AP US History
Summer Assignment 2017

Welcome to AP United States history! This course will challenge you in ways you have not been
challenged before and may require you to confront some aspects of our nation’s history that are
less than flattering, somewhat controversial and maybe even shocking. You will be required to
read a great deal of material throughout the year, and we ask that you read thoughtfully, and to
the extent that you are able, to engage in a meaningful dialogue with other historians.

Your summer assignment consists of a variety of excerpts from scholarly publications pertaining
to the foundations of American history, specifically the origins of slavery, the Pilgrims, and
Native Americans. In some cases, there are questions to accompany the excerpt. These readings
and questions will form the basis for class discussion during the first few days of school in
September.

Read and hi-lite the following excerpts and answer the questions that accompany each
reading in bullet or note form.

s Three excerpts by Howard Zinn:
Introductory excerpt from 4 People’s History of the United States
“Columbus, The Indians, and Human Progress”
Drawing the Color Line”

» Nathaniel Philbrick, Mayflower

*  Gary Nash, “The Native American View”

In addition to the readings listed above, this summer we asking you to read a full-length
work of historical non-fiction. The details are on the following page.



Please obtain a copy of The Half Has Never Been Told: Slavery and the
Making of American Capitalism

by Edward E. Baptist
ISBN-13: 978-0465049660
ISBN-10: 0465049664

You can purchase a paperback, read it on your Kindle, or even listen to the audio version if you
prefer, ‘though that would not be my first preference.

Edward E. Baptist is a [young] associate professor of history at Cornell University.

One reviewer wrote the following about The Half Has Never Been Told:

“Groundbreaking, thoroughly researched, expansive, and provocative it will force scholars of
slavery and its aftermath to reconsider long held assumptions about the ‘peculiar institution’s’
relationship to American capitalism and contemporary issues of race and democracy.”

Read Professor Baptist’s book and address the reviewer’s comments above in a thesis-driven
essay of about three pages in length. In essence, your thesis should pose an argument about the
relationship between slavery and capitalism and contemporary ideas of rave and democracy.

You should also consider the following when writing your essay:

e Identify the overall thesis of this work

e Explain the origins and development of slavery in the United States according to
Professor Baptist

e How does his account of the origins and development of slavery differ from what
you’ve been taught or read before?

e Explain Professor Baptist’s historical methodology. What type of sources does he
consult? How do these particular sources inform his thesis and conclusion?

e Explain the relationship between American capitalism and slavery, according to
Professor Baptist.

We will collect your essays on Friday, Sept. 1¥, which is the second day of classes.



, | Introductory Excerpt from
A People’s History of the
United States

Howard Zinn

- NARRATOR
: My viewpoint, in telling the history of the United States, is that
we must not accept the memory of states as our own. Nations
are not eommunities.and never have been. The history of any
country, presented as the history of a family, conceals fierce
conflicts of interest. And in such-a world of conflict, a world of
victims and executioners, it is the job of thinking people, as
Albert Camus suggested, not to be.on the side of the
executioners. 4

Thus, in that inevitable taking of sides which comes from
selection and emphasis in history, I prefer to try to tell the
story of the discovery of America from the viewpoint of the
Arawaks, of the Constitution from the standpoint of the slaves,
of the rise of industrialism as seen by the young women in the
Lowell textile mills, the conquest of the Philippines as seen by

black soldiers on Luzon, the postwar American empire as seen
by peons in Latin America. And so on, to the limited extent
that any one person, however he or she strains, can “see”
history from the standpoint of others.

My point is not to grieve for the victims and denounce the
executioners. Those tears, that anger, cast into the past, deplete
our moral energy for the present. And the lines are not always
clear. In the long run, the oppressor is also a victim. In the
short run, the victims, themselves desperate and tainted with
the culture that oppresses them, turn on other victims.

Still, understanding the complexities, I will be skeptical of
governments and their attempts, through politics and culture, to
ensnare ordinary people in a giant web of nationhood pretending
t0 @ common interest. ] will try not to overlook the cruelties that
victims inflict on one another as they are jammed together in the
boxcars of the system. I don't want to romanticize them. But I
do remember (in rough paraphrase) a statement I once read:
“The cry of the poor is not always just, but if you don’t listen to
it, you will never Kifow what justice is.”



,g/.

COLUMBUS, THE
INDIANS, AND
HUMAN PROGRESS

Arawak men and women, naked, tawny, and full of wonder, emerged
from their villages onto the island’s beaches and swam out to get a closer
look at the strange big boat. When Coluinbus and his sailors came
ashore, carrying swords, speaking oddly, the Arawaks ran to greet them,
brought them food, water, gifts. He later wrote of this in his log:

They . .. brought us parrots and balls of cotton and spears and many other
things, which they exchanged for the glass beads and hawks’ bells. They
willingly traded everything they owned.... They were well-buily, with
good bodies and handsome features. . . . They do not bear arms, and do not
know them, for 1 showed them a sword, they took it by the edge and cut
themselves out of ignorance. They have no iron. Their spears are made of
canc. . .. They would make fine servants. . .. With fifty men we could sub-
jugate them all and make them do whatever we want.

These Arawaks of the Bahama Islands were much like Indians on the
mainland, who were remarkable (European observers were to say again
and again) for their hospitality, their belief in sharing. These traits did
not stand out in the Europe of the Renaissance, dominated as it was by
the religion of popes, the government of kings, the frenzy for money
that marked Western civilization and its first messenger to the Americas,
Christopher Columbus. -

The chief source—and, on many matters the only source—of infor-
mation about what happened on the islands after Columbus came is
Bartolomé de las Casas, who, as a young priest, participated in the con-
quest of Cuba. For a time he owned a plantation on which Indian slaves

. worked, but he gave that up and became a vehement critic of Spanish

cruelty.

Las Casas tells how the Spaniards “grew more conceited every day”
and after a while refused to walk any distance. They “rode the backs of
Indians if they were in a hurry” or were carried on hammocks by Indians
running in relays. “In this case they also had Indians carry large leaves to
shade them from the sun and others to fan them with goose wings.”

Total control led to total cruelty. The Spaniards “thought nothing of
knifing Indians by tens and twenties and of cutting slices off them to test
the sharpness of their blades.” Las Casas tells how “two of these so-
called Christians met two Indian boys one day, each carrying a parrot;
they took the parrots and for fun beheaded the boys.”
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Thus began the history, five hundred years ago, of the European
invasion of the Indian settlements in the Americas. That beginning,
when you read Las Casas—even if his figures are exaggerations (were
there 3 million Indians to begin with, as he says, or less than a million, as
some historians have calculated, or 8 million as others now believe?)—is
conquest, slavery, death. When we read the history books given to chil-
dren in the United States, it all starts with heroic adventure—there is no
bloodshed—and Columbus Day is a celebration. .

Past the elementary and high schools, there are only occasional hints
of something else. Samuel Eliot Morison, the Harvard historian, was the
most distinguished writer on Columbus, the author of a multivolume
biography, and was himself a sailor who retraced Columbus’s route
across the Adantc. In his popular hook Christopher Coltmnbus, Mariner,
written in 1954, he tells about the enslavement and the killing: “The
cruel policy initiated by Columbus and pursued by his successors
resulted in complete genacide.”

That is on one page, buried halfway into the telling of a grand romance.
In the book’ last paragraph, Morison sums up his view of Columbus:

He had his faults and his defects, bue they were largely the defects of the
qualities that made him great—his indomitable will, his superb faith in God
and in his own mission as the Christ-hearer to lands beyond the seas, his
stubborn persistence despite neglect, poverty and discouragement. But
there was no flaw, no dark side to the most outstanding and essential of all
his qualities—his seamanship.

One can lie outright about the past. Or one can omit facts which
might lead to unacceptable conclusions. Morison does neither. He
refuses to lie about Columbus. He does not omit the story of mass mur-
der; indeed he describes it with the harshest word one can use: genocide.

But he does something else—he mentions the truth quickly and goes
on to other things more important to him. Qutright lying or quiet omis-
sion takes the risk of discovery which, when made, might arouse the
reader to rebel against the writer. To state the facts, however, and then
to bury them in a mass of other information is to say to the reader with a
certain infectious calin: yes, mass murder took place, but it’s not that
important—it should weigh very little in our final judgments; it should
affect very littlcz what we do in the world.



To emphasize the heroism of Columbus and his successors as naviga-

tors and discoverers, and to deemphasize their genocide, is not a techni-
cal necessity but an ideological choice. It serves—unwittingly—to justify

what was done.

My point is not that we must, in telling history, accuse, judge, con-
demn Columbus i absentia. 1t is too late for that; it would be a useless
scholarly exercise in morality. But the easy acceptance of atrocities as a
deplorable but necessary price to pay for progress .(Hiroshima and
Vietnam, to save Western civilization; Kronstadt and Hungary, to save
socialism; nuclear proliferation, to save us all)—that is still with us. One
reason these atrocities are still with us is that we have learned to bury
them in a mass of other facts, as radioactive wastes are buried in con-
tainers in the earth. We have learned to give them exactly the same pro-
portion of attention that teachers and writers often give them in the
most respectable of classrooms and textbooks. This learned sense of
moral proportion, coming from the apparent objectivity of the scholar,
is accepted more easily than when it comes from politicians at press
conferences. It is therefore more deadly.

The weatment of heroes (Columbus) and their victims (the
Arawaks)—the quiet acceptance of conquest and murder in the name of
progress—is only one aspect of a certain approach to history, in which
the past is told from the point of view of governments, conquerors,
diplomats, leaders. It is as if they, like Columbus, deserve universal
acceptance, as if they—the Founding Fathers, Jackson, Lincoln,
Wilson, Roosevelt, Kennedy, the leading members of Congress, the
famous Justices of the Supreme Court—represent the nation as a
whole. The pretense is that there really is such a thing as “the United
States,” subject to occasional conflicts and quarrels, but fundamentally
a community of people with common interests. It is as if there really is
a “national interest” represented in the Constitution, in territorial
expansion, in the laws passed by Congress, the decisions of the courts,
the development of capitalism, the culture of education and the mass
media. A

“History is the memory of states,” wrote Henry Kissinger in his first
book, A Warld Restored, in which he proceeded to tell the history of nine-
teenth-century Europe from the viewpoint of the leaders of Austria and
England, ignoring the millions who suffered from those statesmen’s
policies. From his standpoint, the “peace” that Europe had before the
French Revolution was “restored” by the diplomacy of a few national
leaders. But for factory workers in England, farmers in France, colored
people in Asia and Africa, women and children everywhere except in the
upper classes, it was a world of conquest, violence, hunger, exploita-
tion—a world not restored but disintegrated.

My viewpoint, in telling the history of the United States, is different:
that we must not accept the memory of states as our own. Nations are
not communities and never have been. The history of any country, pre-
sented as the history of a family, conceals fierce conflicts of interest
(sometimes exploding, most often repressed) between conquerors and
conquered, masters and slaves, capitalists and workers, dominators and
dominated in race and sex. And in such a world of conflict, a world of
victims and executioners, it is the job of thinking people, as Albert
Camus suggested, not to be on the side of the executioners.

Thus, in that inevitable taking of sides which comes from selection
and emphasis in history, I prefer to try to tell the story of the discovery
of America from the viewpoint of the Arawaks, of the Constitution from
the standpoint of the slaves, of Andrew Jackson as seen by the
Cherokees, of the Civil War as seen by the New York Irish, of the
Mexican war as seen by the deserting soldiers of Scott’s army, of the rise
of industrialism as seen by the young women in the Lowell textile mills,
of the Spanish-American war as seen by the Cubans, the conquest of the
Philippines as seen by black soldiers on Luzon, the Gilded Age as seen
by southern farmers, the First World War as seen by socialists, the
Second World War as seen by pacifists, the New Deal as seen by blacks
in Harlem, the postwar American empire as seen by peons in Latin
America. And so on, to the limited extent that any one person, however
he or she strains, can “see” history from the standpoint of others.

My point is not to grieve for the victims and denounce the execu-
tioners. Those tears, that anger, cast into the past, deplete our moral
energy for the present. And the lines are not always clear. In the long
run, the oppressor is also a victim. In the short run (and so far, human
history has consisted only of short runs), the victims, themselves desper-
ate and rainted with the culture that oppresses them, turn on other vic-
tims.

Still, understanding the complexities, this book will be skeptical of
governments and their attempts, through politics and culture, to
ensnare ordinary people in a giant web of nationhood pretending to a
common interest. I will try not to overlook the cruelties that victims
inflict on one another as they are jammed together in the boxcars of the
system. I don’t want to romanticize them. But I do remember (in rough
paraphrase) a statement I once read: “The cry of the poor is not always
just, but if you don't listen to it, you will never know what justice is.”



Behind the English invasion of North America, behind their mas-
sacre of Indians, their deception, their brutality, was that special power-
ful drive born in civilizations based on private property. [t was a morally
ambiguous drive; the need for space, for land, was a real human need.
But in conditions of scarcity, in a barbarous epoch of history ruled by
competition, this human need was transformed into the murder of
whole peoples. Roger Williams said it was

a depraved appetite after the great vanitics, dreams and shadows of this van-
ishing life, great portions of land, land in this wilderness, as if men were in
as great necessity and danger for want of great portions of land, as poor,
hungry, thirsty seamen have, after a sick and stormy, a long and starving pas-
sage. This is one of the gods of New England, which the living and most
high Eternal will destroy and famish.

Was all this bloodshed and deceit—from Columbus to Corués,
Pizarro, the Puritans—a necessity for the human race to progress from
savagery to civilization? Was Morison right in burying the story of
genocide inside a more important story of human progress? Perhaps a
persuasive argument can be made—as it was made by Stalin when he
killed peasants for industrial progress in the Soviet Union, as it was
made by Churchill explaining the bombings of Dresden and Hamburg,
and Truman explaining Hiroshima. But how can the judgment be made
if the benefits and losses cannot be balanced because the losses are either
unmentioned or mentioned quickly?

That quick disposal might be acceptable (“Unfortunate, yes, but it
had to be done”) to the middle and upper classes of the conquering and
“advanced” countries. But is it acceptable to the poor of Asia, Africa,
Latin America, or to the prisoners in Soviet labor camps, or the blacks in
urban gherttos, or the Indians on reservations—to the victims of that
progress which benefits a privileged minority in the world? Was it
acceptable (or just inescapable?) to the miners and railroaders of
America, the factory hands, the men and women who died by the hun-
dreds of thousands from accidents or sickness, where they worked or
where they lived—casualties of progress? And even the privileged
minority—must it not reconsider, with that practicality which even priv-
. ilege cannot abolish, the value of its privileges, when they become
threatened by the anger of the sacrificed, whether in organized rebel-
lion, unorganized riot, or simply thosé brutal individual acts of despera-
tion labeled crimes by law and the state?

If there are necessary sacrifices to be made for human progress, is it
not essential to hold to the principle that those to be sacrificed must
make the decision themselves? We can all decide to give up something
of ours, but do we have the right to throw into the pyre the children of
others, or even aur own children, for a progress which is not nearly as,
clear or present as sickness or health, life or death?

Part I — Please answer the following questions based on the
reading:

1.

Briefly summarize the two major criticisms Zinn presents
regarding the typical way in which history is written,
taught, and discussed.

In a brief paragraph, support the statement, “the cry of the
poor is not always just, but if you don’t listen to it, you will
never know what justice is” using specific examples from
history or current events.

Based on what you have read, characterize Zinn as a
historian. What is his point of view? What are the possible
advantages to reading his account of American history?
What might be left out of his story? '



From the Adirondacks to the Great Lakes, in what is now
Pennsylvania and upper New York, lived the most powerful of the
northeastern tribes, the League of the lroquois, which included the
Mohawks (People of the Flint), Oneidas (People of the Stone),
Onondagas (People of the Mountain), Cayugas (People at the Landing),
and Senecas (Great Hill People), thousands of people bound together by
a common lroguois language.

In the vision of the Mohawk chief Hiawatha, the legendary
Dekaniwidah spoke to the Iroguois: “We bind ourselves together by tak-
ing hold of each other’s hands so firmly and forming a circle so strong
that if a tree should fall upon it, it could not shake nor break it, so that
our people and grandchildren shall remain in the circle in security, peace
and happiness.”

In the villages of the Iroquois, land was owned in common and
worked in common, Hunting was done together, and the catch was
divided among the members of the village. Houses were considered
common property and were shared by several families. The concept of
private ownership of land and humes was foreign to the Iroquois. A
French Jesuit priest who encountered them in the 1650s wrote: “No
poorhouses are needed among them, because they are neither mendi-
cants nor paupers. . .. Their kindness, humanity and courtesy not only
makes them liberal with what they have, but causes them to possess
hardly anything except in common.”

Women were important and respected in Iroquois society. Families
were matrilineal. That is, the family line went down through the female
members, whose husbands joined the family, while sons who married
then joined their wives’ families. Each extended family lived in a “long
house.” When a woman wanted a divorce, she set her husband’s things
outside the door.

Families were grouped in clans, and a dozen or more clans might
make up a village. The senior women in the village named the men who
represented the clans at village and tribal councils. They also named the
torty-nine chiefs who were the ruling council for the Five Nation con-
federacy of the lroquois. The women attended clan meetings, stood
behind the circle of men who spoke and voted, and removed the men
from ofhice if they strayed oo far from the wishes of the women.

The women tended the crops and took general charge of village
affairs while the men were always hunting or fishing. And since they sup-
plied the mocceasins and food for warring expeditions, they had some
contro| over military macters. As Gary B. Nash notes in his fascinating
study of early America, Red, White, and Bluck: “Thus power was shared
between the sexes and the European idea of male dominancy and female
subordination in all things was conspicuously absent in Iroquois society.”
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Children in Iroquois society, while taught the cultural heritage of
their people and solidarity with the tribe, were also taught to be inde-
pendent, not to submit to overbearing authority. They were taught
equality in status and the sharing of possessions. The Iroquois did not
use harsh punishment on children; they did not insist on early weaning
or early toilet craining, but gradually allowed the child to learn self-care.

All of this was in sharp contrast to European values as brought over
by the first colonists, a society of rich and poor, controlled by priests, by
governors, by male heads of families. For example, the pastor of the
Pilgrim colony, John Robinson, thus advised his parishioners how to
deal with their children: “And surely there is in all children . . . a stub-

bornness, and stoumess of mind arising from natural pride, which must,
in the first place, be broken and beaten down; that so the foundation of
their education being laid in humility and tractableness, other virtues
may, in their time, be built thereon.”

Gary Nash describes Iroquois culture:

No laws and ordinances, sheriffs and constables, judges and juries, or courts
or jails—the apparatus of authority in European socictics—were to be found
in the northeast woodlands prior o European arrival. Yer boundaries of
acceptable behavior were firmly set. Though priding th:msclv.cs on the
autonomous individual, the lroquois maintained a strict sense of right and
wrong. . . . He who stole another’s food or acted invaluurously in war was
“shamed” by his people and ostracized from their company until he had
atoned for his actons and demonstrated to their satsfaction that he had

morally purificd himself.

Not only the Iroquois but other Indian tribes behaved the same way.

In 1635, Maryland Indians responded to the governor’s demand that if

any of them killed an Englishman, the guilty one should !)e delivered up
for punishment according to English law. The Indians said:

[t is the manner amongst us Indians, that it any such accident happen, wee

doe redeeme the life of a man that is so shine, with a 100 armes length of

Beades and since that you are heere strangers, and come into our Countrey,
you should rather conform yourselves to the Customes of our Countrey,

than impose yours upon us. . . .

L)



S0, Columbus and his successors were not coming into an empty
wilderness, but into a world which in some places was as densely popu-
lated as Europe itself, where the culture was complex, where human
relations were more egalitarian than in Europe, and where the relations
-~ among men, women, children, and nature were more beautifully worked
out than perhaps any place in the world.

They were people without a written language, but with their own
laws, their poetry, their history kept in memory and passed on, in an oral
vocabulary more complex than Europe’, accompanied by song, dance,
and ceremonial drama. They paid careful attention to the development
of personality, intensity of will, independence and flexibility, passion and
potency, to their partnership with one another and with nature.

John Collier, an American scholar who lived among Indians in the
1920s and 1930s in the American Southwest, said of their spirit: “Could
we make it our own, there would be an eternally inexhaustible earth and
a forever lasting peace.”

Perhaps there is some romantic mythology in that. But the evidence
from European travelers in the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth
centuries, put together recently by an American specialist on Indian life,
William Brandon, is overwhelmingly supportive of much of that
“myth.” Even allowing for the impertection of myths, it is enough to
make us question, for that time and ours, the excuse of progress in the
annihilation of races, and the telling of history from the standpoint of
the conquerors and leaders of Western civilization,

Part II — Please answer the following questions based on the
reading:

1. Considering what you have read along with your own
knowledge of the subject, which civilization, English or
Iroquois, was more advanced? Support your opinion with
specific details.

2. What might the United States have been like if Native
American tribes and their cultures had not been eradicated?



A People’s History
of the United States

Volume I: American Beginnings to Reconstruction

Teaching Edition

Howard Zinn
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Chapter 2

Drawing the Color Line

There is not a country in world history in which racism has been more
important, for so long a time, as the United States. And the problem of
“the color line,” as W. E. B. Du Bois put it, is still with us. So it is more than
a purely historical question to ask: How did it start?—and an even more
urgent question: How might it end? Or, to put it differently: Is it possible
for whites and blacks to live together without hatred?

If history can help answer these questions, then the beginnings of
slavery in North America—a continent where we can trace the coming of
the first whites and the first blacks—might supply at least a few clues.

In the English colonies, slavery developed quickly into a regular insti-
tution, into the normal labor relation of blacks to whites. With it devel-
oped that special racial feeling—whether hatred, or contempt, or pity, or
patronization—that accompanied the inferior position of blacks in Amer-
ica for the next 350 years: that combination of inferior status and deroga-
tory thought we call racism.

Everything in the experience of the first white settlers acted as a pres-
sure for the enslavement of blacks.

The Virginians of 1619 were desperate for labor, to grow enough
food to stay alive. Among them were survivors from the winter of
160910, the “starving time,” when, crazed for want of food, they roamed
the woods for nuts and berries, dug up graves to eat the corpses, and died
in batches until five hundred colonists were reduced to sixty.

They needed labor, to grow corn for subsistence, to grow tobacco for

2



Drawing the Color Line

export. They had just learned from the Indians how to grow tobacco, and
in 1617 they sent off the first cargo to England. Finding that, like all ;)Iea-
surable drugs tainted with moral disapproval, it brought a high price thé
planters, despite their high religious talk, were not going to ask quest’ions
about something so profitable.

They couldn’t force Indians to work for them, as Columbus had done.
They were outnumbered, and while, with superior firearms, they could
massacre Indians, they would face massacre in return. They could not
capture them and keep them enslaved; the Indians were tough, resource-
ful, defiant, and at home in these woods, as the transplanted E;lglishmen
were not.

There may have been akind of frustrated rage at their own ineptitude
at the Indian superiority at taking care of themselves, that made the Virj
ginians especially ready to become the masters of slaves. Edmund Morgan

imagines their mood as he writes in his book American Slavery, American
Freedom:

If you were a colonist, you knew that your technology was superior to
the Indians’. You knew that you were civilized, and they were sav-
ages.... But your superior technology had proved insufficient to extract
anything. The Indians, keeping to themselves, laughed at your superior
methods and lived from the land more abundantly and with less labor
than you did.... And when your own people started deserting in order to
live with them, it was too much.... So you killed the Indians, tortured
them, burned their villages, burned their cornfields. It proved your
superiority, in spite of your failures. And you gave similar treatment to
any of your own people who succumbed to their savage ways of life. But
you still did not grow much corn.

Black slaves were the answer. And it was natural to consider imported
blacks as slaves, even if the institution of slavery would not be regularized
and legalized for several decades. Because, by 1619, a million blacks had
already been brought from Africa to South America and the Caribbean, to
the Portuguese and Spanish colonies, to work as slaves. Fifty years bef:)re
Columbus, the Portuguese took ten African blacks to Lishon: this was the
start of a regular trade in slaves. African blacks had been stamped as slave
labor for a hundred years. So it would have been strange if those twenty
blacks, who had been forcibly transported to Jamestown and sold as
objects to settlers anxious for a steadfast source of labor, were considered
as anything but slaves.

Their helplessness made enslavement easier. The Indians were on
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their own land. The whites were in their own European culture. The
blacks had been torn from their land and culture, forced into a situation
where the heritage of language, dress, custom, and family relations was bit
by bit obliterated except for the remnants that blacks could hold on to by
sheer, extraordinary persistence.

Was their culture inferior—and so subject to easy destruction? The
African civilization was as advanced in its own way as that of Europe. In
certain ways, it was more admirable; but it also included cruelties, hierar-
chical privilege, and the readiness to sacrifice human lives for religion or
profit. It was a civilization of one hundred million people, using iron
implements and skilled in farming. It had large urban centers and remark-
able achievements in weaving, ceramics, and sculpture.

European travelers in the sixteenth century were impressed with the
African kingdoms of Timbuktu and Mali, already stable and organized at
a time when European states were just beginning to develop into modern
nations.

Africa had a kind of feudalism, like Europe, based on agriculture, with
hierarchies of lords and vassals. But African feudalism did not come, as did
Europe’s, out of the slave societies of Greece and Rome, which had
destroyed ancient tribal life. In Africa, tribal life was still powerful, and
some of its better features—a communal spirit, more kindness in law and
punishment—still existed. And because the lords did not have the weapons
that European lords had, they could not command obedience as easily.

In England, even as late as 1740, child could be hanged for stealing a
rag of cotton. But in the Congo, communal life persisted, the idea of pri-
vate property was a strange one, and thefts were punished with fines or
various degrees of servitude. A Congolese leader, told of the Portuguese
legal codes, asked a Portuguese once, teasingly: “What is the penalty in
Portugal for anyone who puts his feet on the ground?”

Slavery existed in the African states, and it was sometimes used by
Europeans to justify their own slave trade. But, as Basil Davidson points
out in The African Slave Trade, the “slaves” of Africa were more like the
serfs of Europe—in other words, like most of the population of Europe.
It was a harsh servitude, but they had rights that the slaves brought to
America did not have, and they were “altogether different from the human

cattle of the slave ships and the American plantations.”

African slavery lacked two elements that made American slavery the
most cruel form of slavery in history: the frenzy for limitless profit that
comes from capitalistic agriculture; the reduction of the slave to less than
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Drawing the Color Line

human status by the use of racial hatred, with that relentless clarity based
on color, where white was master, black was slave.

In fact, it was because they came from a settled culture, of tribal cus-
toms and family ties, of communal life and traditional ritual, that African
blacks found themselves especially helpless when nmES.m& from this.
They were captured in the interior (frequently by blacks caught up in the
slave trade themselves), sold on the coast, then shoved into pens with
blacks of other tribes, often speaking different languages.

The conditions of capture and sale were crushing affirmations to the
black African of his helplessness in the face of superior force. The
marches to the coast, sometimes for a thousand miles, with people shack-
led around the neck, under whip and gun, were death marches, in which
two of every five blacks died. On the coast, they were kept in nwmmm until
they were picked and sold.

Then they were packed aboard the slave ships, in spaces not much big-
ger than coffins, chained together in the dark, wet slime of the ship’s bot-
tom, choking in the stench of their own excrement.

On one occasion, hearing a great noise from belowdecks where the
blacks were chained together, the sailors opened the hatches and found the
slaves in different stages of suffocation, many dead, some having killed
others in desperate attempts to breathe. Slaves often jumped overboard to
drown rather than continue their suffering. To one observer a slave deck
was “so covered with blood and mucus that it resembled a slaughter-
house.”

Under these conditions, perhaps one of every three blacks trans-
ported overseas died, but the huge profits (often double the investment on
one trip) made it worthwhile for the slave trader, and so the blacks were
packed into the holds like fish.

. First the Dutch, then the English, dominated the slave trade. (By 1795
Liverpool had more than a hundred ships carrying slaves and accounted
for half of all the European slave trade.) Some Americans in New En-
m"ms.m entered the business, and in 1637 the first American slave ship, the
Desire, sailed from Marblehead, Massachusetts. Its holds were mmnmam:ma
into racks, two feet by six feet, with leg irons and bars.

By 1800, ten to fifteen million blacks had been transported as slaves to
the ”PBmlnmmu representing perhaps one-third of those originally seized in
Africa. It is roughly estimated that Africa lost fifty million human beings
to death and slavery in those centuries we call the beginnings of modern
Western civilization, at the hands of slave traders and plantation owners in
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western Europe and America, the countries deemed the most advanced in
the world.

With all of this—the desperation of the Jamestown settlers for labor,
the impossibility of using Indians and the difficulty of using whites, the
availability of blacks offered in greater and greater numbers by profit-
seeking dealers in human flesh, and with such blacks possible to control
because they had just gone through an ordeal that, if it did not kill them,
must have left them in a state of psychic and physical helplessness—is it
any wonder that such blacks were ripe for enslavement?

And under these conditions, even if some blacks might have been
considered servants, would blacks be treated the same as white servants?

The evidence, from the court records of colonial Virginia, shows that
in 1630 a white man named Hugh Davis was ordered “to be soundly
whipt...for abusing himself. ..by defiling his body in lying with a Negro.”
Ten years later, six servants and “a negro of Mr. Reynolds” started to run
away. While the whites received lighter sentences, “Emanuel the Negro to
receive thirty stripes and to be burnt in the cheek with the letter R, and to
work in shackle one year or more as his master shall see cause.”

This unequal treatment, this developing combination of contempt
and oppression, feeling and action, which we call “racism”—was this the
result of a “natural” antipathy of white against black? If racism can’tbe
shownito be natural, then it is the result of certain conditions, and we are
impelled to eliminate those conditions.

All the conditions for blacks and whites in seventeenth-century Amer-
ica were powerfully directed toward antagonism and mistreatment. Under
such conditions even the slightest display of humanity between the races
might be considered evidence of abasic human drive toward community.

In spite of preconceptions about blackness, which in the English lan-
guage suggested something “foul.. .sinister” (Oxford English Dictionary),
in spite of the special subordination of blacks in the Americas in the seven-
teenth century, there is evidence that where whites and blacks found them-
selves with common problems, common work, a common enemy in their

master, they behaved toward one another as equals.

The swift growth of plantation slavery is easily traceable to some-
thing other than natural racial repugnance: the number of arriving whites,
whether free or indentured servants (under four- to seven-year contracts),
was not enough to meet the need of the plantations. By 1700, in Virginia,
there were 6,000 slaves, one-twelfth of the population. By 1763, there
were 170,000 slaves, about half the population.
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From the beginning, the imported black men and women resisted
their enslavement, under the most difficult conditions, under pain of muti-
lation and death. Only occasionally was there an organized insurrection.
More often they showed their refusal to submit by running away. Even
more often, they engaged in sabotage, slowdowns, and subtle forms of
resistance which asserted, if only to themselves and their brothers and sis-
ters, their dignity as human beings.

A Virginia statute of 1669 referred to “the obstinacy of many of
them,” and in 1680 the Assembly took note of slave meetings “under the
pretense of feasts and brawls” which they considered of “dangerous con-
sequence.” In 1687, in the colony’s Northern Neck, a plot was discovered
in which slaves planned to kill all the whites in the area and escape during a
mass funeral.

Slaves recently from Africa, still holding on to the heritage of their
communal society, would run away in groups and try to establish villages
of runaways out in the wilderness, on the frontier. Slaves born in America,
on the other hand, were more likely to run off alone, and, with the skills
they had learned on the plantation, try to pass as free men.

In the colonial papers of England, a 1729 report from the lieutenant
governor of Virginia to the British Board of Trade tells how “a number of
Negroes, about fifteen...formed a design to withdraw from their Master
and to fix themselves in the fastnesses of the neighboring Mountains.
They had found means to get into their possession some Arms and
Ammunition, and they took along with them some Provisions, their
Cloths, bedding and working Taols. .. Tho’ this attempt has happily been
defeated, it ought nevertheless to awaken us into some effectual mea-

»
Sures....

In 1710, warning the Virginia Assembly, Governor Alexander
Spotswood said:

...freedom wears a cap which can without a tongue, call together all
those who long to shake off the fetters of slavery and as such an Insur-
rection would surely be attended with most dreadful consequences so I
think we cannot be too early in providing against it, both by putting our
selves in a better posture of defence and by making a law to prevent the
consultations of those Negroes.

Indeed, considering the harshness of punishment for running away,
that so many blacks did run away must be a sign of a powerful rebellious-
ness. All through the 1700s, the Virginia slave code read:
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If the slave is apprehended. ...it shall....be lawful for the county court, to
order such punishment for the said slave, either by dismembering, or in
any other way...as they in their discretion shall think fit, for the reclaim-
ing any such incorrigible slave, and terrifying others from the like prac-

tices....

Fear of slave revolt seems to have been a permanent fact of plantation
life. William Byrd, a wealthy Virginia slaveholder, wrote in 1736:

We have already at least 10,000 men of these descendants of Ham, fit to
bear arms, and these numbers increase every day, as well by birth as by
importation. And in case there should arise a man of desperate fortune,
he might with more advantage than Cataline kindle a servile war.. .and
tinge our rivers wide as they are with blood.

It was an intricate and powerful system of control that the slave own-
ers developed to maintain their labor supply and their way of life, a system
both subtle and crude, involving every device that social orders employ
for keeping power and wealth where they are.

The system was psychological and physical at the same time. The
slaves were taught discipline, were impressed again and again with the
idea of their own inferiority to “know their place,” to see blackness as a
sign of subordination, to be awed by the power of the master, to merge
their interest with the master’s, destroying their own individual needs. To
mnnoi»v:mr this there was the discipline of hard labor, the breakup of the
slave family, the lulling effects of religion (which sometimes led to “great
mischief,” as one slaveholder reported), the creation of disunity among
slaves by separating them into field slaves and more privileged house
slaves, and finally the power of law and the immediate power of the over-
seer to invoke whipping, burning, mutilation, and death.

Still, rebellions took place—not many, but enough to create constant
fear among white planters.
A letter to London from South Carolina in 1720 reports:

I am now to acquaint you that very lately we have had a very wicked and
batbarous plot of the designe of the negroes rising with a designe to
destroy all the white people in the country and then to take Charles Town
in full body butit pleased God it was discovered and many of them taken
prisoners and some burnt and some hang’d and some banish’d.

Herbert Aptheker, who did detailed research on slave resistance in
North America for his book American Negro Slave Revolts, found about 250
instances where a minimum of ten slaves joined in a revolt or conspiracy.
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From time to time, whites were involved in the slave resistance. As
early as 1663, indentured white servants and black slaves in Gloucester
County, Virginia, formed a conspiracy to rebel and gain their freedom.
The plot was betrayed, and ended with executions.

In New York in 1741, there were ten thousand whites in the city and
two thousand black slaves. It had been a hard winter and the poor—slave
and free—had suffered greatly. When mysterious fires broke out, blacks
and whites were accused of conspiring together. Mass hysteria developed
against the accused. After a trial full of lurid accusations by informers, and
forced confessions, two white men and two white women were executed,
eighteen slaves were hanged, and thirteen slaves were burned alive.

Only one fear was greater than the fear of black rebellion in the new
American colonies. That was the fear that discontented whites would join
black slaves to overthrow the existing order. In the early years of slavery,
especially, before racism as a way of thinking was firmly ingrained, while
white indentured servants were often treated as badly as black slaves, there
was a possibility of cooperation.

And so, measures were taken. About the same time that slave codes,
involving discipline and punishment, were passed by the Virginia Assem-

bly, Edmund Morgan writes:

Virginia’s ruling class, having proclaimed that all white men were supe-
rior to black, went on to offer their social (but white) inferiors a number
of benefits previously denied them. In 1705 a law was passed requiring
masters to provide white servants whose indenture time was up with ten
bushels of corn, thirty shillings, and a gun, while women servants were
to get 15 bushels of corn and forty shillings. Also, the newly freed ser-
vants were to get 5o acres of land.

Morgan concludes: “Once the small planter felt less exploited by taxa-
tion and began to prosper alittle, he became less turbulent, less dangerous,
more respectable. He could begin to see his big neighbor not as an extor-
tionist but as a powerful protector of their common interests.”

We see now a complex web of historical threads to ensnare blacks for
slavery in America: the desperation of starving settlers, the special help-
lessness of the displaced African, the powerful incentive of profit for slave
trader and planter, the temptation of superior status for poor whites, the
elaborate controls against escape and rebellion, the legal and social pun-
ishment of black and white collaboration.

The point s that the elements of this web are historical, not “natural.”
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This does not mean that they are easily disentangled and dismar‘nled‘. It
means only that there is a possibility for something e?s'e, under historical
conditions not yet realized. And one of these conditions w?uld be the
elimination of that class exploitation which has made poor whites despefr—
ate for small gifts of status, and has prevented that unity of black and white
necessary for joint rebellion and reconstruction.

Around 1700, the Virginia House of Burgesses declared:

The Christian Servants in this country for the most part consists of the
Worser Sort of the people of Europe. And since...such numbers of
Irish and other Nations have been brought in of which a great‘ many
have been soldiers in the late wars that according to our present Circum-
stances we can hardly governe them and if they were fitted with Arr‘nes
and had the Opertunity of meeting together by Musters we have just
reason to fears they may rise upon us.

It was a kind of class consciousness, a class fear. There were things

happening in early Virginia, and in the other colonies, to warrant it.

How do we know that indentured servants resisted their indentured
condition?

How did the Virginia ruling class begin to drive a wedge between
the white indentured servants and enslaved blacks?

Below are three versions of one essential question. Choose ONE of
the three to answer.
a. Zinn argues that racism is not natural but a product of human
choice and historical circumstances. Given the forces that created
racism, what choices need to be made to undo it?

b. What were the historical forces that caused white plantation owners
to choose black slaves as their labor source? Was it a “decision” to
make a profit, or were Englishmen forced to do it? Would the
Powhatans have accepted wages to labor in the fields of the planta-
tion owners? Does that constitute a historical force?

c. Zinn argues that racism is not natural. Does he mean thatit s caused
by human decisions or historical forces? Explain your answer by
first defining the difference between historical forces and human
decision. What is a “historical force”? Do such forces compel
humans to make decisions they would otherwise not have made?




Nathaniel Philbrick, Mayflower: A Story of Courage, Community, and War
(2006)

Questions for Discussion:

1. a) Identify the Puritans and nw_u_mi their major beliefs.
b) Describe their impact on colonial history and American society today.

2. Identify the Separatists and explain their major beliefs.

3. To what extent does Philbrick confirm or contradict what Gary Nash has
Written in “The Native American World View?”

Preface: The Two Voyage
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WE ALL WANT TO KNOW how it was in the beginning. From the Bij

. . _ ;
Bang to the Garden of Eden to the circumstances of our own births, w

|
yearn to travel back to that distant time when everything was new anc

full of promise. Perhaps then, we tell ourselves, we #nmz start to mak
sense of the convoluted mess we are in today. |
. But beginnings are rarely as clear-cut as we would like them to be
Take, for example, the event that most Americans associate with th
start of the United States: the voyage of the Mayflower.
We've all heard at least some version of the story: how in 1620 th
ilgrims sailed to the New World in search of religious freedom; hov
frer drawing up the Mayflower Compact, they landed at Plymout
Rock and befriended the local Wampanoags, who Sﬂmrﬂ them how t
slant corn and whose leader or sachem, Massasoit, helped them cele
rate the First Thanksgiving. From this inspiring in
United States.
Like many Americans, I grew up taking this myth
with a grain of salt. In their wide-brimmed hats and buckled shoes, th
Pilgrims were the stuff of holiday parades and bad| Victorian poetr;
Nothing could be more removéd from the ambiguities of modern-da
America, I thought, than the Pilgrims and the E&.&&E«n
But, as I have since discovered, the story of the Pilgrims does nc
nd with the First Thanksgiving. When we look to|how the Pilgrim
and their -children majfitained more than fifty years of peace wit
e Wampanoags and ‘how that peace suddenly n:.run& into one ©
the deadliest wars ever fought on American soil, the history of Ply
outh Colony becomes something altogether new, rich, troubling, an

ception came th

f national origin
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xiv Preface: The Two Voyages

complex. Instead of the story we already know, it becomes the story we
need to know. !

In 1676, fifty-six years after the sailing of the Mayflower, a similarly
named but far less famous ship, the Seaflower, departed from the shores
<.)F New England. Like the Mayflower, she carried a human cargo. But
instead of 102 potential colonists, the Seaflower was bound for the
Caribbean with 180 Native American slaves.

The governor of Plymouth Colony, Josiah Winslow—son of former
Mayflower passengers Ed“jrard and Susanna Winslow—had provided
the Seaflower's captain with the necessary documentation. In a certifi-
cate bearing his official seal, Winslow explained that these Native men,
women, and children had joined in an uprising against the colony and
were guilty of “many notorious and execrable murders, killings, and
outrages.” As a consequence, these “heathen malefactors” had been
condemned to perpetual sliavery.

The Seaflower was one éif several New England vessels bound for the
West Indies with Native slaves. But by 1676, plantation owners in Bar-
bados and Jamaica had littic interest in slaves who had already shown a
willingness to revolt. No evidence exists as to what happened to the In-
dians aboard the Seaflower, but we do know that the captain of one
American slave ship was forced to venture all the way to Africa before
he finally disposed of his ¢cargo. And so, over a half century after the
sailing of the Mayflower, 'a vessel from New England completed a
transatlantic passage of a d}fﬁ:rent sort.

The rebellion referred to Ly Winslow in the Seaflower’s certificate is
known today as King Philip’s War. Philip was the son of Massasoit, the
Wampanoag leader who gjreetcd the Pilgrims in 1621. Fifty-four years
later, in 1675, Massasoit’s son went to war. The fragile bonds that had
held the Indians and English together in the decades since the sailing of
the Mayflower had been irreparably broken.

King Philips War lasted only fourteen months, but it changed the
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face of New England. After fifty-five years of peace, the lives of Native
and English peoples had become so intimately interwined that when
fighting broke out, many of the region’s Indians found themselves, in
the words of a contemporary chronicler, “in a kind of|maze, not know-
ing what to do.” Some Indians chose to support Philip; others joined
the colonial forces; still others attempted to stay out of the conflict al-
together. Violence quickly spread until the entire region became a terri:
fying war zone. A third of the hundred or so towns|in New Englanc
were burned and abandoned. There was even a proposal to build a bar
ricade around the core settlements of Massachusetts and surrender the
towns outside the perimeter to Philip and his allies.

The colonial forces ultimately triumphed, but at|a horrifying cost
There were approximately seventy thousand people in New England a
the outbreak of hostilities. By the end of the war, somewhere in the
neighborhood of five thousand were dead, with more than three-quar
ters of those losses suffered by the Native Americans. In terms of per
centage of population killed, King Philip’s War was more than twice a
bloody as the American Civil War and at least seven [times more letha
than the American Revolution. Not counted in thesg statistics are th
hundreds of Native Americans who, like the passgngers aboard th
Seaflower, ended the war as slaves. It had taken fifty-six years to unfold
but one people’s quest for freedom had resulted in the conquest an:

enslavement of another.

It was Philip who led me to the Pilgrims. T was researching the histor,
of my adopted home, Nantucket Island, when I encountered a refer
ence to the Wampanoag leadet in the town's records{ In attempting t
answer the question of why Philip, whose headquarters was in moderi
Bristol, Rhode Island, had traveled more than sixty-fiye miles across th
water to Nantucket, I realized that I must begin with Philip’s father
Massasoit, and the Pilgrims.

My initial impression of the period was bounded by two conflictin;
e Pilgrims cam

Ppreconceptions: the time-honored tradition of how th 2
to symbolize all that is good about America and the now equally familia

- .
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sailor and a young servant—but if they didn't reach land soon many
more would follow.

They had set sail with three pregnant mothers: Elizabeth Hopkins,
Susanna White, and Mary Allerton. Elizabeth had given birth to a son,
appropriately named Oceanus, and Susanna and Mary were both well
along in their pregnancies. |

It had been a miserable passage. In midocean, a fierce wave had ex-
ploded against the old ship’s topsides, straining a structural timber un-
til it had cracked like a T.:n#n: bone. The Mayflower's master,
Christopher Jones, had no:mﬂan_.nn_ turning back to England. But Jones
had to give his passengers ﬁrw: due. They knew next to nothing about
the sea or the savage coast mo_w which they were bound, but their resolve
was unshakable. Despite all they had so far suffered—agonizing delays,
seasickness, cold, and the wn_oH: and ridicule of the sailors—they had
done everything in their power to help the carpenter repair the frac-
tured beam. They had brought a screw jack—a mechanical device used
to lift heavy objects—to assist them in constructing houses in the New
World. With the help of the wnnné jack, they lifted the beam into place,

and once the carpenter had hammered in a post for support, the

Mayflower was sound enough to continue on.

¢ They were a most EEmEM__ group of colonists. Instead of noblemen,
craftsmen, and servants—the types of people who had founded
Jamestown in <.:.mw3m..lnrn”mn were, for the most part, families—men,
women, and children who were willing to endure almost anything if it
meant they could worship Vm they pleased. The motivating force be-
hind the voyage had come from a congregation of approximately four
hundred English Puritans living in Leiden, Holland. Like all Puritans,
these English exiles believed that the Church of England must be
purged of its many excesses and abuses. But these were Puritans with a
vengeance. Instead of working for change within the established
church, they had resolved to draw away from the Church of England—
an illegal act in Jacobean England. Known as Separatists, they repre-
sented the radical fringe of the Puritan movement. In 1608, they had
decided to do as several groups of English Separatists had done before
rhem: emigrate to the more religiously tolerant country of Holland.

bishops.

They Knew They Were Pilgrims p I3

They had eventually settled in Leiden, a university town that could

not have been more different from the rolling, mrnnf-aonnn_ fields of
their native England. Leiden was a redbrick labyrinth of building-

packed streets and carefully engineered canals, a gity overrun with

 refugees from all across Europe. Under the leadershjp of their charis-

matic minister, John Robinson, their nc:mnnmmnoqﬁ had more than
tripled in size. But once again, it had become time for them to leave.
As foreigners in Holland, many of them had vnr: forced to work
menial, backbreaking jobs in the cloth industry, and their health had
suffered. Despite the country’s reputation for ﬂn_._m_o_'r tolerance, a new
and troubling era had come to Holland as a debate among the leading
theologians of the day sparked civil unrest and, on occasion, violence.
Just the year before, a member of their congregatior had almost been
killed by a rock-hurling crowd. Even worse, 2 Dutchi treaty with Spain
was about to expire, and it was feared Leiden might|soon be subjected
to the same kind of siege that had resulted in the deaths of half the
city's residents during the previous century.
But their chief worry involved their children. Gradually and in-

' evitably, they were becoming Dutch. The congregation had rejected
m the Church of England, but the vast majority of fits members were
still proudly, even defiantly, English. By sailing tq the New World,
- they hoped to re-create the English village life ﬁrnﬁ so dearly missed

while remaining beyond the meddlesome reach of King James and his

It was a stunningly audacious proposition. With the exception ol

- Jamestown, all other attempts to establish a permanent English settle-

ment on the North American continent had sp far failed. And
Jamestown, founded in 1607, cbuld hardly be counted a success. Dur-
ing the first year, 70 of 108 settlers had died. The following winter came
the “starving time,” when 440 of 500 settlers were buried in just si>
months. As it turned out, the most lethal days in Jamestown were ye!

to come. Between 1619.and 1622, the Virginia Cornpany would senc

close to 3,600 settlers to the colony; over that threetyear period, 3,00¢
would die.
In addition to starvation and disease, there was the threat of Indiar
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attack. At the university l;ibrary in Leiden were sensational accounts left
by earlier explorers and settlers, telling how the Indians “delight to tor-
ment men in the most bjloody manner that may be; flaying some alive
with the shells of fishes, cutting off the members and joints of others by
piecemeal and broiling on the coals.” How could parents willingly sub-
ject their children to the|risk of such a fate?

In the end, all argul!*nents for and against emigrating to America

ended with the convicnt)n that God wanted them to go. The world,
they believed, was on the verge of the millennium—the thousand-year
rule of the saints predicted in the book of Revelation. In 1618, a comet
appeared in the skies over Europe, signaling, many thought, the final,
apocalyptic battle of good against evil. And, in fact, what became
known as the Thirty Years' War would rage across the Continent as
Protestant and Catholig forces reduced much of Europe to a burning,
corpse-strewn battleground. So far, England had avoided this conflict,
and as all God-fearing English Puritans knew, their country had been
carmarked by the Lord to lead his forces in triumph. Instead of Europe,
perhaps America, a continent previously dominated by the Catholic
powers of Spain and Ft‘ance, was where God intended to bring the re-
formed Protestant Chu!rch to perfection. All Englishmen had heard of
the atrocities the Spaniards’ hateful hunt for gold had inflicted on the
Indians of America. England, it had been predicted by Richard Hak-
luyt, the chronicler of British exploration, would do it differently. It
was the Leideners’ patriotic and spiritual duty to plant a godly English
plantation in the New World. “We verily believe and trust the Lord is
with us,” they wrote, “and that He will graciously prosper our endeav-
ors according to the simplicity of our hearts therein.”

Their time in Leidén, they now realized, had been a mere rehearsal
for the real adventure.| “We are well weaned from the delicate milk of
our mother country,” they wrote, “and inured to the difficulties of a
strange and hard land which yet in a great part we have by patience
however, they were “knit together as a

overcome.” Most important,
. »

body in a most strict alhd sacred bond.
They were weavers, wool carders, ta

with almnst no relevant experience when

ilors, shoemakers, and printers,
it came to carving a settlement

They Knew They Were Pilgrims

out of the American wilderness. And yet, because of the extraordin:
piritual connection they had developed as exiles|in Leiden and ey
efore, they were prepared for whatever lay ahead. “[I]t is not with
s with other men,” they confidently insisted, “whom small things ¢
discourage, or small discontentments cause to wish themselves ho
again.” Or, as one of their number, a thirty-year-old corduroy wor
named William Bradford, later wrote, “they knew they were pilgrin

Taking Bradford’s lead, we refer to them today as|the Pilgrims, a nz
&at is as good as any to describe a people who were almost always
ghc move—even after they had supposedly found a home in Amer
-}f--not for Bradford’s steady, often forceful leadership, it is doub
%cthcr there ever would have been a colony. Without his Of Plyme
Plantation, certainly the greatest book written in seventeenth-cent

America, there would be almost no information about the voyage v
which it all began. For William Bradford, however, the true voyage

begun close to twenty years before.

Bradford was born in the tiny farming town| of Austerfield, Yc
shire, deep in northern England, where the closest thing to a wilden
was the famed Sherwood Forest to the south. The Great North R
from London to Edinburgh (actually more of a tibbon of mud th:
proper road) passed nearby, but few from Auster eld had ever ventt
far from home.

Although he came from a family of prosperous, land-rooted fa
ers, Bradford had experienced more than his share of dislocation

loss. By the time he turned twelve, he had lost not only his father,
mother, and a sister, but alsé the grandfather who had raised him. S
after moving in with his two uncles, he was stru k by a mysterious
ment that prevented him from working in the|fields. Bradford |
claimed that his “long sickness” had saved him |from “the vanitie
youth, and made him the fitter for what he was afterwards to under;
Most important, his illness gave him the opport nity to read.

Lonely and intelligent, he looked to the Bible for consolation

guidance. For a boy in need of instruction, the Geneva Bible, transl:

.
» [
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in the previous century by fa small team of English ministers and
equipped with helpful notes and appendices, was just the thing. There
was also John Foxe's Book of Martyrs, a compelling, tremendously popu-
lar account of the Protestants martyred by Queen Elizabeth’s Catholic
predecessor on the throne, “Bloody Mary.” Foxe's insistence that En-
God’s chosen nation had a deep and
to

gland was, like Israel before it,
lasting influence on Bradford, and as Foxe made horrifyingly clear,
be a godly Englishman sometimes required a person to make the ulti-
mate sacrifice. ,

At issue at the turn of the seventeenth century—and long before—

was the proper way for a Christian to gain access to the will of ‘God.

the tradi-
tions of the church no:m::& valid, time-honored additions to what
was found in the Bible. Given man’s fallen condition, no individual
could presume to question the ancient, ceremonial truths of the estab-
lished church.

But for the Puritans, man’s fallen nature was precisely the point.
All one had to do was Emﬂsnm._mm a typical Sunday service in England—
in which parishioners stared) dumbly at a minister mumbling incom-
the Book of Common Prayer—to recognize
from a true engagement with the word

Catholics and more conservative Protestants believed that

prehensible phrases from
how far most people were
of God.

A Puritan believed it was necessary
beginning of Christianity, before the church had been corrupted by
centuries of laxity and prcmw_ to locate divine truth. In lieu of time
travel, there was the Bible, with the New Testament providing the only
reliable account of Christ’s n:__fn on earth while the Old Testament con-
tained a rich storehouse of still vital truths. If something was not in the
scriptures, it was'a Bn?ann distortion of what God intended. At
once radical and deeply conservative, the Puritans had chosen to spurn
thousands of years of accumulated tradition in favor of a text that gave

to venture back to the absolute

them a-direct and personal connection to God. .
A Puritan had no use for the Church of England’s Book of Com-
mon Prayer, since it tampered with the original meaning of the Bible

d inhibited the spontancity that they felt was essential to attaining a
: n..w.:.a. honest glimpse of the divine. Hymns were also judged to be a
DOTT ption of God’s word—instead, a Puritan read directly from the
le and sang scrupulously translated psalms whose| meaning took
edence over the demands of rhyme and meter. As staunch “primi-
,” Puritans refused to kneel while taking communion, since there
o evidence that the apostles had done so during 4& Last Supper.
¢ was also no biblical precedent for making the sign of the cross
en Eﬂna:m Christ's name. Even more important, there was no
_m..n:w,mo_. the system of bishops that ran the Chutch of England.
o:q biblically sanctioned organizational unit was the individual
gongregation.
.ﬂurm”wslnm:m believed that a congregation began with a covenant
Rmﬂ_._ﬂrw% took from the Bible) between a group of believers and
d ?,..u selfcreated and independent entity, the congregation elected
niversity-trained minister and, if the occasion should arise, voted
i out. The Puritans also used the concept of a covenant to describe
the individual’s relationship with God. Ever since the Hall, when Adam
.m.wworn: his covenant of works with God, man had been deserv-
n—..—.mm.om. perpetual damnation. God had since made a covenant with
Christ; upon the fulfillment of that covenant, God had offered a
covenant of grace to just a small minority of peopld, known as the
Saints.
" The Puritans believed that the identity of the Saints had long since
been determined by God. This meant that there was nothing a person
d do to win salvation. But instead of being a reaspn to forsake all
OpE, what was known as predestination became a powerful goad to
ne of the elect,

tion. No one could be entirely sure as to who was
d %nnnmm person was saved, he or she naturally lived a godly life. Asa
..E.._.,_ﬂra, Puritans were constantly comparing their|own actions to
f others, since their conduct might indicate whether or not they
aved. Underlying this compulsive quest for reassurance was a

n's conscience, ir_er one divine described as “the voice of God

R
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A Puritan was taught tg recognize the stages by which he or she
might experience a sureness of redemption. It began with a powerful
response to the * preachlngpf the word,” in which God revealed the
heights to which a person must aspire if he or she was to achieve grace.
This was followed by a profound sense of inadequacy and despair that
eventually served as a prelude to, if a person was destined to be re-
deemed, “saving grace.” From this rigorous program of divine disci-
pline a Puritan developed the confidence that he or she was, in fact,
one of the elect. For \Xfilliam Bradford, who had lost almost everyone
he had ever. loved, this emotlonally charged quest for divinity would

lead not on[y to the assurance of his own redemption but to the family

he had never known.

Bradford was just twelve years old when he became uneasy with the
way God was worshipped in Austerfield. Like just about every village
in England, Austerfield possessed a small stone church built soon after
the Norman Conquest in the eleventh century. But the Austerfield

church, known as St. Helena’s, was—and is—unusual. Over the door is ©

a primitive stone carving from a much earlier era depicting an open-
mouthed snake. One can| only wonder whether this weird, almost
runic figure first suggested to the young Bradford that the Puritans
were right: the Church of England had been poisoned by “that old ser-
pent Satan.” He must seek out a congregation of like-minded believers
and worship God as the Bible instructed.

In Scrooby, an even tin:ier town than Austerfield a few miles down
the road in northern Nordinghamshire, he eventually found what he
was looking for. In an old ﬂhanor house, just a few decades from being
demolished, lived the town’s postmaster, William Brewster. It was here
that a group of Separatists gathered every Sunday to worship in secret
under the direction of two ministers, one of whom was the young John
Robinson.

Taking their cue from Paul’s admonition “come out among them,
and be separate,” the Separatists were Puritans who had determined
that the Church of England was not a true church of Christ. If they

e B e C i NN o WA ity 0 B e TE W f a2 s e s

LA e

12 Mayflower

were to remain true to their faith, they must form a church of what
were known as visible Saints: members of the elect who upheld each ™
other in the proper worship of God. If members of the congregation
strayed from the true path, they were admonished; if they failed to cor-
rect themselves, they were excommunicated. Purged of the ungodly, a
Separatist congregation shared in an intense fellowship of righteousness
that touched every facet of every communicant’s life.

The Separatists believed in spmtual discipline, but they also be-
lieved in spontaritity. A&er the minister concluded: his sermon, mem-
bers of .the congregation. were encouraged to proph&:Ey Instead of
lookmg into-the. future, prOphcsymg involved an ingpired klnd of im-
provisatioh: an extemporaneous attempt by the more | nowlcclgcablc

| members of the congregation to speak—sornetlmes briefly, sometimes
. at great length—about religious doctrine. By the cnd of the service,

which’ lasted for several hours, the cntlrc congregatlon h '_d partlc1pated
in a passionate search for divine truth. il

Adding to the intensity of the spiritual bond sharc by the Scpa—
ratists in Scrooby was the fact that they were engaged 1&1 an illegal ac-
tivity. During the previous century, several Separatists had been jailed
and even executed for their beliefs, and since the coronation of King
James in 1603, the pressure to conform to the Church of England had

-

* been mounting. From James's perspective, all Puritang were trouble-

makers who threatened the spiritual integrity of his r alm, and at a
gathering of religious leaders at-his palacc in Hampton Court, he an-
grily declared, “I shall harry thcm out of .the land!” In the years since
the Hampton Couxjt Confcrencc, lncrcasmg numbe‘ of men and i

SIS UaT N

Somc ume in 1607,.1:1'1 blshop of, York became svae of thé'mect'- i
ings at Brewster's manor house. Some mcmbcrs of the congrcganon i
were thrown in prison; othcrs discovered that their houses were being
watched. It was time to leave Scrooby. But: if King James had vowed. o
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appreciate the subtleties of character that might have alerted them to
the true motives of those who did not share in their beliefs. Time and
time again during their préparations to sail for America, the Pilgrims
demonstrated an extraordinary talent for getting duped.

It began badly when William Brewster ran afoul of the English gov-
ernment. In Leiden, he had established a printing pfcss, which he ran
with the help of the twenty-three-yeat-old Edward Winslow. In 1618
Brewster and Winslow published a religious tratt critical of the English
king and his bishops. James ordered Brewster’s arrest, and when the
king’s agents in Holland came to seize the Pilgrim elder, Brewster was
forced into hiding just as preparations to depart for America entered
the most critical phase.

Brewster was the only Pilgrim with political and diplomatic ex-
perience. As a young man, he had sérved as an assistant to Queen
Elizabeth’s secretary of state, William Davison. Brewster’s budding diplo-
matic career had been cut short when the queen had used Davison as
her scapegoat for the execution of Mary Queen of Scots. With his
mentor in prison, Brewster had been forced to return home to Scrooby,
where he had taken over his father’s position as postmaster.

In addition to having once been familiar with the highest levels of
political power, Brewster possessed an unusually empathetic nature.
“He was tenderhearted and compassionate of such as were in misery,”
Bradford wrote, “but especially of such as had been of good estate and
rank and were fallen unto want and poverty.” More than anyone else,
with the possible exception of Pastor Robinson, Flder Brewster was the
person upon whom the congregation depended for guidance and sup-
port. But as they wrestled with the myriad details of planning a voyage

to America, Brewster was, at least for now, lost to them.

By the beginning of the seventeenth century, it had become apparent
that the colonization of North America was essential to England’s fu-
ture prosperity. France, Holland, and especially Spain had already
taken advantage of the seemingly limitless resources of the New World.
But the British government lacked the financial wherewithal to fund a

They Knew They Were Pilgnms l i
broad-based colonization effort of its own. Seeing it as an opportunity
t0 add to their already considerable personal wealth, two groups of
" noblemen—one based in London, the other to the west in Plymouth—
were eager to underwrite British settlements in America, and fin 1606,
James created the Virginia Company. But after the Plymouth group’s
artempts to found a colony in modern Maine failed miserably and

. Jamestown proved to be something less than a financial success, the
wo branches of the Virginia Company realized that they, too, lacked
the resources required to colonize America. They then rcsolveé to fran-
! chise future settlements by issuing subsidiary, or "particular,” atents to
- those interested in beginning a plantation. These conditional patents
gave the settlers the right to attempt to found a colony in five to seven
years' time, after which they could apply for a new patent that gave
them permanent title to the land.
With Brewster in hiding, the Pilgrims looked to their deacon John
Carver, probably in his midthirties, and Robert Cushman, forty-one,
to carry on negotiations with the appropriate officials in Lo ndon. By
June 1619, Carver and Cushman had succeeded in securing|a patent
from the Virginia Company. But the Pilgrims’ plans were still far from
- complete. They had a patent but had not, as of yet, figured| out how
they were going to finance the endeavor. But William Bradford’s faith
" in the undertaking was so strong that he sold his house in the spring
of 1619.

Soon after, disturbing news came from London. Robert Cushman
reported that a group very similar to their own had recently met with
- disaster on a voyage to America. Led by a Mr. Blackwell, 180 English
 Separatists from Emden, Holland, had sailed that winter for Virginia.
By the time the ship reached America, 150 of the emigrants, including
Blackwell, were dead. “[TThey were packed together like herrings,”
" Cushman wrote. “They had amongst them the flux, and also want of
fresh water, so as it is here rather wondered at that so many|are alive,
than so many are dead.” Still, the news was deeply troubling to those in
Leiden, and many of them began to have second thoughts about sailing
to America. Even Cushman had to admit that he, a grocer nd wool-
comber originally from Canterbury, felt overwhelmed by the challenges
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A.P. United States History

Summer Assignment

“The Native American View”
Gary Nash, Red, White, and Black: The Peoples of Early America (1982)

1. Explain the European concept of:
Man’s relationship to his environment

[ ]

e Private property
e Land

o Personal identity

2. How did the Europeans’ concept of land shiape his Yelie system!?

. Explain the Native Americans’ concept of:
o Man’s relationship to his environment
e Private property
e Land

w

4. Explain the symbolism of fences.

5. How might the conflict of values between the Native Americans and Europeans
be explained as one of sacred vs. secular?

6. Agree or disagree:
In spite of these differences, it was not inevitable that the confrontation of

European colonizers and Native Americans should lead to mortal combat.
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held property, inheritance became the mechanism for transmitting these
“assets” from one generation to another within the same family, and courts
provided the institutional apparatus for settling property disputes. In a
largely agricultural society property became the basis of political power. In
fact, political rights in England derived from the ownership of a specified
quantity of land. In addition, the social structure was largely defined by the
distribution of property, with those possessing great quantities of it standing
at the apex of the social pyramid and the mass of propertyless individuals
forming the broad base. 4

In the Indian world this view of land as a privately held asset was
incomprehensible. Tribes recognized territorial boundaries, but within these
limits the land was held in common. Land was rot a commodity but a part
of nature that was entrusted to the living by the Creator. John
Heckewelder, a Moravian missionary who lived with the Delawares in the
eighteenth century, explained that they believed the Creator “made the
Earth and all that it contains for the common good of mankind; when he
stocked the country that he gave them with plenty of game, it was not for

the benefit of a few, but of all: Every thing was given in common to the sons.

of men. Whatever liveth on the land, whatsoever groweth out of the earth,
and all that is in the rivers and waters . . . was given jointly to all and every
one is entitled to his share. From this principle hospitality flows as from its
source.”'* Thus, land was a gift of the Creator, to be used with care, and
was not for the exclusive possession of particular human beings.

In the area of personal identity Indian and European values also differed
sharply. Europeans were acquisitive, competitive, and over a long period of
time had been enhancing the role of the individual. Wider choices and
greater opportunities for the individual to improve his status—by indus-
triousness, valor, or even personal sacrifice leading to martyrdom—were
regarded as desirable. Personal ambition, in fact, played a large role in the
migration of Europeans across the Atlantic in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries.' In contrast, the cultural traditions of Native Americans empha-
sized the collectivity rather than the individual. Because land and other

b_.ov..mmnan. “In contrast to the exalted position of man in Judeo-Christian
tradition,” writes Calvin Martin,- the Native American “cosmology conferred
upon the Indian a rather humble stature.”!5 Hence, individualism was more

likely to lead to ostracism than admiration in Indian communities,

In spite of these differences it was not‘inevitable that the confrontation of
European colonizers and Native Americans should lead to mortal combat,
nevitability is not a satisfactory explanation for. any human event because jt
- implies that man’s destiny is beyond human control and thus relieves indj-
viduals and societies of responsibility for their actions. Inevitability, in fact, -
:is a winner’s rationalization for historical' clashes; it is a mode of: explanation
“rarely -advanced by - the losing“side. And we shall see that the clash of
~-cultures took many forms in the New World, with nothing predetermined
- but ‘with everything ' devendent. ninan tha lov s -




