Schachter, Rabbi
Emeritus of the large Conservative synagogue, B’nai Jeshurun. As Schachter
recounted, he and Horowitz shared an enjoyment both of the minute analysis
of the argument, “yeshiva-style learning,” combined with sudden lurches into
grand areas of theology, psychology, and religion.47
Horowitz’s learning shows up in his papers in some amusing ways. In
an August 12, 1974, response to a rather panicked plea from a Reform colleague in Connecticut for halachic material supporting the latter’s decision to officiate at intermarriages, Horowitz explained that the concept of
decision-making in Reform Judaism effectively made every rabbi a court
of law. Early in his career, Horowitz officiated at intermarriages, but as he
became more displeased with results—plenty of marital strife and plenty of
broken promises about raising children Jewish—he stopped doing so.48 In
1965 Horowitz was still delivering sermons stressing the importance of both
partners in an intermarriage attending “choosing Judaism” classes. By the
late 1970s Horowitz politely but firmly explained that he did not conduct
interfaith weddings.49 In this changed attitude, he was not alone. The Central Conference of American Rabbis, the Reform rabbinical assembly, debated intermarriage and came down in 1973 with a statement discouraging,
though not banning, rabbinic consecration.50 His letters to and from Jacob
Rader Marcus (1896–1995), the founder of American Jewish historiography
as a serious discipline, are side-splittingly funny, as each man tried to outdo
the other in a melitzah—writing a letter by stringing together citations from
Bible and rabbinic literature.51
Given his traditional upbringing and the growing willingness of Reform
congregations to experiment with ritual, it comes as no great surprise that
Horowitz proposed a Reform law code in a Day of Atonement sermon. The

47. Stanley Schachter interview, Pepper Pike, Aug. 10, 2009.
48. Ilana Ratner-Horowitz interview, Cleveland, Aug. 13, 2009.
49. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4943, container 2, fol. 12. The sermon cited here is
hand-dated 1965; the letter in question is dated Sept. 28, 1977.
50. Meyer, Response to Modernity, 372; Shaye J. D. Cohen, “Prohibition of Intermarriage,”
Hebrew Annual Review 7 (1983): 23–39.
51. On Jacob Rader Marcus, see Gary Phillip Zola, ed., The Dynamics of American Jewish History: Jacob Rader Marcus’s Essays on American Jewry (Lebanon, N.H.: Published for
Brandeis Univ. Press by Univ. Press of New England, 2004).

132

ohio history

volume 120

sermon, by the way, provides a good indication of why some interviewees thought Horowitz spoke above their heads—the sermon runs eighteen
pages, involves statistical evidence, presumes a thorough knowledge of Jewish history and sources, and culminates in the following tripartite acronym,
presumably echoing the three-fold division of the Hebrew Bible: “Upon
what principles shall such a Shulchan Arukh [law code] be based, and how
shall it be applied? In good Jewish tradition, I shall conjoin the first letters of a tripartite principle which I believe should underlie such an enterprise. These principles are DEAH (knowledge), HITPATCHUT (progress),
YETZIRAH (creativity). This is the DEHY approach.”52 Horowitz was fond
of coining these acronyms and also of coining gematriyah, the playful assignation of meaning based on the numerical value assigned every Hebrew
letter and word. I do not know if his congregants enjoyed these displays or
were simply baffled by them, but most of my interviewees expressed pride
in having a learned rabbi, who they characterized, somewhat unfairly on
this point, as “not really Reform.”
Reading Rabbi Horowitz’s sermons was a reminder that even golden eras
have ominous clouds. The specter of nuclear annihilation was fading by the
end of his tenure, but the core of his work coincided with the era of those infamous under-the-desk nuclear drills. Horowitz proposed unilateral disarmament, which must have been unpopular with his congregants and Cleveland
Jewry. In an undated Day of Atonement afternoon sermon, he used the book
of Jonah to press his case for world peace. This sermon ends on a note that
combined the Reform mission ideology with a call for activism: “The Book
of Jonah has no less meaning for us now than for the generation whom its
author addressed. Whether that generation heeded his lesson, whether we
shall read the lesson, is a question yet to be answered. But one thing is clear—
our responsibility dawned many centuries ago and the author of the book
already drew this conclusion. Judaism is not something that we have, it is
something that we do; and being a Jew is not a condition, it is a program of
action. AMEN.” Last years are usually hard, and Horowitz’s were no exception. His congregants remember him as a more withdrawn man after his wife
Sophie died of ALS in 1980—exemplifying the rabbinic adage that a death
always affects the spouse the most: “A man is not dead except to his wife.”
In 1986, Horowitz married Ruth Ratner Miller and retired from Brith
Emeth. He continued to serve part-time at Am Shalom, a small congregation in Mentor, Ohio, where several of his former congregants had moved.
He also taught at the Cleveland College of Jewish Studies (now Siegal College) for several years, conducted many of the life-cycle ceremonies of his
52. Horowitz, Yom Kippur sermon, undated, Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4943, container 3.
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Brith Emeth graduates, and watched them go on and impart the passion he
so manifestly possessed. Many of his former congregants kept in touch. His
protégés succeeded, and so did his daughters: all three continue to be very
active in Jewish life as teachers, scholars, community leaders, and mothers.
Horowitz himself suffered a stroke in 1992 and died in May 2002.
Rabbi Horowitz probably did not see himself as a CEO of Brith Emeth,
nor do I think the current corporate model of congregational leadership—
endemic to most American religious groups—would have appealed to him.
However, Horowitz’s charisma, as Max Weber understood it, does not adequately explain Brith Emeth’s impact on its members. While one interviewee
said, “All the boys wanted to be rabbis,” it is noteworthy that Horowitz had a
talented and active supporting cast. Unlike some other congregations with
charismatic rabbinic leaders, Brith Emeth never felt like a one-man show. In
its brief history, the temple had enjoyed a number of associated rabbis, a few
different musical leaders, Rabbi Norman Roman’s father, and the popular
Stanford Koblenz, whose baritone received three stars from George Plagenz’s
“Church Ratings” system in the Cleveland Press.53 Brith Emeth also had
committed Hebrew school educators and educational directors and a longtime administrator, Elayne Conant, who helped keep all the balls in the air.
The professional leadership was matched by a highly active lay leadership.
The synagogue board had the usual numbers of big egos and possibly lessdeferential ones, and, as elsewhere, with the passing of time the overall prestige of the American rabbinate sank, but the level of adult activism and engagement seems to have been high, even in the 1980s. The sentence “Brith
Emeth was like family” appeared verbatim in nearly all my interviews, and it
was present in much of the written record. The Brith Emeth team included
exceptional religious school directors, unusually committed Jewish educators,
and parents deeply committed to creativity and activism in congregational
affairs. There was constant innovation in the religious schools: plays, dramas,
new tunes played on the guitar. Brith Emeth’s Purim carnivals became a
community-wide event, and several Brith Emeth educator-activists had a
hand in the founding of The Agnon School, Cleveland’s Jewish day school.54

53. There is some question as to whether the first music director was Judah Smith or
Bernard Roman, father of Rabbi Norm Rosen, a Horowitz protégé (undated Cleveland Plain
Dealer clipping, Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, container 2).
George Plagenz “Church Ratings,” Cleveland Press, May 29, 1978. Brith Emeth’s blintzes
received much praise from Plagenz too—but no specific rating. The categories rated include
“Worship service,” “Music,” “Sermon,” and “Friendliness.” Overall, Brith Emeth scored 8 out
of a possible 12, not bad considering that the author admitted “it is not easy to rate a Jewish
Temple if you are not Jewish, but I will try.”
54. Brith Emeth’s Morry Sorin went on to become first head of The Agnon School; Seymour Friedman went on to become Cleveland Superintendant of Schools.
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“Make your Judaism” was another line the alumni repeated as if they
had been fed talking points. One member recalled the antiphonal singing of “U’vchen Tzadikim” (And so the righteous), a High Holiday prayer,
as something he looked forward to all year, even though he never liked
worship services—before or since. Many Brith Emeth families made the
congregation their second home. Congregants could involve themselves in
Temple Brotherhood; Temple Sisterhood; Couples Club; PTA; home study;
Torah study, youth activity, social action, and ritual committees; and a biweekly news bulletin, the Covenant. One could spend most of the week outside of work and home at a congregational activity, and many members did.
Many interviewees could tick off the number of days in a week they would
spend at Brith Emeth: Friday night services; Tuesday night bingo; Brotherhood/Sisterhood Thursdays; Sunday bowling league after dropping the kids
off at Sunday school (and some of the men recalled sticking around a while
on Sunday to have a bagel and hear Horowitz regale them with stories); and
the occasional pancake breakfast for whole family—a synagogue staple.
Students of Jewish life, including Cleveland’s Rabbi Daniel Jeremy Silver—who called on Reform Jews to be more religiously committed and less
satisfied with a “theological smorgasbord”—have excoriated the drop-anddrive phenomenon for decades. Historian Edward Shapiro, who cited Silver’s critique, said, “It is doubtful that largely irreligious Reform laity would
respond to Silver’s call for a renewal of ‘religious obligation.’” For them, the
appeal of Reform was institutional rather than theological or ideological.
They might have hungered for community, but there was no indication that
they were prepared for a life of spiritual commitment and discipline. In this
respect, they were typical of American Jewry, for whom being Jewish was
a matter of identifying experientially with the Jewish people and not of observing ritual or Jewish tradition.”55 In the case of Brith Emeth, this Sunday
morning ritual served a highly functional division. The founders were not
so pious, just hard-working adults who needed to socialize and relax; moreover, they were Jews who found a place they could commit to enjoyably. To
borrow Robert Putnam’s resonant phrase describing the waning of American civil and religious life after the Second World War, the members were
not “bowling alone” but doing so as a community, even as their children
were experiencing something very, very different.56 Looking back on those
years, Elayne Conant, summed up the feelings of the founding generation,
“I even miss the people I didn’t care for much.”57 Horowitz’s charisma was
55. Quoted in Edward Shapiro, A Time for Healing: American Jewry since World War II
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1992), 194.
56. Robert Putnam, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 2000), esp. 65–79.
57. Conant interview.
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undoubtedly a factor in the group’s unity, but the institutionalization of a
shared effort at community provided a critical component too.

The Brith Emeth Legacy: Cohort and Chronolo gy
as Competing Factors
Finally, let us reflect on cohort experience rather than chronology as an
analytical key to Brith Emeth’s story. Of course, both the congregation and
the rabbi experienced change between 1959 and 1986, and the subjects of
sermons, petitions, and action plans varied accordingly: McCarthyism and
anti‑John Birchism, civil rights, Vietnam, the return of ritual to Reform
Judaism, and Soviet Jewry succeeded one another as sermonic topics. But
the most revealing finding of this study was the gap between the experience
of the founders and their children. The very first religious school statement
of objectives (1959–60) summarized the congregational ideology in its last
plank: “To make the child a functioning Jew. Thorough familiarity with Jewish home ceremonies. Prayers he can use. Songs.”58 While this statement of
intent may be unexceptionable, the Sunday and Hebrew schools achieved a
great deal, with students learning Hebrew language, understanding prayers,
learning the Hebrew songs, and achieving ritual competence far beyond
what would have been considered the norm for Reform congregations in
that era. Every student needed to complete a ritual competency checklist.
A Brith Emeth child could recite Friday evening and Saturday Kiddush, the
before and after blessings during the Torah service, and more. The preferred
terms at Congregation Brith Emeth for the coming-of-age ceremonies were
“ben Torah” or “bat Torah”—which some interviewees disliked because
they were unusual.59 But Horowitz had a rationale: the terms were an acknowledgement of the non-Orthodox nature of the congregation. His congregants did not intend to live by every commandment (mitzvah)—so bar
or bat mitzvah struck Horowitz as a misrepresentative term. Also, the age
of thirteen marked the beginning of the learning process. At Brith Emeth
this seems to have been approximately true: their teens went on Israel study
trips, participated in Torah corps and junior choir, attended Jewish summer
camps, and flocked to the Reform organization National Eastern Lakes Federation of Temple Youth. Youth activism was the norm, not the exception. It
was also the congregation’s greatest pride, according to an undated booklet
about the temple’s religious school: “Brith Emeth, though young, has de58. Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, container 1.
59. On Reform’s return to ritual, see: Sarna, American Judaism, 288–89; Meyer, Response
to Modernity, 373–84; and Marc Lee Raphael, Judaism in America (New York: Columbia Univ.
Press, 2003), 154–55.
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veloped one of the leading schools in our community. The religious school
program is complete . . . and complex. It is constantly being reevaluated and
studied. This could only be accomplished by the exceptional dedication and
talent of our Rabbi Horowitz, who is an educator, and the carefully selected
and trained and inspired professional staff; and above all a congregation
insisting upon the finest and providing the moral and material support to
create this better way of life for the children of Brith Emeth.”60
While it was a family-friendly congregation to the highest degree, the
founders and the children at Brith Emeth had very different experiences.
The founders found an accepting society, whatever one’s economic class,
social status, or even personal observance. (One family told me they always
kept kosher but never received any quizzical or hostile responses from other
congregants.) The phrase “not quite reform” popped up in conversation often, no doubt partly a product of Horowitz’s traditional background and,
arguably, an anticipation of the trans-denominational openness typical of
so many congregations today. The founders also found a social world, probably encouraged by the relatively small size, economic egalitarianism, and
newness of the congregation. They appreciated Horowitz’s learning even if
they did not always understand him. And they valued the ritual participation of their children; perhaps this was an inducement to continued group
loyalty: “Because he’s so wonderful with children, your children will stay
Jewish.”61 Michael Meyer, among others, has shown the considerable ferment in Reform in these years, and Brith Emeth demonstrated this quality
in its liturgy, early childhood education, social networking, and its willingness to experiment with ritual.
The children received something we most often associate today with dayschool kids: ritual competence, confidence, and unambiguous Jewish identity, matched with a love of Hebrew and an ability to experience Judaism as
celebration. The religious school valued creativity, and the Brith Emeth children were not indifferent to the social benefits either: several interviewees
admitted that in regional or national youth conferences they felt themselves
better educated and better prepared than most of their Reform peers.62 A
surprising number of second-generation interviewees remembered that their
60. Brith Emeth religious school booklet “Things You Should Know about Our Religious
School,” Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747, container 1.
61. Bill Brenner and Anne Brenner interview, Cleveland, Aug. 12, 2009.
62. As Horowitz sermonized, “Judaism is not something we have, it is something we do; and
being a Jew is not a condition, it is a program of action.” (Temple Brith Emeth records, MS 4747,
undated.) Or again, at Rosh Hashanah 1960: “If we would be Reform—reforming liberal Jews
then we must achieve our integrity through learning, through harmonizing this knowledge
with our thought and performance. We ought not to relegate religion to a once a week or once
a year demonstration of our piety. But it must take hold of us every day of the year, leading
us upwards in the search, in the quest for knowledge and the translation of ourselves and our
learning into our daily duties.” Rosh Hashanah 5721—September 21, 1960, 12.
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siblings were all involved. Whether this generational breakdown is as sharp as
I am suggesting, this much is certain: after nearly two decades as participants
in a successful congregation, very few Brith Emeth graduates have ever found
that magic again, and many have not been able to provide that magic for their
children.63 They may be active Jews (and those interviewed remain affiliated
with temples), or even Jewish leaders, but their experiences at Congregation
Brith Emeth have not been replicated. Lauren Rock, president of Montefiore,
a $32 million-per-annum Jewish senior center, and an active member of the
Cleveland Jewish community, summarized the sentiment of many interviewees regarding subsequent affiliations: “It never quite feels like your home.”64

63. More research would be needed to establish the Jewish affiliations of third generation.
64. Lauren Rock expressed succinctly what many other interviewees also did. For instance, of later synagogues, Randy Zeid said, “I was looking for something as close to Brith
Emeth as I could find” (Rock and Rose interviews, Oct. 1, 2009, Beachwood, Ohio).
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Book Reviews

The War of 1812: A Guide to Battlefields and Historic Sites. By John Grant and
Ray Jones. (Nashville, Tenn.: Turner Publishing Company, 2011. 192 pp. Paper
$24.95, isbn 978-1-59652-830-7.)
This past year marked the two-hundredth anniversary of the War of 1812, the
second war the United States fought against its mother country, Great Britain,
and also the last. John Grant and Ray Jones have produced the companion volume to a recent PBS documentary on the war, to which the authors refer as “one
of the most interesting—yet poorly understood—conflicts in human history”
(27). Given the surge of interest in this material as the bicentennial has approached, including fresh perspectives from Alan Taylor and Jeremy Black, not
to mention the venerable expertise of Donald Hickey, it is safe to say the War
of 1812 is no longer as misunderstood or “forgotten” as it used to be, except perhaps among the general public. And that, for better or worse, is where guides
to battlefields and historic sites—and also programs for television—can be of
greater influence than the work of even the finest professional historians. Perhaps this is fair compensation for today’s (not-so-lamentable) disinclination to
address military history in American college and school history departments.
The structure of this volume is interesting, although it is most likely to prove
useful for nonspecialists, particularly as a first exposure for those whose amateur interest might tend toward the military. Readers more informed by current
trends in scholarship, however, will find no significant departures from the oldfashioned, now hackneyed narrative, stressing military and naval campaigns
sandwiched between the causes of the war and the peace negotiations at Ghent,
Belgium. Suffice it to say, there is not much digesting of the recent scholarship
here. Grant and Jones feature a brief introductory section that very superficially treats political, diplomatic, and cultural topics along with highlights of
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the fighting on land and sea. Beyond that, practically all attention is devoted
to the fortifications, strategies, and battles in seven major theaters of the war:
the Northwest, Niagara, Lake Ontario, St. Lawrence and Champlain, Northeast,
Chesapeake, and Southern.
The discussion of each battle and historic site is accompanied with a “What
You’ll See Today” section that serves as an enticing tour guide for readers who
might wish to travel (or imagine traveling) to the actual places where the action
took place. This is the most intriguing feature of the book. We learn, for example, that “the skyscrapers of downtown Chicago now tower above the original
site of Fort Dearborn” and only a sculpture, an inscription on a bridge, and a
small park recall the Indian massacre of whites that took place there on August
15, 1812 (46). And we are helpfully reminded to envision Washington, D.C., as
little more than a small country town when the British attacked it in summer
1814 and burned all the major government buildings, including the White House
and the Capitol. The authors state, rightly, that we must learn this history “at a
basic human level” to “grasp its immense historical importance” (25–26).
Finally, one small suggestion for authors of books of this kind, where artwork
(in this case, nice reproductions of a number of paintings) comprises much of
the visual content: provide in the captions, wherever possible, the names of the
artists and titles of the paintings. Here, Grant and Jones take care to list at the
back all permission credits for the photographs and illustrations they use, but
that is all the reader will find.
John R . Van At ta
The Brunswick School, Greenwich, Connecticut
The Joseph Smith Papers: Journals, Vol. 1, 1832–1839. Edited by Dean C. Jessee,
Ronald Esplin, and Richard Lyman Bushman. (Salt Lake City: Church Historian’s Press, 2008. 506 pp. Cloth $49.95, isbn 978-1570088490.)
Ohio’s place in the history of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
receives significant exposure in this first published volume of the Joseph Smith
papers. Comprising Smith’s journals, 1832–39, it covers Mormon migration to
Ohio and expansion, foundational developments in theology and practice tied
to Smith’s Ohio revelations, construction of the first temple, and mass migration
from Ohio to Missouri. Edited according to the highest professional standards,
meticulously presented, and eventually to include a comprehensive collection
of extant Smith documents, the Joseph Smith papers represent a landmark in
historical scholarship.
Students of religion and reform will find Smith’s record dovetails with important developments in 1830s Ohio. Smith’s New York cadre landed among
Kirtland sympathizers in 1831 and quickly began evangelizing. Accustomed to
fiery revivals, some Western Reserve inhabitants were also receptive to this new
“Mormonite” religion based on Smith’s revelatory visions. Many early converts
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had been prominent in Methodist and Disciples of Christ circles, resulting in
a protracted theological feud enacted through regional newspapers. Mormon
missionaries joined throngs of abolitionists, temperance lecturers, and other
reform apostles crisscrossing the Reserve.
Scholars of Mormon history will appreciate the theological significance adhering to Smith’s Ohio experiences. An 1832 vision at a Hiram farmhouse is
the basis for the Mormon doctrine of the three heavens. From his Kirtland
headquarters, Smith and church leaders also oversaw the construction of the
Kirtland temple and “Zion” in northwestern Missouri, the primary gathering
site for Mormons sheltering from the wrath God must shortly release on a sinful world. Although experimental communal settlements existed nearby, many
Reserve neighbors bristled at Smith’s teaching that property should be consecrated to the church’s discretionary use. By the mid-1830s, mob violence and
general discord prompted Smith and many Ohioans to relocate to Missouri.
The Kirtland camp, numbering five hundred, left that city en masse in 1838.
Journal entries demonstrate that Missouri neighbors were even less welcoming; Ohio migrants arrived amidst a forced mass expulsion. Unfortunately, entries become more sporadic in the wake of the crisis, but they still illuminate
Smith’s frustration at seeing republican liberties violated by government officials
at nearly every level. Mormon leaders became increasingly militant and isolationist as regional tensions escalated into the 1838 Mormon War. Arrested and
imprisoned for treason while enemies wrested God’s people from their promised land, Smith probably endured his most troubled period. Unfortunately, this
portion of the journals is probably the least revealing, leaving a regrettable gap
in information relating to a significant turning point in Smith’s thinking.
Even more frustrating, Smith made only a fraction of all entries. His close
associates wrote the bulk, and many were later revised. Historians already know
studying early Mormonism is akin to aiming at a moving target, given Smith’s
penchant for revising, correcting, and even contradicting earlier revelations. Despite this volume’s generous annotation and supplementation, readers may want
to concurrently peruse Richard Bushman’s Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling
(New York: Knopf, 2005) and Mark Staker’s Hearken, O Ye People: The Historical
Setting of Joseph Smith’s Ohio Revelations (Salt Lake City: Kofford, 2009), dealing
entirely with early Ohio Mormonism. Some scholars will feel that the authors
and editors of all these works err by situating Mormonism firmly within the
generally accepted theological tradition of Christianity, but this is not unusual
among works produced by those with close ties to the LDS church.
Cathy Rodabaugh
Hiram College
Border War: Fighting Over Slavery before the Civil War. By Stanley Harrold.
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2010. 312 pp. Cloth $30.00,
isbn 978-0-8078-3431-2.)
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In Border War, Stanley Harrold explores the causes and consequences of repeated
political, diplomatic, social, and armed clashes throughout the North‑South
border region from the Revolutionary era through the Civil War. As the book’s
subtitle clearly indicates, the author attributes the source of that decades-long
unrest to the issue of slavery, in general, and the problem of runaway slaves,
in particular. In that respect, Harrold’s study is solidly in alignment with the
recent historiography of the coming of the Civil War more broadly, which emphasizes the integral role of slavery in bringing about a secession crisis and a
bloody sectional military conflict. This monograph, however, diverges from that
scholarship. Whereas many historians privilege the political question of slavery’s westward expansion as the principal agent of sectionalization that led to
the permanent destruction of the Second American Party System by the middle
1850s and the temporary disruption of the Union during the early 1860s, Harrold
stresses actual and perceived challenges to the institution of slavery in the lands
where it already existed, the Border South especially. For readers of Stanley Harrold’s previous work (namely The Abolitionists and the South, 1831–1861 [Lexington: Univ. Press of Kentucky, 1995]; and Subversives: Antislavery Community in
Washington, D.C., 1828–1865 [Baton Rouge: Louisiana State Univ. Press, 2003]),
that basic argument will be familiar. Returning as well as first-time readers of
Harrold’s research will, nonetheless, find much that is insightful in Border War.
By utilizing published and unpublished personal papers and private correspondence, newspapers and periodicals, and the relevant secondary material,
Harrold crafts a compelling case that an ongoing civil war of sorts existed between the Lower North and the Border South well before the North and the
South squared off in the actual Civil War. In this analysis, the Lower North comprises New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, and Illinois; the Border South
constitutes Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, Kentucky, and Missouri. In Harrold’s
examination of the physical struggle engendered by slave escapes, fugitive slave
recapture efforts, African American kidnappings, and antislavery activism and
anti-abolitionist opposition, Ohio and Kentucky particularly emerge as primary
sites of borderlands contestation. The borderlands states of New Jersey and Delaware, in contrast, figure much less prominently in Harrold’s narrative. Such
seeming one-sidedness is by no means a shortcoming; it merely illustrates that
the border war retold in Border War was especially intense just north and south
of the Ohio River. That it was indeed persistent, fierce, and historically significant is demonstrated by Harrold’s succinct and listlike remark at the book’s conclusion, which asserts that the North-South line “produced the Fugitive Slave
Law of 1793, the underground railroad, white southern fear of the abolitionistslave alliance, interstate disputes and diplomacy, the revised Fugitive Slave Law
of 1850 and resistance to it, Bleeding Kansas, and John Brown’s raid” (212).
Equally important, that border war, Harrold additionally maintains, convinced
white Americans in the Deep South and Border South alike that the institution
of slavery was under serious attack and its near and distant future was critically
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endangered. Despite that general consensus, white southerners ultimately took
very different positions on how to preserve the existence of human enslavement.
By the late 1850s, whites in the border-slave states generally believed that federal
enforcement of national laws and constitutional guarantees were the best means
to protect a system of slavery under duress. Their cotton‑slave state counterparts,
however, viewed immediate state secession from the Union and the establishment of an independent slaveholding republic as the much-needed panacea. This
reviewer would have liked greater discussion of the former argument, in particular, precisely because Stanley Harrold’s entire border war story reveals instead
that borderlands slaveholders, whose investments and way of live were directly in
jeopardy, should have been at the fire-eating forefront, not Lower South masters
who were geographically removed from the theater of conflict. That aside, scholars of slavery and abolitionism, the Civil War era, and the Old Northwest, will
find Border War a valuable and stimulating monograph.
R aymond James Krohn
Colorado State University
The Jury in Lincoln’s America. By Stacy Pratt McDermott. (Athens: Ohio University Press, 2012. 272 pp. Cloth $54.95, isbn 978-0-8214-1956-4.)
Stacy Pratt McDermott’s The Jury in Lincoln’s America adds dynamic and invigorating insight to the ever-growing collection of scholarship on the importance
of the antebellum Midwest. Similar to recent regional works, such as Stacey
Robertson’s Hearts Beating for Liberty: Women Abolitionists in the Old Northwest, McDermott’s work stresses the influence of the Midwest on the rest of the
United States, particularly the region’s impact on the development of nineteenthcentury American law. Using an impressive number of primary sources, which
include twenty-five years of records from Abraham Lincoln’s Springfield, Illinois, law practice, McDermott examines the jury and the law in the antebellum
Midwest and demonstrates their importance to and impact on American society
and community. McDermott’s analysis of the jury as “a democratic and political institution” seeks to illuminate the status of individual jurors as it applied to
their social standing and to their interpretation of cases, and in doing so fills an
important gap in the topic’s scholarship (x). Divided into an introduction and
four chapters, The Jury in Lincoln’s America embarks on a highly detailed and impeccably researched analysis of the place of the law in the antebellum Midwest.
McDermott’s work is not simply a study of the law. Rather, it is an insightful
examination of the power, competence, professionalism, and honor of jurors in
a region forging its own path in a long-standing and inherited legal tradition.
In her introduction, McDermott contextualizes her work and richly illustrates the social, cultural, and legal spheres in which Abraham Lincoln lived and
practiced law in the first half of the nineteenth century. Importantly discussing
the jury’s position as an idealized symbol of democracy in nineteenth-century
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law, McDermott stresses the centrality of juries to the Americans’ conceptions of
the judicial system in spite of the constant risk of jurors’ fallibility. McDermott’s
first chapter, “Jury Law and Tradition in the Antebellum Midwest,” analyzes
jury-related statutes and case law in several midwestern states during their first
years of statehood. To compare these states’ interpretations of legal tradition,
McDermott establishes their collective “reverence for the institution of the jury”
based in the desires of having competent jurors within a successfully functioning jury system (52). Through the presentation of demographic and quantitative
analysis of the county’s jurors, chapter 2, “The Composition of Juries in Sangamon County, Illinois, 1830–1860,” focuses specifically on the county in which
Abraham Lincoln practiced law before his tenure as president. McDermott creates a narrative of personal experiences and worldviews, demonstrating that
juries were institutionalized as bodies whose perceived competence required
them to be engaged and connected community leaders who, more often than
not, were established amongst the community’s elite. Chapter 3, “The Work of
Jurors in the Antebellum Illinois Courtroom,” focuses on what it meant to be a
juror in antebellum Illinois and how juror status affected trial verdicts. Finally,
chapter 4, “The Struggle for Legal Power in Lincoln’s America,” discusses the
extremely interesting and important influence of jury authority on nineteenthcentury law. McDermott adroitly points out the power relationships among
judges, attorneys, and jurors in nineteenth-century America and particularly
offers significant insight into how the institution of the jury was perpetuated by
repeat jurors who represented the ultimate level of competence.
Overall, The Jury in Lincoln’s America is an excellent piece of scholarship.
McDermott succeeds not only in illuminating the nineteenth-century Midwest
legal system, but also in presenting how this complex and storied institution
permeated everyday society and culture. Beyond the value of its argument, McDermott’s work is a valuable resource for scholars interested in the development of American law in the nineteenth-century and in law, society, and culture in the Midwest. It fills an important gap in the scholarship on the history
of the Midwest and lends important evidence for the influence of the region on
the development of the United States as a whole.
Joni L. Koneval
Youngstown State University
Freedom by the Sword: The U.S. Colored Troops, 1862–1867. By William A. Dobak.
(New York: Skyhorse Publishing, 2013. 576 pp. Paper $16.95. isbn 978-1-61608839-2.)
William A. Dobak’s Freedom by the Sword is a valuable resource for students of
military history, particularly undergraduates. Experienced scholars may not be
surprised by most of Dobak’s conclusions. Nonetheless, his work presents those
conclusions in a useful way accessible to new students in the field. Dobak’s op-
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erational history of the African Americans who wore Union blue, the first such
general military history of the USCT, shows how black soldiers overcame significant handicaps to their military service: a lack of education that kept many
from rising to Army rank, discrimination and prejudice from their superiors,
violence from both civilian whites and those who were their purported brothers in arms, and bloody reprisals by Confederates to become a key part of the
American military experience of the Civil War.
Dobak, the former chief historian for the United States Army, goes beyond
traditional depictions of nineteenth-century black soldiers to show a black military experience surprisingly similar to that of white soldiers. He shows both
the good and the bad in his subjects: heroes and villains both wore Union blue,
and the reader encounters black criminals and cowards alongside black heroes
and martyrs. This makes the book a valuable antidote to traditional histories
of African Americans in the Civil War, which have (as Dobak shows) either
dismissed black soldiers entirely or blandly valorized their accomplishments
without much analysis. Dobak argues that this historiographic phenomenon
originated during the war itself, with commanders and journalists alternatively
playing down or exaggerating the competence of black troops to serve their
personal and political agendas.
Dobak relies heavily on both military documents and the personal correspondence of soldiers, which as he notes, given the literacy rates of African Americans
in the period, means he must largely use sources produced by whites. This is a
problem faced by many historians of the period, and one Dobak counters when
possible by using what black sources are available. In particular, he relies heavily on the correspondence (primarily from chaplains) published in the African
Methodist Episcopal Church’s newspaper, the Christian Recorder. While educated
professionals were less common in the black community, even in the North, in
the 1860s, their narrative of bourgeois military heroism and personal character
helps shed light onto how black political and social leaders hoped to integrate
themselves into white society during and after the war. Dobak uses his white
sources to argue that all but the most venal white commanders came to respect
their subordinates as soldiers, with even skeptical officers eventually persuaded
by the valor of their troops that blacks would “fight for their freedom” (505).
While Dobak’s organizational strategy, following the black military experience by chronicling the campaigns in which African American soldiers fought,
generally works for his narrative, this leads to campaigns like the occupations
of the South Atlantic coast and southern Louisiana, neither of which saw significant combat, receiving short shrift. While this neglect of occupation duty
is an artifact of the “operational” nature of his scholarship, more could have
been done here to explore the nature of southern cities under black occupation,
particularly since Dobak examines elsewhere (such as in his compelling look at
Texas in 1865–67) the way race relations changed in settings under even limited
African American control.
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Despite the above criticisms, Dobak is ultimately successful in his efforts
at laying out a general military history of black soldiers in the U.S. Civil War.
It will be for subsequent scholars to examine the social, cultural, and political
implications of his work.
Michael Davis
University of Cincinnati
One of Morgan’s Men: Memoirs of Lieutenant John M. Porter of the Ninth Kentucky Cavalry. Edited by Kent Masterson Brown. (Lexington: University Press
of Kentucky, 2011. 320 pp. Cloth $32.50, isbn 978-0-8131-2989-1.)
Fasten your seatbelts and prepare to follow this amazing young American
through four years of bloody conflict during the War for Southern Independence.
John M. Porter, just twenty-two years of age when the American Civil War began
in 1861, wastes no time describing the monotony of camp life, long marches, or
poor food; rather, he brings his reader quickly along with him through some of
his most daring exploits during the war. Residing with his family in southeastern
Butler County, Kentucky, Porter, like many others in that region, decided to place
his allegiance with the Confederate States of America. By fall 1861, he was acting
as a scout and guide for Brig. Gen. Simon B. Buckner, whose command was operating in the area. Upon concluding Buckner’s assignments, the young Confederate knew the next unit he wanted to join, the highly regarded command of Col.
John Hunt Morgan. Catching up to Colonel Morgan’s command in the summer
of 1862, Porter joined the Ninth Kentucky Cavalry and participated in numerous
skirmishes, raids, scouts, and battles. Only a year later, however, Porter and several others were captured during a mission into Indiana and Ohio. By the end of
July 1863, Colonel Morgan and many of his command were captured as far north
as East Liverpool, Ohio. Porter, and other Confederate officers captured in recent
battles, like Gettysburg, spent the rest of the war in the prisoner-of-war camp on
Johnson’s Island, on Lake Erie near Sandusky, Ohio.
Kent Masterson Brown, author of the definitive work Retreat from Gettysburg: Lee, Logistics, and the Pennsylvania Campaign, masterfully brings to light
the story of John M. Porter and his experiences with Morgan’s Raiders during
the war. The author’s editorial notes at the beginning of each chapter do not
stand in the way of Porter’s narrative coming to life; they bring the reader further into his world by identifying people, places, and other events taking place
between the belligerent armies in the western theater. Additionally, the endnotes for each chapter demonstrate the depth of material and resources Brown
used to research and verify the events in which John Porter participated. The
editor also successfully organizes and presents additional material outside of
the original manuscript. In the end, he is able to supply the reader with information that was lost generations ago and with which Porter assumed the reader
would have been familiar.
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A shortcoming to the volume, however, is the maps present therein. Most of
these are sweeping in nature, covering large spans of time and are consequently
small to fit the subsequent information. More maps, with shorter spans of time
and more details as the area of operation, would only heighten the already incredible experience that this work relates.
Nevertheless, Porter’s words, with the help of Brown’s annotations, editing,
and maps, succeed in filling a large void of written material about those who
rode with Colonel Morgan during the war. Previously, those looking to explore
the lives of these men had only the memoirs of Brig. Gen. Basil Duke through
which to experience the exploits of Colonel Morgan and his daring and famous
raids. Kent Masterson Brown has helped fill the gap by bringing this unique
memoir to the forefront of Civil War literature. Prepare with “Boots and Saddles,” and ride into history with One of Morgan’s Men: Memoirs of Lieutenant
John M. Porter of the Ninth Kentucky Cavalry.
Daniel Welch
Boardman, Ohio
“We Will Be Satisfied with Nothing Less”: The African American Struggle for
Equal Rights in the North during Reconstruction. By Hugh Davis. (Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 2011. 232 pp. Cloth $45.00, isbn 978-0-8014-5009-9.)
As even a casual student of American history knows, the end of slavery in the
southern states did not immediately yield equal civil and political rights for
freedmen and -women, who faced a long struggle to reconstruct the South.
Yet even as the process of Reconstruction seemed to be remaking the states
of the former Confederacy, northern African Americans expressed dismay at
racial inequalities in their own states. The South had been “thoroughly reconstructed,” noted black newspaper editor Peter Anderson, but the “Republican
North” had not (107). In admirably brisk prose, Hugh Davis brings us the less
well-known story of the efforts of black activists to reconstruct the North.
According to Davis, as the Civil War began, many African Americans doubted
that the sectional conflict really posed a threat to slavery or promised to improve
the lot of free blacks in the North. All of this seems to have changed, though,
with Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation and, just as important, with the enlistment of black troops in the Union war effort. This provided evidence for many
northern blacks that there was reason for optimism, yet, crucially, black leaders
still feared the war would end before slavery and racial discrimination had been
destroyed. Even as they stepped up their support for the Union war effort, black
leaders renewed their fight to transform northern society.
Though northern activists attacked a wide variety of discriminatory practices, Davis devotes particular attention to the black struggles in two areas he
identifies as the most crucial: suffrage and education. African Americans saw
the right to vote as the foundation of their struggle for all other rights. “It is
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upon the ballot-box that our freedom rests,” declared the Christian Recorder in
1867 (41). Similarly, many northern blacks saw access to quality education as
a means of promoting social and economic mobility. Yet if there was general
agreement on the importance of these goals, there was also significant disagreement on the particulars. For example, African Americans split on the question
of whether or not the vote should also be extended to women, or at least on
the priority that should be placed on that extension. They also disagreed as to
whether or not integrated schools best served black students.
Similarly contentious were the debates over political tactics. Davis shows
that even though the Republican Party was a critical ally, at times African
Americans wondered how much it valued the rights of blacks who had proven
so loyal. Some black leaders argued that the Republican Party, for all its faults,
was the best vehicle for their activism; others insisted that they could best advocate for black rights by being open to overtures from the Democratic Party. It
became clear, however, that as the national Republican Party backed away from
its active support for Reconstruction in the South, it was increasingly difficult
for African Americans to win rights in the North. Davis notes, however, that
as in the South the end of Reconstruction did not mean the end of black struggle for equality. He makes the case for these nineteenth-century struggles as
important predecessors for the later twentieth-century civil rights movement.
Overall, Davis has provided a valuable contribution to black history and the
history of the Reconstruction era, drawing together much of the recent (and
not so recent) scholarship that has examined the northern struggle for equal
rights. Unfortunately, this reviewer noted multiple factual errors, which, while
not altering the work’s larger picture of northern Reconstruction, do suggest
that it deserved more careful editing.
Andrew Diemer
Towson University
Upstream Odyssey: An American in China, 1895–1944. By Daniel W. Crofts. (Norfolk, Conn.: Eastbridge, 2008. 253 pp. Paper $29.95, isbn 978-1-59988-004-4.)
Daniel W. Crofts offers a delightful account of the life of his grandfather, Daniel Webster Crofts (1866–1960), a Protestant missionary with the China Inland
Mission (CIM) from 1895 until 1944. The book Upstream Odyssey: An American
in China functions on two levels, and the author handles the balance with skill.
First, it is a moving biographical account of the author’s grandfather and of the
ups and downs faced by a family descended from a man utterly committed to
his mission. Second, and of more value to the historian, it offers insights into
the travails and experiences of the Chinese people during a tumultuous time in
their country’s history.
Drawing heavily on the elder Daniel Crofts’s correspondence and family
reminiscences, the book begins with the Crofts’s roots in East Liverpool, Ohio.
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The subject of the book grew up in a religious home and earned a degree at the
Chicago Theological Seminary in 1894. There, he was evidently swept up by the
missionary enthusiasm coming out of several Chicago schools in that era, when
thousands of young Americans committed themselves to preaching the Christian Gospel overseas. The author speculates that in Chicago his grandfather
likely encountered J. Hudson Taylor, founder of CIM. If so, the impression was
deep and lasting, as Crofts departed for China in 1895 and spent his adult life
with the organization in Guizhou Province in the southwest part of the country.
The book alternates between chapters retelling the life story of the elder
Crofts and its effects on his family and chapters connecting his life to contemporary historical circumstances. The personal chapters engagingly present a
committed missionary who genuinely sought to immerse himself into his adopted culture and who nearly always put the welfare and advancement of the
Chinese people first. They also tell of the death of two spouses and of the birth
and coming of age of four children in China. The reader will not help but come
away with respect for the personal depth of commitment held by such families.
From a broader historical standpoint, the book is a worthy endeavor as well.
The author also used Crofts’s frequent contributions to the Shanghai NorthChina Herald, the primary English-language newspaper, to illustrate how his
work as a missionary brought into daily contact with the struggles of the nao
bai xing (“old hundred names”), or the common Chinese peasantry. One sees,
for example, how the near constant conflict and war between Chiang Kai-shek’s
Nationalists and the numerous warlords of the era generated great hardship
and suffering, all of which presaged the communist victory a few years after
Crofts was extracted from the country in the midst of World War II.
As a skilled historian, the author demonstrates a keen eye for context and
professionalism. Each chapter is followed by endnotes, and this reviewer was
pleased to see the use of secondary sources by established scholars of Chinese
history. In addition to offering ground-level insights into life in this period,
the book illuminates the complex and at times imperial relationship between
American missionaries and the Chinese people among whom they worked.
While this reviewer wanted more commentary on how the Christian missionary effort informed the so-called China lobby in the United States, the book is
nonetheless a very worthwhile read.
Phillip A. Cantrell II
Longwood University
The Rise of Gridiron University: Higher Education’s Uneasy Alliance with Big-Time
Football. By Brian M. Ingrassia. (Lawrence: Univ. Press of Kansas, 2012. 328 pp.
Cloth $34.95, isbn 978-0-7006-1830-9.)
When played on the highest level, college football seems to contradict the fundamental principles of the institutions that sponsor it: Win at all costs. Bend
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or break rules. Welcome marginal students that display exceptional talent on
the field. How did distinguished schools adopt such an activity? In The Rise of
Gridiron University: Higher Education’s Uneasy Alliance with Big-Time Football,
Brian Ingrassia offers fresh insight into the extraordinary relationship between
universities and America’s autumn pastime.
Ingrassia debunks the myth that college administrators and faculty merely
tolerated the rise of football on their campuses during the late nineteenth century. They embraced it enthusiastically. Scholars well versed in the old tenets
of Muscular Christianity know of the belief that football could cultivate manly
behavior and reduce the stress of college life. Participation in football could
promote teamwork and discipline and thus prepare students for careers in
modern industry. The benefits of football were not confined to shaping student
character; the game would also provide tangible, valuable advantages to those
schools that offered it. As campuses became increasingly fragmented into isolated academic departments, administrators expected that football would unite
all segments of the university behind a common purpose. Operating a successful football program might also make universities relevant to a general public
that did not understand nor appreciate the esoteric knowledge that flowed from
the confines of the ivory tower.
Ingrassia then suggests that the academic community could not control the
game it had nurtured. By the turn of the twentieth century, football was tainted
by cheating and excessive violence and commercialism. Moved by the spirit of
the Progressive Era, college authorities believed that they could impose order
upon football and restore their lofty ideals to the game. To curtail violence, they
changed the rules. They formed the first athletic conferences and the NCAA.
They separated sports from physical culture by creating special athletic departments whose well-qualified personnel would suppress football abuses. They
hired professional coaches, experts who would restore discipline to the football
field just as faculty members controlled their classrooms.
The reforms failed. Football games became well-attended sports spectacles
that generated income and publicity for the universities that played the game
at a high level. Athletic departments became semiautonomous, with interests
that often diverged from those of the faculty. Coaches became celebrities who
demanded and received exorbitant compensation. During the 1920s, protests
from critics were drowned out as universities built gigantic concrete stadiums
to accommodate the growing legions of fans, many of whom had no connection to the colleges for which they rooted. In Ingrassia’s view, the construction
of these facilities, some with seating capacities in excess of eighty thousand,
guaranteed that big-time football would become a permanent institution in
American college life. Little has changed over the past nine decades. As Ingrassia so eloquently states, “Sport and the academy are two sides of a currency
minted in a society with an immense, relatively unregulated higher education
system that has tried to play many diverse roles” (206).
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Ingrassia’s research is impressive, and he documents his theories with copious
notes that comprise one-third of the book. He mined deeply the papers of college
presidents whose institutions played central roles in the evolution of sports, including Harvard’s Charles W. Eliot, Stanford’s David Starr Jordan, and Chicago’s
William Rainey Harper. He also sifted through the papers of many of football’s
famous pioneer coaches, including Yale’s Walter Camp, Michigan’s Fielding Yost,
Chicago’s Amos Alonzo Stagg, and Illinois’s Bob Zuppke. Ingrassia did not confine his research to high-profile celebrities, however. He examined committee
minutes, faculty correspondence, alumni newsletters, and athletic department
records at Yale, Harvard, Georgia Tech, Illinois, Ohio State, and other institutions
that were in the forefront of football’s evolution. Nor did he ignore the valuable
published material in Progressive Era journals and the often ghostwritten how-to
books that big-time coaches published as self-promotional tools. The scope of the
research and the quality of the analysis elevate Gridiron University to status as the
definitive study on the formative years of college football.
Jack Patrick
Youngstown State University
Eric Mendelsohn’s Park Synagogue: Architecture and Community. By Walter C.
Leedy Jr. (Kent, Ohio: Kent State University Press, 2012. 112 pp. Cloth $45.00,
isbn 978-1-60635-085-0.)
Walter C. Leedy Jr. carefully examines the construction of the Park Synagogue
in Cleveland Heights, Ohio, during the middle of the twentieth century in his
book Eric Mendelsohn’s Park Synagogue: Architecture and Community. Before
World War II, the Anshe Emeth congregation, which was migrating to one of
Cleveland’s eastern suburbs, looked to gain a new vitality. The group believed
this could be achieved by building an impressive new synagogue for the Jewish
community. Eventually, it hired Eric Mendelsohn, a well-known architect who
worked in both Europe and the United States. The structure he created represented the modernist design prevalent in the United States during the middle
of the twentieth century.
Rather than strictly focusing on the architectural history of this structure,
the author also shows how this building reflected the larger social, political,
and economic themes prevalent during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries
for the Jewish community residing in the Cleveland area. By doing this, he is
able to show how religion influenced and was influenced by the larger community around it. Initially, the membership of the Anshe Emeth congregation was
small, but when Cleveland, like most other major American cities at the end of
the nineteenth century, experienced a rapid influx of immigrants from eastern
and southern Europe, membership increased. For a time, many Jews lived in
Cleveland, but Leedy asserts that by the late 1930s, the center of the Jewish
population began to migrate farther east, toward the Cleveland Heights area.
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Because of this move, the congregation decided that it needed to build a newer
synagogue to house its increasing number of members.
After a competition in which local architects submitted designs for the new
synagogue, the religious leaders employed Mendelsohn as the lead architect for
the new structure. He came to Cleveland with specific design ideas for the impressive new building. He wanted to build something unique that would allow
congregants to feel proud of their new synagogue. As he constructed his new
building, he faced questions and concerns from members of the congregation,
but he pushed forward with his original ideas. Leedy specifically shows how the
architect wanted to build a synagogue that would be stunning, yet simple.
To prepare this cogent history of the synagogue and its congregation, the
author spent considerable time at the Western Reserve Historical Society in
Cleveland, and he and his assistants examined many Cleveland newspaper articles, spanning 150 years, to gain a better sense of the history of Anshe Emeth.
Thus, Leedy was able to gain a fuller understanding of how the congregation
evolved throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. It is this type of
research that allowed the author to make this book more than a simple architectural history of a singular synagogue. By using the available primary and
secondary sources and incorporating social, political, and economic subjects
into his manuscript, Leedy gives a strong sense of how and why Anshe Emeth
was able to survive and thrive for well over a hundred years and why the Park
Synagogue came into being.
Daniel Griesmer
University of Akron
The Women’s Temperance Crusade in Oxford, Ohio, including a Sketch of the
Family of Dr. Alexander Guy (1800–1893) with Excerpts from the Memoir of William Evans Guy. By David M. Fahey. (Lewiston, N.Y.: Edwin Mellen Press, 2010.
296 pp. Cloth $109.95, isbn 978-0-7734-1386-3.)
The women’s temperance crusade of 1873–74 was a brief chapter in the longestrunning reform movement in U.S. history. Few scholars have focused specifically on this part of prohibition, and those who have done so emphasized the
role of women who organized to use both moral suasion and direct action to
convince saloon keepers that alcohol consumption was evil and therefore they
should close. David Fahey’s book provides a case study of events in Oxford,
Ohio. He argues that “at least some Crusade families worried about drinking
among their own sons, brothers, and husbands,” which provided motivation
for many local residents. More significantly, he revises previous assumptions by
claiming “men played a much larger role in Oxford’s Crusade than [was] found
elsewhere in Ohio and nationally” (141).
The book’s greatest strength is its detailed local history research. The author
connects the story of the Women’s Temperance Crusade not only to the village
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of Oxford but also to specific individuals. The careful organization of the narrative section unfolds the importance of Oxford as a college town with a significant number of white, Protestant, well-to-do families and a typical array of
drinking establishments. Oxford “was a Republican stronghold in a Democratic
county” and, as such, “stood out as reform-minded by the standards of the midnineteenth century” (13, 15). “Oxford’s large middle class took pride in its sobriety,” and teetotaler families worshipped together in Methodist, Presbyterian, and
Universalist congregations (18). Although the village council had passed a series
of restrictive ordinances, alcohol retailers remained in business, and “on the eve
of the crusade . . . there were plenty of drinkers in and near Oxford” (42).
Crusaders in Oxford followed the example of other locations in what was a
major grassroots movement. Organizers focused on the village’s eleven saloons,
where “the praying and singing women embarrassed wives and children as well
as the mostly male saloonkeepers” (47). Although owners had entered the business for economic reasons, they all shut down, at least temporarily. According
to Fahey, previous scholars overlooked Oxford because of its small size, even
though it “may be the best documented of any local Crusade” and it had captured the attention of the New York Times in 1874 (10). A study of Oxford reveals,
“It was men who began the discussion that led to Oxford’s Women’s Crusade,”
and, ultimately, at the home of Dr. Alexander Guy, they asked women to join
them (65). It was the women, however, who visited the saloons. Fahey provides
detailed information about these visits and related efforts to shut down the town’s
drinking establishments.
Oxford’s crusade lasted only a few months, and then saloon owners began to
reopen their businesses. Despite a determination to resume direct-action activities, Fahey notes that regular picketing had created “fatigue” and “the Crusaders were near exhaustion” (98). Temperance supporters shifted their strategies
to put more effort into discussion and political solutions. Nevertheless, by 1875
Oxford “had eighteen saloons” (106). Despite stable funding and communitywide support for the crusade, its successes were overturned. Fahey’s afterword
provides a summary of Oxford’s alcohol and temperance history, even up to
today’s green beer tradition, scheduled by local bar owners around Miami University’s semester break.
The Women’s Temperance Crusade in Oxford, Ohio, should be of interest
to scholars of prohibition, women’s history, and Ohio’s past. It is also a useful
sourcebook of local history. Its extensive appendixes contain information about
individuals and families involved in the Crusade. Fahey discusses methodology
as well as interpretation as he carefully documents local events and then clearly
places their significance in larger regional and national contexts.
Diane F. Brit ton
The University of Toledo
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