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I
A CAREER BEGINS: THE EMERGENCE OF A FEDERALIST

A common feeling among many leading Americans of the
early 1790's was the hope that political parties would not
develop, Although men like Washington, Jefferson, Hamilton,
and Madison felt that political parties stood mainly for self-
satisfaction and personal maneuver, the impulse toward pelitical
organization was inexorable. Indeed, the man who perhaps
unwittingly began political parties was Washington's Sec~
retary of the Treasury, Alexander Hamilton. Through his
organization of congressional support for such measures as a
national bank and the assumption of state debts, the Secretary
not only was able to gain the adoption of his program, but he
also brought about the organization of an oppositione~-which
in time came to be known as the Republicans.

Gradually during the 1790's these Republicans built
their strength in the states and districts, and actively
campaigned on party tickets in 1796, By the end of Washington's
second term the United States had its first national party
in the Republicans. The Federalists, original supporters
of Hamilton, had an identity and a following also, but were
less inclined to hustle at the polls. It was not until after
the Federalist loss to Jefferson in 1860 that Hamilton

proposed the party organize lccal clubs, debate issues, and

























































1I
A NATIONAL REPUBLICAN TO CONGRESS

In 1824 a general swing of Federalists into hoth the
Adams and the Jacksonian presidential camps made it impossilble
for Burges teo remain true to his affiliation. Necessity,
therefore, rather than any great change in his personal or
political iéeology caused Burges to gravitate towards the
Republicans and to accept the 1825 congressional nomination
of a convention of the old Federalist element in the Rhode
Igsland Republican Party. This pro-Federalist convention was
the result of a split in the Republican Party. At its
nominating convention that year the incumbent Congressmen,
‘Samuel Eddy and Job Burfee, were the leading contenders. Eddy
was renominated unanimously, but Durfee was much less fortunate,
being beaten by Dutee J. Pearce of Newport. The defeated
Durfee then claimed that the convention did mot truly repra-
sent the freemen of the state and announced himself as an
independent candidate for re-election.  The old Federal
element, who hdd never been eordial in supporting the
candidates chesen by the Republicans, seized the opportunity
presented by Durfee's bolt from the party and nominated

Tristam Burges of Providence and William Hunter of Newport,l

lrield, State of Rhode Island, p. 313.



















26.

administration. Instead of giving equal judicial repre-
sentation, he stressed that the new bill would make the
court an agent of sectional and partisan politics. Such a
measure, Burges felt, would bring the "great doctrine of
electioneering"™ to the court and allow it to work either
for or against particular candidates. On this point Burges
disagreed with his northern neighbor, Daniel Webster of
Magsachusetts, calling his idea of limiting the number of
Supreme Ceurt Justices by practical convenience a political
heterodoxy. The Rhodeblslander argued also that the new
bill could not bring a greater equalization of judicial
knowledge than already existed. The only way a judge could
learn the laws was through reading and study=~--and no law

could guarantee this.l?

Burges, moreover, saw a graat danger embodied in the
proposed legislation. He feared that the idea of having ten
Supreme Court judges for ten circuits would lead to demands
for a new judge with each new circuit. Although the advocates
of the measure said there should be no concern on this matter
for another twenty to fifty years, the Rhode Islander saw
at least ten more new states being admitted to the Union
within twenty years.l3

On January 24, the day after Burges' speech, the

resolution was voted upon and defeated without further debate.

12Register of Debatez_in Congress, 19th Cong., 1lst Sess.,
I1, 1086~-095. :

131pid..
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Not content to let the freshman Representative's speech lie
in defeat, however, the Chairman of the Judiciary Committee
attacked Burges and denounced him as a supporter of the old
midnight judiciary established to bolster a dying adminis-
tration of am earlier period,}* thus raising the spectre of
Federalism that had followed Burges from Rhode Islarid and
from which he was struggling deasperately to disassociate
himself. The defeat of Mercer's resolutinn in January proved
to be only a temporary setback, however. When the entire
judiciary bill came up for its final vote in May, Burges
again expressed his disapproval. This time among the
majority (98 to 89), he voted against the expansion of the
Supreme Court and helped cause its defeat.1®

Daspite his opposition to an administration measure
supported by Webster and designed to give the President a
chance to appoint at least two new justices,16 Burges could
not bring himselif to say anything against the Adams admiqis—
tration or John Quincy Adams personally. He said, moveover,
that if the President continued throughout his first term as
the same profound scholar, enlightened statesman, ardent

patriot, and exemplary Christian, there would be no doubt

i%7pid., pp. 1086-2000.

15Register of Debates in Congress, 19th Cong., 1st Sess.,
II, 2647-B58, |

15Samuel Flagg Bemis, John Quincy Adams and the Union
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), p. 75.



















33,

$1,200,000 (passed 70 to 47),26

The oppesition was not lax in establishing a roadblock,
however. As soon as Burges' amendment had bemn approved Cong-
ressman Benjamin Estill of Virginia was on his feet denouncing
the bill for its haphazard coenstruction and lack of documentation.
In a surprise act he moved that the bill be recommitted,
and despite the urgings of Burges and his fellow Rhode
Islander, Dutee J. Pearce, the Estill forces earried the day.
By the slim vote of 90 to 85 the House voted on May 2 for a
recommittal~-thus killing the bill for the remainder of the
session.27 |

When the Ninsteenth Congress reconvened for itz second
gession in December, Burges again took up the fight for a
pension bill. Now sarving as Pensions Committee Chairman,
the Rhode Islander reported the bill out of committee for the
second time on January 4, 1827 and had it placed bafore the
Committee of the Wholetﬁouse for consideration. He then suge
gested two separate bills, one for officers and one for all
enlisted men, excluding the state militias. He moved that
everything after the enacting clause of the old bill be struck
out and the two new bills be inserted. Largely because of

objections to the split nature of the bills and the execlusion

261pid., pp. 2532, 2558, 2573, 2589,
271bid., pp. 2592593,




































45,

The partisan feelings that had developed between the Adams
and Jackson men since the election of 1824 prevented it.
Through a combination of the pro-Jackson Southerners and
Pennsylvania Democrats, the anti-tariff forces were able to
place ane of their own men, Andrew Stevenson, in the Speaker's
chair. Stevenson then proceeded to stack the Committee on
Manufactures, which would consider any tariff bill, with a
decidedly anti-protectionist majority while leaving Mallary
of Vermont on as Chairman., The first indication of the
opposition's plan came on the last day of 1827 when the com-
mittee, over Chairman Mallary's proteast, voted to send for
persons and papers to examine the need for a change in tariff
legislation. Although protectionists were startled and
united against what they interpreted as a delaying action,
it was sustained by the Southern coalition 102 to 88,12
The second move of the anti-~tariff group was even bolder,
The new bill was prepared which, while it seriously modified
the woolens schedule, contained other clauses and rates designed
to make it obnoxious to most protectionists,

The new bill would raise the duty on hemp from $35

to S46 per ton, on molasses from 5 to 7 1/2 cents a gallon

with no drawbacks for rum manufacturers, on pig-iron from

56 to 62 1/2 cents per hundredweight, on hammered bar-iron

1

2E1liott, The Tariff Controversy, pp. 241-42.









48,

effect on the minds of the agriculturalists in the Middle and
Western states.}® The men who believed this, moreover, repre-
sented a growing number of Northeastern manufacturers who
saw the benefits that could be derived from economic and
political links with the West. Allen informed Burges that if
his colleague, Dutee J. Pearce, were so blind as to vote
against the new duties on molasses merely to please a few
distillers and importers in his home town of Newport, it would
surely bring about his political death.l8

As Zachariah Allen's letters to his brother-in-law would
indicate, there was a great deal of disagreement in various
sections of the state on the merits of the proposed legislation.
In the cities of Warren and Bristol many people saw the pro-
posed increase of duty on molasses and the abolition of any
cutback for rum distilleré as a deliberate plot to bring the
total destruction of the distilling industry on New England.
It was generally felt that the proposed piece of legislation
would return the towns to sad days of the Embargo and Non-
Intercourse. The distillers argued that it was up to the
government to extend the same protection to the makers of rum
as to any other industry, even if it meant a downward tariff

revision., They appealed to their representatives to act

Y81pid..
191pid., Februavy 13, 1828, No. 4.









51.

Committee of the»Whole on April 3,2% Burges again expressed
his opinions. Althoggh he believed that the entire bill was
a deluysion of the hopes of both the farmers and manufacturers,
he stressed that he was personally obligated to vote for it
as nothing better could be obtained. Four days later, after
advocating a tariff high enough to protect the domestic pro-
duction of iadige, he reiterated his belief that the bill,
taken as a whole, would probably be more injurious than
beneficial to the Eastern manufacturera.?d

His major effort on behalf of the tariff of 1828 came
on April 21, two days before the final House vote on the

measure. In a speech that the New York Daily Times later

estimated to have taken nearly six hours to delivar,26 the
Congressman answered all those who felt that the protective
or American System would work to the detriment of any section
or state. Conjuring up the sharpest Anglo-phobian ideas he
couldy Burgeg argued for perfect protection of the domestic
market for wools and woolens under the American System.
English competitors should be driven out of the country be-
cause they were trying not only to undersell American goods,
but to destroy the entire American industry. He counseled

his colleagues not to listen to compromisaers who would

2 3tanwood, American Tariff Controversies, I, 281.

25Register of
S5288., IV, "

Debates iu Congress, 20th Cong., 1lst

- .

26The New York Daily Times, October 15, 1853,




52.

oppose the American System by asking for "modified protection”
designed to give a “judicious tariff," because to do s0 would
be to play into the hands of the British lion.27
As his speech progressed in length and grew in in-
tensity Burges turned from dealing exclusively with the
English threat to his personal antagonist, Congregsman George
MecDuffie of South Carolina. During the process of the debate
on the tariff, the Southerner in an earlier speech had bitterly
assailed Burges, pouring forth a torrent of invective and
calling upon the reporters to present his words to the
country. Burges replied in the same style and with perhaps
even greater acrimony. He accused McDuffie of having
plagarized some of his statements on the finances of the
country and criticized his opponent for not having adopted
the s8tyle of speaking common to scholars and gentlemen.
When he intimated that anyone who had heaped abuse on a fellow
congressman in a manner like McDuffis's had placed himself
beneath the reach of rebuke, Burges drew a sharp rap from
the Speaker's gavel and was told to temper his remarks, 28
Turning from a perscnal rebuke of McDuffie, Burges then
27Tristam Burges, Speech of Mr. Burges, of Rhode Island,
In the House of Representa%mves of the Uni%ea States, ApPril
¥Ist, A. D. 1828, on the“Tériff‘TWE§EEEE?SE?‘“WE?‘EEﬁ?E&HEEh,

1828), ppe 20-21. The brevity with which the Register of
Yebates (20th Cong., lst Sess., IV, 2452-453) treats this speech
in many instances does the speaker an injustice by deleting
arguments and factual material.

28The New York Daily Times, October 15, 1853.



53.

considered the Southerner's argument as to whether American
or English manufacturers could supply the domestic wool and
woolen markets at the lowest cost to the consumer. With elab-
orate comparative figures of English and American families
engaged in labor, the New Englander arrived at the conclusion
that while duties for protection were not a tax on the con-
sumption of domestic goods they were on the consumption of
foreign manufactures. He explained this by saying that the
elements of cost in American products were capital, labor,
and raw materialj while the British had to pay for all of these
plus the cost of importation. The conclusion was then drawn
that American goods would be cheaper in their own market by
as much as gixteen percent, and could compete successfully in
any market where they were admitted on equal terms. Indeed,
he added, Americans could and must sell domestic woolens in
their own market at a cost lower than the British--and to
facilitate this the expansion of the sheep industry into the
mountain valleys of the upper South was urged as an
accompaniment to the higher tariff,?9

Unable to confine himself to economic matters any
longer, Burges returned to his attack on the South in general

and George McDuffie infpartieular. Calling the arguments

ngurges, Speech in the House, April 21, pp. 26~

38,



54,
used by the anti-tariff men and the new Southern sectionalists
the foundations of “maddening delusions," the Northeraner turned
his full attention to the South when he warned that with its
new arguments,

The South have but two courses before them. The
first, is to join the north and perfectly protect the
cotton trade, and secure the most extended domestic
market. The second is, to become immediately colonies
to Great Britain, which I know they will never; and sell
their independence to secure the sale of their cotton
wool,. 30

Showing a national interest and a belief that the

good of the nation would foster the good of New England, a
concept many New Englandars had accepted sines the early
1820's, Burges expressed a candid persconal opinion on the
new tariff. Although not fully certain of its benefits and
well aware of its harmful effects upon his home state, he
said he expected to support it because it had the appearance
of doing good in some areas of the North, West, and South;
and because there was nothing better at the time.31

And support the tariff measurs he did. When the final

House vote was counted Tristam Burges cast his lot for
protection and was among the 105 to 8% majority. It is in-
teresting to note, howevaer, that his fellow Rhode Islander,

Dutee J. Pearce, remained closely connected with his Newport

interests and voted against the bill because of the clause

301pid., p. 8.
311pid., p. 90.

























































73,

and warning South Carolina that the federal laws would be
enforced. While the North rang with applause for the President,
South Carolina answered in a gpirit of defiance.

Meanwhile, in his annual message to Congress, Jackson
discuased the tariff problem at length and argued for a re-
duction in all but the most essential itema.3" On Vecember
27, 1832, the ardent free trader George C. Verplanck of New
York, chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, brought
forth a bill which was understood to have the President's
approval.3® In Verplanck's bill wool ‘and woolens, as usual,
were hardest hit. The duty on wool costing more than eight
cents a poﬁnd was to be reduced to 35 percent with no
spacific duty. In March, 1834 it would be lowered to 25
percent and a year later to 20 percent, Woolen manufactures
were hit equally hard. Goods charged with 50 percent in 1832
were reduced to 40 percent for the first year, 30 percent for
the second, and thereafter to 20 percent, Discussion of the
bill began on January §, 1833. It continued almost daily
until February 12, when a new serieg of pv&positians arrived
from the Senata,.36

Most of the protectiocnists in the House, while they
y

34Elliott, The Tariff Controversy, pps 263-8i.,

351bid., De 2644 Stanwood, American Taviff Con-~
troversies, ppe. 390-91,

36g

tanwood, American Tariff Controversies, pp. 390-99.




74,

would cordially support the President's desire for a Force
bill directed at South Carolina, would resolutely resist any
changes in the tariff. Standing as firmly as possible, they
regarded the Verplanck bill as a death blow to the American
System.37 During the period this bill was under consideration,
Tristam Burges delivered a major speech against it. Speaking
all day Saturday, January 26, and concluding on Monday, he
vigorougly defended the interests of New England. With lavish
use of facts and figures he attempted to show that any tariff
cut would do more harm than good to the nation. Expressing
a fear that many in the Northeast felt, Burges viewed reduction
of the tariff not as a necessity, but as a weapon in the war
being fought by Southern slave owners against the free whites
of the North in an attempt to destroy their higher wage scale.
His greatest objection to the bill, however, he stated bluntly
and openly:?
This bill calls for concession, nay, for submiasion

to South Carolinaj to admit, adopt; and incorporate her

ordinance and her law into our system of legislation.

Will this preserve or destroy your constitution [sic],

cement or dissolve our Union? Sir, mingle nullification

with the pure principles of your enactments, and, were

your constitution [sic] strong and impenetrable as iron

or [as] adamant, this vile alchemy will dissolve into

impalpable gas every link in the chain of your Union,39

Burges continued to oppose any tariff reduction even

37Niles' Weekly Register, January 5, 1833, XLIII, 297,

38Register of Debates in Congress, 22nd Cong., 2nd
3es8. s " do~-i413, :


































85.

money under such circumstances."93

Tha outoome of the fight was the adoption on March 2
of a resolution that insisted on the maintenance of the
treaty and in favor of military preparatiocns. Adopted that
even;ng the House rasolwdd that "the treaty of the 4th of July,
1831, should be maintained and its execution.insisted upon."
The vote was an unanimous 212 to nothing, but the name of
Trigtam Burges was not among those recorded.B"

At three A. M. on Tuesday morning, March 3, 1835,
Speaker John Bell of Tennessee adjourned the second session
of the Twenty~Third Congress. With this action the career of
Tristam Burges as a member of the House of Representatives

was ended,b%

:ss,anal,alobq. 23rd Corg., 2nd Sess., II,

)
I-bid.-y p. 323, .
651bid,, pp. 328-33.























































































APPENDIX D {(continued)

114,

S <. Y0 B2 ¥ S—
Richmond 66
Westerly 17 75
Barrington 3l 8 24
Warren 102 1 22
Bristol 69 2 148
Newport 329 5 143
Middletown 48 maj,

Portsmouth 41 maj.

Little Compton bk 22
Tiverton 89 131
Jamestown 4% maj.
Haw Shorehanm i ot i mads. ..
ToTARS . ... 3772 L83 18 i

The Provideace Journal, April 20, 1839,




























	From Federalist to Whig: The Political Career of Tristam Burges
	Terms of Use
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1709840947.pdf.xqb3f

