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He  has compelled her to submit to laws,  in the formation of which she had no voice. 

 
He  has withheld from her rights which are given to the most ignorant and degraded men—both natives and foreign- 

ers. 

 
Having deprived her of this first right of a citizen, the elective franchise, thereby leaving her without representation in 

the halls of legislation, he has oppressed her on all sides. 

 
He  has made her, if married, in the eye of the law, civilly  dead. 

 
He  has taken from her all right in property, even to the wages she earns. 

 
He  has made her, morally, an irresponsible being, as she can commit many crimes with impunity, provided they be done 

in the presence of her husband. In the covenant of marriage, she is compelled to promise obedience to her husband, 

he becoming, to all intents and purposes, her master—the law giving him  power to deprive her of her liberty, and to 

administer chastisement. 

 
He  has so framed the laws of divorce, as to what shall be the proper causes, and in case of separation, to whom the 

guardianship of the children shall be given, as to be wholly regardless of the happiness of women—the law, in all 

cases, going upon a false supposition of the supremacy of man, and giving all power into his hands. 

 
After depriving her of all rights as a married woman, if single, and the owner of property, he has taxed her to support 

a government which recognizes her only when her property can be made profitable to it. 

 
He  has monopolized nearly all the profitable employments, and from those she is permitted to follow, she receives but 

a scanty remuneration. He closes against her all the avenues to wealth and distinction which he considers most 

honorable to himself. As a teacher of theology, medicine, or law, she is not known. 

 
He  has denied her the facilities for obtaining a thorough education, all colleges being closed against her. 

 
He  allows her in church, as well  as state, but a subordinate position, claiming apostolic authority for her exclusion 

from the ministry, and, with some exceptions, from any public participation in the affairs of the church. 

 
He  has created a false public sentiment by giving to the world a different code of morals for men and women, by 

which moral delinquencies which exclude women from society are not only tolerated, but deemed of little account in 

man. 

 
He  has usurped the prerogative of Jehovah himself, claiming it as his right to assign for her a sphere of action, when 

that belongs to her conscience and to her God. 

 
He  has endeavored, in every way that he could, to destroy her confidence in her own powers, to lessen her self-re- 

spect,  and to make her willing to lead a dependent and abject life. 

 
Now,  in view  of this entire disfranchisement of one-half the people of this country, their social and religious degrada- 

tion—in view  of the unjust laws above mentioned, and because women do feel themselves aggrieved, oppressed, and 

fraudulently deprived of their most sacred rights, we insist that they have immediate admission to all the rights and 

privileges which belong to them as citizens of the United States. 

 
 

Douglass, Frederick. “What to the Slave Is the Fourth of July?:  An Address Delivered in Rochester, New York, on 5 

July  1852.” The Oxford Frederick Douglass Reader. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996. (1852) 

 
Fellow  Citizens, I am not wanting in respect for the fathers of this republic. The signers of the Declaration of Indepen- 

dence were brave men. They were great men, too great enough to give frame to a great age. It does not often happen 

to a nation to raise, at one time, such a number of truly great men. The point from which I am compelled to view  them is 

not, certainly, the most favorable; and yet I cannot contemplate their great deeds with less than admiration. They were 

statesmen, patriots and heroes, and for the good they did, and the principles they contended for, I will unite with you 

to honor their memory.... 

 
...Fellow-citizens, pardon me, allow  me to ask, why  am I called upon to speak here to-day? What have I, or those I 

represent, to do with your national independence? Are the great principles of political freedom and of natural justice, 

embodied in that Declaration of Independence, extended to us?  And am I, therefore, called upon to bring our humble 

offering to the national altar, and to confess the benefits and express devout gratitude for the blessings resulting from 

your independence to us? 

 
Would to God, both for your sakes and ours, that an affirmative answer could be truthfully returned to these ques- 

tions! Then would my  task be light, and my  burden easy and delightful. For who is there so cold, that a nation’s 



 
 
 

 
sympathy could not warm him?  Who so obdurate and dead to the claims of gratitude, that would not thankfully 

acknowledge such priceless benefits? Who so stolid and selfish, that would not give his voice to swell the hallelujahs of 

a nation’s jubilee, when the chains of servitude had been torn from his limbs? I am not that man. In a case like that, the 

dumb might eloquently speak, and the “lame man leap as an hart.” 

 
But  such is not the state of the case. I say it with a sad sense of the disparity between us.  I am not included within the 

pale of glorious anniversary! Your high independence only reveals the immeasurable distance between us.  The blessings 

in which you, this day, rejoice, are not enjoyed in common. The rich  inheritance of justice, liberty, prosperity and 

independence, bequeathed by your fathers, is shared by you, not by me. The sunlight that brought light and healing to 

you, has brought stripes and death to me. This  Fourth July is yours, not mine. You may  rejoice, I must mourn. To drag a 

man in fetters into the grand illuminated temple of liberty, and call  upon him  to join  you in joyous anthems, were 

inhuman mockery and sacrilegious irony. Do you mean, citizens, to mock me, by asking me to speak 

to-day? If so, there is a parallel to your conduct. And let me warn you that it is dangerous to copy the example of a 

nation whose crimes, towering up to heaven, were thrown down by the breath of the Almighty, burying that nation in 

irrevocable ruin!  I can to-day take up the plaintive lament of a peeled and woe-smitten people! 

 
“By the rivers of Babylon, there we sat down. Yea!  We wept when we remembered Zion. We hanged our harps upon 

the willows in the midst thereof. For there, they that carried us  away captive, required of us  a song; and they who 

wasted us  required of us  mirth, saying, Sing us  one of the songs of Zion. How  can we sing the Lord’s song in a strange 

land? If I forget thee, O Jerusalem, let my  right hand forget her cunning. If I do not remember thee, let my  tongue 

cleave to the roof of my  mouth.” 

 
Fellow-citizens, above your national, tumultuous joy, I hear the mournful wail  of millions! whose chains, heavy and 

grievous yesterday, are, to-day, rendered more intolerable by the jubilee shouts that reach them. If I do forget, if I do not 

faithfully remember those bleeding children of sorrow this day, “may  my  right hand forget her cunning, and may  my  

tongue cleave to the roof of my mouth!” To forget them, to pass lightly over their wrongs, and to chime in with the 

popular theme, would be treason most scandalous and shocking, and would make me a reproach before God and the 

world. My subject, then, fellow-citizens, is American slavery. I shall see this day and its  popular characteristics from 

the slave’s point of view.  Standing there identified with the American bondman, making his wrongs mine, I do not 

hesitate to declare, with all my  soul, that the character and conduct of this nation never looked blacker to me than on 

this 4th of July!  Whether we turn to the declarations of the past, or to the professions of the  present, the conduct of the 

nation seems equally hideous and revolting. America is false to the past, false to the present, and solemnly binds herself 

to be false to the future. Standing with God and the crushed and bleeding slave on this occasion, I will, in the name of 

humanity which is outraged, in the name of liberty which is fettered, in the name of the constitution and the Bible which 

are disregarded and trampled upon, dare to call  in question and to denounce, with all the emphasis I can command, 

everything that serves to perpetuate slavery the great sin and shame of America! “I will not equivocate; I will not 

excuse”; I will use the severest language I can command; and yet not one word shall escape me that any man, whose 

judgment is not blinded by prejudice, or who is not at heart a slaveholder, shall not confess to be right and just. 

 
But  I fancy I hear some one of my  audience say, “It is just in this circumstance that you and your brother abolitionists fail 

to make a favorable impression on the public mind. Would you argue more, an denounce less;  would you persuade 

more, and rebuke less;  your cause would be much more likely  to succeed.” But,  I submit, where all is plain there is 

nothing to be argued. What point in the anti-slavery creed would you have me argue? On  what branch of the subject do 

the people of this country need light? Must I undertake to prove that the slave is a man? That point is conceded already. 

Nobody doubts it. The slaveholders themselves acknowledge it in the enactment of laws for their govern- ment. They 

acknowledge it when they punish disobedience on the part of the slave. There are seventy-two crimes in the State of 

Virginia which, if committed by a black man (no matter how ignorant he be), subject him  to the punish- ment of death; 

while only two of the same crimes will subject a white man to the like punishment. What is this but the 

acknowledgment that the slave is a moral, intellectual, and responsible being? The manhood of the slave is conceded. It 

is admitted in the fact that Southern statute books are covered with enactments forbidding, under severe fines and 

penalties, the teaching of the slave to read or to write. When you can point to any such laws in reference to the beasts 

of the field, then I may consent to argue the manhood of the slave. When the dogs in your streets, when the fowls of 

the air, when the cattle on your hills, when the fish  of the sea, and the reptiles that crawl, shall be unable to distinguish 

the slave from a brute, then will I argue with you that the slave is a man! 

 
For the  present, it is enough to affirm the equal manhood of the Negro race. Is it not astonishing that, while we are 

ploughing, planting, and reaping, using all kinds of mechanical tools, erecting houses, constructing bridges, building 

ships, working in metals of brass, iron,  copper, silver and gold; that, while we are reading, writing and ciphering, acting as 

clerks, merchants and secretaries, having among us  lawyers, doctors, ministers, poets, authors, editors, orators and 

teachers; that, while we are engaged in all manner of enterprises common to other men, digging gold in California, 

capturing the whale in the Pacific, feeding sheep and cattle on the hill-side, living, moving, acting, thinking, planning, 

living in families as husbands, wives and children, and, above all, confessing and worshipping the Christian’s God, and 

looking hopefully for life and immortality beyond the grave, we are called upon to prove that we are men! 

 
Would you have me argue that man is entitled to liberty? That he is the rightful owner of his own body? You have 

already declared it. Must I argue the wrongfulness of slavery? Is that a question for Republicans? Is it to be settled by 

the rules of logic and argumentation, as a matter beset with great difficulty, involving a doubtful application of the 



 
 
 

 
principle of justice, hard to be understood? How  should I look to-day, in the presence of Americans, dividing, and 

subdividing a discourse, to show that men have a natural right to freedom? Speaking of it relatively and positively, 

negatively and affirmatively. To do so, would be to make myself ridiculous, and to offer an insult to your understand- 

ing.  There is not a man beneath the canopy of heaven that does not know that slavery is wrong for him. 

 
What, am I to argue that it is wrong to make men brutes, to rob them of their liberty, to work them without wages, to 

keep them ignorant of their relations to their fellow men, to beat them with sticks, to flay their flesh with the lash, to 

load their limbs with irons, to hunt them with dogs, to sell  them at auction, to sunder their families, to knock out their 

teeth, to burn their flesh, to starve them into obedience and submission to their masters? Must I argue that a system 

thus marked with blood, and stained with pollution, is wrong? No! I will not. I have better employment for my  time 

and strength than such arguments would imply. 

 
What, then, remains to be argued? Is it that slavery is not divine; that God did not establish it; that our doctors of 

divinity are mistaken? There is blasphemy in the thought. That which is inhuman, cannot be divine! Who can reason 

on such a proposition? They that can, may;  I cannot. The time for such argument is passed. 

 
At a time like this, scorching irony, not convincing argument, is needed. O! Had I the ability, and could reach the 

nation’s ear, I would, to-day, pour out a fiery stream of biting ridicule, blasting reproach, withering sarcasm, and stern 

rebuke. For it is not light that is needed, but fire; it is not the gentle shower, but thunder. We need the storm, the 

whirlwind, and the earthquake. The feeling of the nation must be quickened; the conscience of the nation must be 

roused; the propriety of the nation must be startled; the hypocrisy of the nation must be exposed; and its crimes 

against God and man must be proclaimed and denounced. 

 
What, to the American slave, is your 4th of July?  I answer; a day that reveals to him,  more than all other days in the 

year, the gross injustice and cruelty to which he is the constant victim. To him,  your celebration is a sham; your boasted 

liberty, an unholy license; your national greatness, swelling vanity; your sounds of rejoicing are empty and heartless; 

your denunciation of tyrants, brass fronted impudence; your shouts of liberty and equality, hollow mockery; your 

prayers and hymns, your sermons and thanksgivings, with all your religious parade and solemnity, are, to Him, mere 

bombast, fraud, deception, impiety, and hypocrisy — a thin veil to cover up crimes which would disgrace a 

nation of savages. There is not a nation on the earth guilty of practices more shocking and bloody than are the people 

of the United States, at this very hour. 

 
Go  where you may,  search where you will, roam through all the monarchies and despotisms of the Old  World, travel 

through South America, search out every abuse, and when you have found the last,  lay your facts by the side of the 

everyday practices of this nation, and you will say with me, that, for revolting barbarity and shameless hypocrisy, 

America reigns without a rival. 

 
 

An American Primer. Edited by  Daniel J. Boorstin. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966. (1966) 

 
 

Lagemann, Ellen Condliffe. “Education.” The Reader’s Companion to American History. Edited by Eric Foner and 

John A. Garraty. New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1991. (1991) 

 
 

McPherson, James M. What They Fought For 1861–1865. New York: Anchor, 1995. (1994) 

From  Chapter 2: “The  Best Government on  God’s Footstool” 

 
One of the questions often asked a Civil War historian is, “Why  did the North fight?” Southern motives seem easier 

to understand. Confederates fought for independence, for their own property and way of life, for their very survival as 

a nation. But  what did the Yankees fight for? Why  did they persist through four years of the bloodiest conflict in 

American history, costing 360,000 northern lives—not to mention 260,000 southern lives and untold destruction of 

resources? Puzzling over this question in 1863, Confederate War Department clerk John Jones wrote in his diary: “Our  

men must prevail in combat, or lose their property, country, freedom, everything…. On  the other hand the enemy, in 

yielding the contest, may  retire into their own country, and possess everything they enjoyed before the war began.” 

 
If that was true, why  did the Yankees keep fighting? We can find  much of the answer in Abraham Lincoln’s notable 

speeches: the Gettysburg Address, his first and second inaugural addresses, the peroration of his message to Con- 

gress on December 1, 1862.  But  we can find even more of the answer in the wartime letters and diaries of the men 

who did the fighting. Confederates who said that they fought for the same goals as their forebears of 1776 would 

have been surprised by the intense conviction of the northern soldiers that they were upholding the legacy of the 

American Revolution. 

 
 

The American Reader: Words that Moved a Nation, 2nd Edition. Edited by  Diane Ravitch. New York: HarperCollins, 

2000. (2000) 



 
 
 

 
Amar,  Akhil Reed. America’s Constitution: A Biography. New York: Random House, 2005. (2005) 

From  Chapter 2: “New Rules for a New  World” 

 
Let’s begin with two tiny puzzles posed by the Article I command that “Representatives and direct Taxes shall be 

apportioned among the several States…by adding to the whole Number of free Persons…three fifths of all other 

Persons.” First, although this language specified the apportionment formula “among the several states,” it failed to 

specify the formula within each state. 

 
[…] 

 
A second small puzzle: why  did Article I peg the number of representatives to the underlying number of persons, 

instead of the underlying number of eligible voters, a là New York? 

 
[…] 

 
These two small problems, centering on the seemingly innocent words “among” and “Persons” quickly spiral out into 

the most vicious words of the apportionment clause: “adding three fifths of all other persons.” Other persons here 

meant other than free persons – that is, slaves. Thus, the more slaves a given state’s master class bred or bought, the 

more seats the state could claim in Congress, for every decade in perpetuity. 

 
The Philadelphia draftsmen camouflaged this ugly point as best they could, euphemistically avoiding the S-word and 

simultaneously introducing the T-word – taxes – into the equation (Representatives and direct Taxes shall be appor- 

tioned). 

 
[…] 

 
The full import of the camouflaged clause eluded many readers in the late 1780s. In the wake of two decades of 

debate about taxation and burdens under the empire and confederation, many Founding-era Americans confronting 

the clause focused on taxation rather than on representation. Some Northern critics grumbled that three-fifths should 

have been five-fifths so as to oblige the South to pay more taxes, without noticing that five-fifths would have also 

enabled the South to gain more House seats. 

 
 

McCullough, David. 1776. New York: Simon & Schuster, 2005. (2005) 

From  Chapter 3: “Dorchester Heights” 

 
On  January 14, two weeks into the new year, George Washington wrote one of the most forlorn, despairing letters of his 

life. He had been suffering sleepless nights in the big house by the Charles. “The reflection upon my  situation and that 

of this army  produces many an uneasy hour when all around me are wrapped in sleep,” he told the absent Joseph Reed. 

“Few people know the predicament we are in.” 

 
Filling page after page, he enumerated the same troubles and woes he had been reporting persistently to Congress 

for so long, and that he would report still again to John Hancock that same day. There was too little powder, still no 

money. (Money was useful in the common affairs of life but in war it was essential, Washington would remind the 

wealthy Hancock.) So  many of the troops who had given up and gone home had, against orders, carried off muskets 

that were not their own that the supply of arms was depleted to the point where there were not enough for the new 

recruits. “We have not at this time 100  guns in the stores of all that have been taken in the prize ship [the captured 

British supply ship Nancy],” he wrote to Reed. On  paper his army numbered between 8,000 and 10,000. In reality only 

half  that number where fit for duty. 

 
It was because he had been unable to attack Boston that things had come to such a pass, he was convinced, The 

changing of one army  to another in the midst of winter, with the enemy so close at hand, was like nothing, “in the 

pages of history.” That the British were so “blind” to what was going on and the true state of his situation he consid- 

ered nearly miraculous. 

 
He  was downcast and feeling quite sorry for himself. Had he known what he was getting into, he told Reed, he would 

never have accepted the command. 

 
 

Bell, Julian. Mirror of the World: A New History of Art. New York: Thames & Hudson, 2007. (2007) 

From  Chapter 7: “Theatrical Realities” 

 
The idea that artists are transforming the cultures around them and imagining the previously unimaginable – Mi- 

chelangelo painting the Sistine Chapel, for instance—makes for a more exciting story. But  if we insist on looking for 

innovation, we may  go against the historical grain. Art  cultures always move, but not always in leaps. Westerners are 

used to thinking that small-scale societies (Aboriginal Australia, for instance) have changed their terms of reference 

relatively slowly,  but the same might be said of the largest of all regional civilizations. Through the 16th  century—as 



 
 
 

 
through most of the last two millennia—the world’s wealthiest and most populous state was China, then ruled by the 

Ming  dynasty. Far from Beijing, the empire’s capital, a landed elite had converged for three centuries around the lake- 

side city of Souzhou. In this agreeably sophisticated environment, Weng Zhingming was one of hundreds devoting 

himself to painting scrolls with landscape or plant studies accompanied by poetic inscriptions. It was a high-minded 

pursuit, in so far as literati like Wen would not (in principle at least) take money for their work. 

 
Wen’s Seven Junipers of 1532 stands out among the throng of such works on account of its whip-crack dynamism, a 

wild,  irregular rhythm bounding over the length of three and a half metres (twelve feet) of paper. It seems to do things 

with pictorial space that Western painters would not attempt until the 20th century. But  its  force—unlike that of 

contemporary works by Michelangelo—is by no means a matter of radicalism. Wen, painting the scroll in his sixties, 

was returning to an image painted by his revered predecessor in Suzhou, Shen Zhou, and looking back beyond Shen 

to the style of Zhao Mengfu, who had painted around 1300.  His accompanying poem, written ‘in admiration of antiq- 

uity’,  identifies the junipers as morally encouraging emblems of resilience as ‘magic witnesses of days gone by’. ‘Who 

knows’, he adds wistfully, ‘what is to come hereafter?’ In other words, the momentum here is one of nostalgia: in the 

hands of a distinguished exponent in a privileged location in a politically unruffled era, backwards-looking might have 

a creative force of its  own. 

 
 

FedViews by  the Federal Reserve Bank  of San  Francisco (2009) 

 
The opinions expressed in this article do not necessarily reflect the views of the management of the Federal Reserve 

Bank of San Francisco, or of the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System. 

 
Mary  C. Daly, vice president and director of the Center for the Study of Innovation and Productivity at the Federal 

Reserve Bank of San Francisco, states her views on the current economy and the outlook. 

 
•  Financial markets are improving, and the crisis mode that has characterized the past year is subsiding. The 

adverse feedback loop, in which losses by banks and other lenders lead to tighter credit availability, which 

then leads to lower spending by households and businesses, has begun to slow. As such, investors’ appetite for 

risk is returning, and some of the barriers to credit that have been constraining businesses and households are 

diminishing. 

 
•  Income from the federal fiscal stimulus, as well as some improvement in confidence, has helped stabilize con- 

sumer spending. Since consumer spending accounts for two-thirds of all economic activity, this is a key factor 

affecting our forecast of growth in the third quarter. 

 
•  The gradual nature of the recovery will put additional pressure on state and local budgets. Following a difficult 

2009, especially in the West, most states began the 2010 fiscal year on July 1 with even larger budget gaps to 

solve. 

 
•  Still, many remain worried that large fiscal deficits will eventually be inflationary. However, a look at the empiri- 

cal link between fiscal deficits and inflation in the United States shows no correlation between the two. Indeed, 

during the 1980s, when the United States was running large deficits, inflation was coming down. 
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