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"Empire" by Niall Ferguson
In Niall Ferguson's new book, the British Empire was a "good" thing for everybody -- and the American empire now being born should take lessons from our stiff-upper-lipped forebears.

By Farhad Manjoo
April 17, 2003  |  If you happen to come across a world map produced by an Englishman at around the turn of the 20th century, you'll see a planet bathed in red. This was the red of the British Empire, and it was considered a glorious color. Britain reigned over a quarter of the world's territory and its people, making it, as a postage stamp of the day boasted, "a vaster empire than has ever been." 

The red on the map touched every continent. Australia and Canada were red. The Indian subcontinent -- which also included present-day Pakistan, Bangladesh and Myanmar -- was red. In Africa, the empire held a contiguous stretch from Cape Town to Cairo and, by the end of the First World War, it had taken control of much of the Middle East as well. The empire's navy ruled the seas, its money swayed economies around the world, and its culture took root far and wide. 

The British don't create such maps anymore -- not just because the empire is dead but also because it's understood to be shameful. To the British, as to people in the rest of the world, imperialism's golden age is now considered a stain on human history, an era of slavery and racism and the plunder of native lands and peoples. The notion that imperialism is inherently evil, and that no empire can be a good empire, is an axiom in today's geopolitics. 

Niall Ferguson wishes to disagree. Ferguson is an economist and historian at New York University and Oxford, and his latest book is "Empire: The Rise and Demise of the British World Order and the Lessons for Global Power," a comprehensive history of how the British came to rule the world. But it's more than that, Ferguson insists. In his introduction, the author makes it clear that he intends to do justice to the empire -- to set the record straight on a world power he says was, for all its faults (there were many, and he doesn't shy from them), the chief promoter of progressive thought around the globe for much of the 19th and 20th centuries. So salutary was the British Empire's effect on history that Ferguson suggests the world would do well to get itself another essentially "good" empire to maintain order. The good empire he's talking about is the United States. 

That the British Empire was, on balance, "a good thing" is a provocative idea, the sort that has made Ferguson a celebrity in the U.K. Ferguson has written six books during the past eight years, and he has often thrilled in presenting novel twists to what others in the academy consider settled historical fact. That he wears the label "revisionist" proudly was shown most boldly in his book "The Pity of War," in which he argued that Britain should not have entered World War I. According to Ferguson, Germany didn't pose much of a threat, and victory didn't offer enough benefit to justify the cost of war, in either money or lives. The book was judged harshly by critics, but it became a bestseller. 

The buzz on "Empire" was that it aspired to similar chart-topping iconoclasm; thankfully, though, it falls short. The author is nowhere near as heretical as he has been in the past. Much of "Empire" is solid historical writing, extensively researched and analytical. Ferguson loves numbers, and he often proves a point in a haze of percentages, so let's do that with this book: Of "Empire's" 389 pages, only about 30 of them -- the introduction and the conclusion -- deal directly with the question that Ferguson says he wrote the book to answer: "Was the British Empire a good or bad thing?" 

Ferguson investigates the issue as an economist might -- by calculating the costs and benefits of empire and seeing which way the scales tip. It's meant to be a clean exercise, one most concerned with the economic, rather than the moral and emotional, impacts of imperialism. In the end, Ferguson arrives without much apparent anguish at an answer that pleases him. Was the empire a good thing? Yep. 

But it's difficult to agree with him, mostly because the rest of "Empire" -- 92 percent of the book's content -- muddies the issue entirely, and one finds Ferguson's inquiry maddeningly more complex than he makes it out to be. The British Empire stretched over hundreds of years and millions of miles; its legacy hangs over almost the entire world. It was, at times, a force for good. But just as often, people who lived under the British were manifestly worse off for it, and for others -- as in the case of Indians, for whom empire's consequences are hardest to judge -- British rule was at best a mixed blessing. The British may have improved the course of history in some lands, but only at a cost -- in terms of lives and in lost culture -- we would find unpalatable today. Ferguson recognizes these costs, but he can abide them, he says, because other, worse empires might have come into power were it not for the British.

Ferguson did not intend to write a general history of the empire; instead, his book offers a broad, globalist view of empire formation. In his telling, the story of how the British came to power is composed of a series of common ideas implemented across many lands. These innovations were in technology, the military, economics, politics and morality. Many of these changes, Ferguson says, are still with us today. We can thank the British for much of what makes Western life so nice. 

One of the first of these ideas was the modern financial notion of easily available credit -- i.e., borrowing money cheaply. Strictly speaking, this wasn't a British idea; it was introduced to England by the Dutch. In 1688, the Dutch king William of Orange invaded England at the invitation of a handful of English aristocrats, and he brought with him finance-whiz businessmen who persuaded London to install a public-debt system in the nascent empire. One might not think the creation of a public debt would be particularly significant to the buildup of an empire, but one of Ferguson's talents is to show how small things can change the map of the world. As it does today, public debt allowed the government to pay for very expensive endeavors, such as wars. These wars -- particularly the Seven Years' War, in which the British drove the French from India -- gained the empire territory and power that, were it paying cash, it could never have afforded. 

The British pursued many new approaches to imperialism that enabled them to quickly surpass other empires. Why were the British colonists in the Americas more successful at building stable colonies than the Spanish? Because, says Ferguson, they tended to send men and women (rather than just men, as the Spanish did) to the New World, allowing for communities in the colonies that resembled the ones in Europe. How did the empire manage to persuade Arabs to fight on the British side in World War I, stymieing German efforts to provoke an anti-British Arab jihad? Because they had men like T.E. Lawrence -- men "with the ability to penetrate non-European cultures" that was gained from the "centuries of Oriental engagement" that other empires lacked. How were the British able to gain so much of southern Africa so quickly? They'd invested in American-made Maxim guns, the world's first portable machine guns, huge death-machines that fired 500 rounds per minute and completely devastated native armies. 

The British were not only skilled conquerors; they were also unrivaled at administering the lands they took over. One of the main questions raised by imperialism is a moral one: How can one people in good conscience rule over another? Ferguson makes the case in an oblique way; he suggests that one reason the British can be excused for colonization is that they were efficient governors. In India, for instance, fewer than 1,000 British civil servants and 70,000 British soldiers, a force about twice the size of the New York Police Department, governed hundreds of millions of people. After early attempts to impose British culture on the colonies -- which ended with the Indian Mutiny of 1857 -- British colonial governors abandoned such efforts. This reluctance to enter into local affairs elides the moral problems of colonialism, Ferguson suggests; the British were so good at invisibly running their colonies, the natives might not have felt the psychological weight of being ruled from afar. 

"How did the Victorians do it?" Ferguson asks, and he goes into great detail about the masterly plan the British devised to govern the colonies. First, the empire would send only its best men to deal with the natives, men who were "impartial, incorruptible, omniscient." Young college boys wanting to join the Indian Civil Service needed to pass a rigorous exam (sample question from the Mental Philosophy section of the test: "What Experimental Methods are applicable to the determination of the true antecedent in phenomena where there may be a plurality of causes?") and spent months learning native languages. But the British were also determined to turn over much of the governing power to indigenous leaders. A force of thousands of Indians saw to the day-to-day operation of the country. This pro-British Indian elite benefited greatly from British-style education. One of the most important legacies of British rule in India is the widespread dissemination of the English language there; it's this high English literacy rate that today makes India a hot location for American software firms. 

British colonialism came with inevitable misfortunes and tragedies, one of which, of course, was racism. But Ferguson argues that white racism against the people of colonized lands was something that the empire tried valiantly to stop, if only because the empire knew that it could not rule over people who hated their rulers. Often, though, the progressive tendencies of the central government in London were frustrated by the businessmen who inhabited the colonized regions. Ferguson tells the story of the 1883 Ilbert bill, an effort by the London-appointed viceroy to allow Indian judges to try white defendants. The bill sparked an ugly outcry from whites in India. White men suggested that Indian magistrates would seek to punish white women for no reason other than the sexual thrill of it. 

Ferguson does not excuse racism, and he points out that the feelings of whites toward the natives did lead, in some way, to the downfall of the empire. The white outcry over the Ilbert bill was the flashpoint for the Indian nationalist movement that would eventually force the British from India. 

Aside from "the internationalization of the English language," among the gifts Ferguson says we ought to thank the British for are "the triumph of capitalism as the optimal system of economic organization" in the world; "the Anglicization of North America and Australia"; the "enduring influence of the Protestant version of Christianity"; and the worldwide adoption and ultimate "survival of parliamentary institutions, which far worse empires were poised to extinguish in the 1940s"; related to that, we should also credit Britain with promoting "the idea of liberty" -- an ironic benefit of imperialism. 

Now, in order to be grateful for these things, one must decide whether it's good that we have them. Is it a good thing that English is an international language? The attitude of the Indian writer Arundhati Roy springs to mind. When her English-language novel "The God of Small Things" was published in 1997, Roy was praised -- somewhat patronizingly -- by a number of English-speaking critics for her facility with the language. The British historian Edward Chaney famously called the book "a tribute to the empire," and Roy, as she is wont to do when faced with any question over her stance on imperialism, lashed out, telling a London radio station that the only reason she spoke English was because she had been forced to. The empire had rolled over her native tongue. 

You cannot be a cultural relativist and agree with Niall Ferguson. If, like Roy, you yearn for lost native languages, for the rituals the empire snuffed out because Englishmen believed them to be overly quaint or "savage," you'll have problems seeing the virtues of the British Empire. Ferguson clearly thinks that some things -- capitalism, for instance -- are inarguably beneficial to us all. But what he is really arguing is that the British were better for the world than other empires might have been. The Anglicization of North America and Australia, for example, wiped out much of their indigenous populations, and Ferguson recognizes that as a terrible cost of the empire. But he argues that many such costs would have had to be paid anyway: If the British hadn't taken North America, the Spanish might have, and they would have been far less successful with it. (Of course, one could argue that Spanish colonial rule was better for the natives; in Mexico and Central America Native American peoples and cultures are integrated into contemporary life.) 

On the BBC recently, Ferguson was asked about Arundhati Roy's anger over having been forced to speak English, and whether India would have been better left alone. "The real question that I think we need to ask ourselves is, should they be ruled by bad empires or slightly better empires?" he said. "Because after all, India, when the British turned up, was already ruled by an empire -- the Mogul Empire. The Mogul Empire was an organization which existed to tax peasants in order to pay for the Moguls' consumption. I don't think there would have been many railways built if the Mogul Empire had remained in place, or had been restored in 1957 ... So I think it's completely fallacious to imagine that if the British hadn't been there, India would have been some kind of liberal democratic Indian nationalist government of the kind that it has today." 

Ferguson makes a similar Britain-was-better argument when he grapples with slavery, certainly the worst legacy of the imperial age. In the empire's early years, the British, like the world's other powers, were deeply entrenched in international slavery. The export economies that the empire had built in the West Indies and the American colonies were dependent on slaves. But in the late 1700s, moral clarity, in Ferguson's view, suddenly struck Britain. Britain became the first empire to abolish slavery, and it took to the task with zeal, stationing the Royal Navy off the coast of Sierra Leone to disrupt the Atlantic slave trade to, among other places, the newly independent United States. 

"It is not easy to explain so profound a change in the ethics of a people," Ferguson writes. "It used to be argued that slavery was abolished simply because it had ceased to be profitable: in fact, it was abolished despite the fact that it was still profitable. What we need to understand, then, is a collective change of heart." Ferguson delves deep into what might have caused this change, and he discovers a fact of being British that he uses more than once to justify the empire: The British are an essentially good people. 

That is perhaps too cynical a reading of Ferguson's analysis, but one is at times reduced to such cynicism. Again and again in "Empire," Ferguson champions the Britons at home, the people far removed from geopolitical decisions, who invariably, after an imperial outrage, pressed their government to do the right thing, or set out themselves on missions to remake the world. This is certainly something Ferguson wants to get across: Racism, plunder, massacres, all those inevitable woes of imperialism, were redeemed, in Britain, by a fundamentally enlightened populace. 

Which brings us back to Ferguson's nagging question: Were the Brits good for the world, or bad? 

Ferguson is an adherent of what he calls "counterfactual" historical inquiry, the practice of asking theoretical what-if questions about past events, such as "What if there had been no American Revolution?" and "What if John F. Kennedy had lived?" (He edited a book called "Virtual History" that is filled with such explorations.) Ferguson's only real defense of the empire hangs on a counterfactual line of thought: If there had been no British Empire, other regimes would have come to rule the world, and those empires weren't steered by the virtuous British people. 

The evil empires he focuses on are the Germans and Japanese in World War II. (The crimes of the Germans are well known; to judge Japanese imperialists, read up on the Rape of Nanking.) In 1939, Hitler floated the idea of a nonaggression pact with Britain in which he would leave the empire intact if it allowed him to have his way in Europe. "But if England will not have it any other way, then she must be beaten to her knees," Hitler is reported to have said. The plan was appealing to some in the British War Cabinet, but Winston Churchill, "to his eternal credit, saw through Hitler's blandishments," Ferguson writes. Despite terrible odds, Churchill decided to fight Hitler, in order that the world be saved from Nazism. And, Ferguson asks, "Did not that sacrifice alone expunge all the Empire's sins?" 

The problem in pursuing this line of inquiry, however, is the same problem that exists in all counterfactual investigations. Can we thank the British Empire for saving us from the Nazis? Sure. But that doesn't mean we should forgive the British their faults, or be thankful that the world ever lived under British rule. There's strong evidence, in fact, that German militarization was pursued directly in response to the threat the Germans saw in the British Empire. And, as Ferguson himself has argued before, it's possible to fault Britain for entering the First World War, whose messy resolution led to the Second. With that in mind, here are some counterfactual questions that Ferguson doesn't answer but ought to: If there had never been a British Empire, would there have been a German Empire? Would we have endured two world wars? 

Nobody knows the answers to those questions, of course, which is what makes it so difficult to agree with Ferguson that the British Empire was "good." We can't ever say for sure what sort of world we'd have had without the Brits. But the even bigger problem with asking whether the British Empire was "worth it" is that most of us who enjoy its benefits didn't have to pay the costs. Even if you agree with Ferguson that without Britain we'd have had Nazism, is that any consolation to the thousands of people who died for British expansion? In the Sudan in 1898, for example, in an event Ferguson says was the "acme of imperial overkill," the British gunned down 10,000 desert tribesmen who'd been seen as linked to the assassination of a British general. The British did not do this because they wanted to make the world safe for democracy 40 years later. It happened, as imperial massacres do, in a fit of absolute power, in the certainty all colonialists have that they have the right to decide the course of history for subject peoples. 

Ultimately, it's this arrogant certainty of colonization, the presumption of an obligation to guide the destiny of the world, that is the central stain of imperialism. But the problem goes unremarked by Ferguson, who seems to consider imperialism a kind of natural yearning of man. Not once does he ask whether it was right for anyone other than an Indian to rule India; as he told the BBC, that was never an option. If the British didn't take over the world, others surely would have. And, these days, if the Americans don't do the same, others very well might. 

Ferguson believes it's naive to think that the people of one land should not have a say in the lives of people in others. And, after all, in a globalist age, what happens Over There clearly affects us all Over Here, a point proved starkly by Sept. 11 -- an event spawned, in a small way, by the Soviet ("Evil Empire") colonization of Afghanistan and the U.S. proxy-war response to it. Because of this, Ferguson says, the United States, which he believes is the only country capable of righting the ills of the world, should now try to control more directly what happens Over There. 

Ferguson spends only about four pages (or 1 percent) of the book discussing this idea, so it's not clear what exactly he'd like the role of the United States to be. Does Ferguson want the U.S. to colonize the lands that are a threat to us? Not really. Instead, he'd like a beefed-up American presence in the world, a greater willingness on the part of the lone superpower to leverage its strengths -- its money and its guns -- in the service of its interests. The sort of campaign the United States is pursuing in Iraq would thrill Ferguson greatly (though he doesn't say it in "Empire," because the war began after the book was published). This war is not exactly colonization, as President Bush says, but it's very close to it. We're not trying to make Iraq safe for American settlers but, instead, to make the region safe for American interests and the country safe for Western-style democracy -- a chief stated aim of past empires. 

Ferguson does concede that Americans have always been reluctant imperialists, people inclined to "fire some shells, march in, hold elections and then get the hell out -- until the next crisis." But that, he points out, is also how the British started out. 

"Like the United States today, Britain did not set out to rule a quarter of the world's land surface." In time, it just happened. Good or bad, such a rise to power may be happening again. 

http://archive.salon.com/books/feature/2003/04/17/ferguson/index.html

Crime and Punishment in the Plymouth Colony

Records from Plymouth Colony's earliest courts have actually survived almost entirely intact.  Just prior to the outbreak of the American Civil War, they were published in a 12-volume set edited by Nathaniel B. Shurtleff and David Pulsifer, and they have been reprinted on several occasions since.  Some of the court records date back as early as 1623, and continue through 1691, when Plymouth Colony merged with the Massachusetts Bay.

The Plymouth Colony's court records are very interesting, as they provide a glimpse into the everyday life of the Pilgrims (albeit usually the negative side).  They provide insight into how the Pilgrims interpreted scriptural and English law, and a look at their moral and religious values.

In 1636, the Plymouth Colony codified its five crimes that were punishable by death:

· willful murder 

· forming a solemn compact with the devil by way of witchcraft 

· willful burning of ships or houses 

· sodomy, rape, and buggery 

· adultery. 

Plymouth Colony never attempted to put anyone to death for adultery, however.  In 1639, Mrs. Mary Mendame of Duxbury was convicted of "uncleanness" with an Indian named Tinsin, and was sentenced to be whipped at a cart's-tail through the town streets and to wear an AD badge: which, if she was found without, would be branded onto her forehead.  In 1641, an adulterous affair between singleman Thomas Bray and Mrs. Anne Linceford was discovered, and both parties were sentenced to public whipping at the post, and to wear the AD badge on their clothing.  In 1658 the law was finally rewritten to formalize how it had been administered previously: it defined the punishment for adultery as two severe whippings, once right after conviction and once at a second time to be determined by the magistrates; and the individual would have to wear the letters AD "cut out in cloth and sowed on their uppermost garment on their arm or back."  If at any time they were found without the mark within the jurisdiction of the Colony, they would be publicly whipped.  In 1662, Thomas Bird was sentenced to double whippings for committing "several adulterous practices and attempts, so far as strength of nature would permit" with Hannah Bumpass, who was also sentenced to be whipped once "for yielding to him, and not making such resistance against him as she ought."  Bird was also sentenced to pay Hannah Bumpass £10 for "satisfaction for the wrong he hath done her."

The first person executed for murder was Mayflower passenger John Billington, who was hanged in September 1630.  He had gunned down John Newcomen, apparently the result of an ongoing quarrel.  Arthur Peach, Thomas Jackson, Richard Stinnings and Daniel Cross were convicted of murdering an Indian named Penowanyanquis in 1638, the motive was robbery.  Daniel Cross escaped custody, but the others were executed by hanging.  And in 1648, Alice Bishop was hanged for slashing the neck of her 4-year old daughter Martha with a knife, while Martha was sleeping in her bed.

Nobody in Plymouth Colony was ever charged with intentionally burning a house or ship, so that capital crime was never tested in court.  There were two witchcraft trials in Plymouth Colony, decades before the more famous Salem Witchcraft trials of 1692.  Both Plymouth Colony witchcraft trials ended in not guilty verdicts: in fact the accusers were fined by the court for having made false accusations.

In 1637, John Alexander and Thomas Roberts were changed with and convicted of "lude behavior and unclean carriage one with another, by often spending their seed one upon another, which was proved both by witness and their own confession; the said Alexander found to have been formerly notoriously guilty that way, and seeking to allure others thereunto."  John Alexander was sentenced to a severe whipping, then to be burned in the shoulder with a hot iron, and then to be permanently banished from the Colony.  Roberts was sentenced to a severe whipping, but was not banished.  He was prohibited from ever owning any land within the Plymouth Colony "except he manifest better desert."  

In 1642, a 16-year old boy, Thomas Granger, a servant to Mayflower passenger Love Brewster, was caught (and later admitted to) bestial acts with various of Brewster's livestock, and was executed (along with the animals) per Biblical precedent (Leviticus 20:15).  

In 1660, Thomas Atkins was tried for incest with his daughter Mary. The jury found him not guilty of the capital crime of incest, but sentenced him to a whipping for "incestuous attempts" towards his daughter "in the chimney corner," while intoxicated with drink.

Plymouth Colony enacted a number of fines and punishments for lesser, misdemeanor crimes.  The following table illustrates some of the crimes, and their associated fine or punishment.

	Crime
	Punishment

	Fornication
	Unmarried couple who refuses to get married after incident:  whipping, fine of £10, and three or less days in prison
Unmarried couple who agree to get married after incident: £10 fine, but no whipping.
Couple already engaged to be married at time of incident: fine of 50 shillings

	Cursing God
	Three hours (or less) in the public stocks

	Lying in public
	Fine of 10 shillings. If can't pay, then 2 hours in the stocks

	Stealing
	Repay double the value of what was stolen, or be publicly whipped

	Getting drunk
	Fined, value to be determined by the magistrates

	Gambling with dice or cards
	Fine of 40 shillings

	Wearing visors or other "strange" apparel
	Fine of 50 shillings

	Defacing a landmark
	Fine ranging from 20 shillings to 5 pounds, depending on severity

	Tearing down or burning someone's fence
	Rebuild the fence, plus a 50 shilling fine for first offense, 5 pound fine for second offense

	Denying the Scriptures
	Whipping, severity to be determined by magistrates, but never to endanger life or limb.

	Failing to attend church
	10 shilling fine

	Working (laboring) on Sunday
	10 shilling fine

	Traveling on Sunday
	20 shilling fine

	Harboring a Quaker
	20 shillings per week, after being warned.


From a modern perspective, Plymouth Colony had some unique laws.  Gun control was not much of an issue back then: in fact, if you were a member of the militia, there was a twelve pence fine for failing to bring your loaded gun to church with you.  Today we have a problem with low voter turnout: Plymouth Colony solved this by imposing a fine on all freeman who failed to vote.  

If you thought anti-smoking laws were a thing of the modern era, think again.  In 1637, Plymouth Colony enacted the first anti-smoking law: a 12 pence fine for smoking in any street, barn, outhouse or highway, and for smoking anywhere further than 1 mile from your house.  The fine increased to 2 shillings for a second offense.  In 1640, a 5 shilling fine was enacted for any juror who smoked at any time during a trial, prior to giving a verdict.  In 1669, smoking to and from church was added as a 12 pence fine.  Plymouth also enacted wildlife conservation laws, ... well, at least it was illegal to catch fish before they had spawned.

All criminal cases in Plymouth Colony, and civil cases involving trespassing or debts, were to be tried by a jury of twelve men, whose names went onto the public record.  A grand jury system was also implemented.  The court itself met four times a year, plus special circumstances; and was adjudicated by the governor and his five to seven assistants, all of whom were elected by the Colony's freemen to 1-year terms.

http://www.mayflowerhistory.com/History/CrimeAndPunishment.php

THE BLOODY TENET OF PERSECUTION 
Roger Williams, 1644
Roger Williams, born in London in 1604 and educated at Pembroke College, Cambridge, emigrated as a Puritan to Massachusetts in 1630. In 1635, he was banished from the Massachusetts Bay Colony due to his Baptist views and advocacy of the rights of Indians. He moved south, where he purchased land from the Indians and founded the town of Providence. He was president of Rhode Island from 1654 to 1658. Williams’s belief in religious tolerance led Rhode Island to become the first colony to offer religious freedom. Understanding that religious "persecution for the cause of conscience" was counterproductive, Williams called for liberty not only for Christians but also for Jews, Turks, "anti-Christians," and pagans.
RJ&L Religious Institutions Group
FIRST, that the blood of so many hundred thousand souls of Protestants and Papists, spilt in the wars of present and former ages, for their respective consciences, is not required nor accepted by Jesus Christ the Prince of Peace.
Secondly, pregnant scriptures and arguments are throughout the work proposed against the doctrine of persecution for causes of conscience.
Thirdly, satisfactory answers are given to scriptures, and objections produced by Mr. Calvin, Beza, Mr. Cotton, and the ministers of the New English churches and others former and later, tending to prove the doctrine of persecution for cause of conscience.
Fourthly, the doctrine of persecution for cause of conscience is proved guilty of all the blood of the souls crying for vengeance under the altar.
Fifthly, all civil states with their officers of justice in their respective constitutions and administrations are proved essentially civil, and therefore not judges, governors, or defenders of the spiritual or Christian state and worship.
Sixthly, it is the will and command of God that (since the coming of his Son the Lord Jesus) a permission of the most paganish, Jewish, Turkish, or antichristian consciences and worships, be granted to all men in all nations and countries and they are only to be fought against with that sword which is only (in soul matters) able to conquer, to wit the sword of God s Spirit the Word of God.
Seventhly, the state of the Land of Israel, the kings and people thereof in peace and war, is proved figurative and ceremonial, and no pattern nor president for any kingdom or civil state in the world to follow.
Eighthly, God requireth not a uniformity of religion to be enacted and enforced in any civil state; which enforced uniformity (sooner or later) is the greatest occasion of civil war, ravishing of conscience, persecution of Christ Jesus in his servants, and of the hypocrisy and destruction of millions of souls.
Ninthly, in holding an enforced uniformity of religion in a civil state, we must necessarily disclaim our desires and hopes of the Jew's conversion to Christ.
Tenthly, an enforced uniformity of religion throughout a nation or civil state, confounds the civil and religious, denies the principles of Christianity and civility, and that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
Eleventhly, the permission of other consciences and worships than a state professeth only can (according to God) procure a firm and lasting peace (good assurance being taken according to the wisdom of the civil state for uniformity of civil obedience from all sorts).
Twelfthly, lastly, true civility and Christianity may both flourish in a state or kingdom, notwithstanding the permission of divers and contrary consciences, either of Jew or Gentile.
http://www.churchstatelaw.com/historicalmaterials/8_2_2.asp 

Girls on the Mayflower
Photographs on this page were taken on site at the Plimoth Plantation Museum and Mayflower II by Caleb Johnson, © 2003.  They are used with permission of the Plimoth Plantation Museum.


Most of the Pilgrims felt that the bodies of girls were too weak to make the voyage on the Mayflower, and felt that girls were[image: image4.png]the myths of the Puritans




 not strong enough to survive the hardships of building a colony.  Because of this, most parents decided to leave the girls behind in England or Holland, and would send for them later once everything was built and more comfortable.  Elder William Brewster brought his sons Love and Wrestling, but left behind his daughters Patience and Fear.  Thomas Rogers brought his son Joseph, but left behind his daughters Elizabeth and Margaret.  Francis Cooke brought his son John, but left behind his daughters Jane and Hester.  Richard Warren had five daughters, Mary, Ann, Sarah, Elizabeth and Abigail, ranging in ages from 2-10 years old, but he left them all behind.  And Degory Priest also left behind his daughters Mary and Sarah. 
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Despite the general belief that girls were weaker, 11 girls, ranging in ages from 1 through 17, did make the voyage on the Mayflower with their families.  And perhaps more surprisingly, young girls proved to have the strongest bodies of all: the first winter, 75% of the women died, 50% of the men died, 36% of the boys died, but only two girls (18%) died. 

The youngest girl on the Mayflower was Humility Cooper, just about 1 year old.  She was apparently orphaned, and so came on the Mayflower in the custody of her aunt and uncle, Edward and Ann (Cooper) Tilley.  Her cousin, 16-year old Henry Samson, rounded out the family.  Edward Tilley's brother John also brought his wife Joan, and their daughter, 13-year old Elizabeth Tilley.  Elizabeth Tilley may have had a strong friendship with another girl, Desire Minter.  Desire's father William had died in Leiden, and so she was put in the custody of John Carver, who brought her to America with him.  Elizabeth would eventually name her first daughter Desire, presumably in honor of her friend. 

Mayflower passenger Stephen Hopkins was the only passenger to have been to America before.  Having made the voyage to Jamestown, he knew better what to expect.  He had no problem bringing his entire family, including the girls.  His eldest daughter was named Constanta, or Constance.  She was 14-years old.  Stephen's 2-year old daughter Damaris also came.  His wife Elizabeth was pregnant, and gave birth during the voyage to a baby boy they named Oceanus. 

The Allerton family also decided to bring all their daughters.  Isaac and wife Mary Allerton brought their daughters Remember and Mary: Remember was about 6 years old, and Mary was about 4 years old.  James Chilton, the oldest passenger on the Mayflower at age 64, brought his wife and 13-year old Mary Chilton, with him, leaving his adult children behind in England and Holland. 

Two other girls were on the Mayflower under more sad circumstances.  Ellen More, age 8, and Mary More, age 4, were on the Mayflower because their father did not want them any more: they were apparently children from his wife Katherine, and her lover Jacob Blakeway.  After "father" Samuel More discovered they were not truly his children, he and wife Katherine filed for divorce.  Even though he claimed not to be the father, he nevertheless won custody of the children, and had them sent off to America with the "honest and religious" men, claiming they would have a better life outside of England where they would not suffer the social disgrace of being bastards (not born to a married couple).  Perhaps it should not be surprising, then, to discover that the abandoned Ellen and Mary were the only two girls to die the first winter. 

The oldest girl on the Mayflower was Priscilla Mullins, who was about 17-years old.  She came on the Mayflower with her father William Mullins, a shoe and boot dealer, her mother Alice, and her brother Joseph.  Her entire family, except for herself, died the first winter.[image: image6.jpg]


 

No girls died during the Mayflower's voyage, but one boy (William Button) did.  After arrival in November 1620, the girls lived on the Mayflower while the men went out exploring for a place to settle.  The Mayflower sailed across to Plymouth in late December, and the men started to build the colony.  The women and girls remained living on the Mayflower for much of the time while the Colony was being constructed in January, February, and March.  

The Mayflower departed back for England on April 5, after the terrible first winter was over.  The first winter had left most of the girls orphaned.  Elizabeth Tilley's parents John and Joan were dead, and her aunt and uncle Edward and Ann Tilley were dead as well.  Mary Chilton's father and mother both died.  The Allerton girls lost their mother.  And Desire Minter lost her adopted family of John and Katherine Carver just a couple weeks after the Mayflower departed.  Only the Hopkins family survived the first winter unscathed. 

Humility Cooper and Desire Minter both would eventually return to England.  Damaris Hopkins died sometime before 1627.  All the other girls survived to adulthood, married, had families of their own, and have numerous descendants living today.  Priscilla Mullins counts among her descendants such people as President John Adams; Marilyn Monroe; Vice President Dan Quayle; poets Henry Wadsworth Longfellow and William Cullem Bryant; and War of the Worlds director Orson Welles.  Elizabeth Tilley counts among her descendants such notables as Presidents Franklin D. Roosevelt and George W. Bush, actor Humphrey Bogart, Mormon church founder Joseph Smith, and poet Ralph Waldo Emerson. 

http://www.mayflowerhistory.com/History/girls.php

The Puritan Hangover, Bill Wilson, theologian of AA.  By Wendy Kaminer March 15, 2004 
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Salesmanship, self-help, and surrender to a deity, or some other higher power, form a central trinity in American popular culture, giving rise to religious movements fueled by therapeutic strivings and therapeutic movements infused with religious ideals. That's why it's sometimes difficult to distinguish between therapy and religion in America. Freudianism and a tendency to regard evil as a sickness may be anathemas to some religious beliefs, but practical, formulaic programs for personal development are apt to offer spiritual as well as psychic fulfillment. Similarly, religious movements aiming for broad appeal are apt to promote self-help and self-love while preaching self-surrender and love of God. 

Evangelical churches today are offering a mix of religious and therapeutic teachings, sometimes "playing down doctrine in favor of feelings," as Alan Wolfe observes in The Transformation of American Religion. Or consider the 19th-century New England mind-cure movement, which preached positive thinking as the route to health, salvation, and, eventually, material success while demanding no wrestling with evil. In mind-cure's most radical and successful form, Christian Science, evil is a kind of mirage. It was a lie, "a false belief," according to founder Mary Baker Eddy. Conceiving of God as Mind or "Infinite Intelligence," mind-cure preached that oneness with God, and good health, could be achieved by surrendering the conscious mind and controlling the subconscious through habit-training and auto-suggestion (which William James described as "something like hypnotic practice").

It may be tempting to fold Alcoholics Anonymous, perhaps America's best-known amalgam of popular psychology and religion, into this tradition. Indeed, Bill Wilson, who co-founded AA 70 years ago, was apparently familiar with Eddy's teachings and personal story. (Armed with her religion, she recovered her health after years of invalidism and discovered a calling.) In her biography of Wilson, My Name Is Bill, Susan Cheever observes that Eddy's ideas about the "connection of the soul and the body were similar to those behind Alcoholics Anonymous." Yet AA takes a strikingly divergent path to recovery, or salvation. Its version of redemption comes not from realizing you are well—that sickness, like evil, is an illusion—but from acknowledging your disease.

Wilson wasn't saved by Christian Science or other forms of mind-cure, not surprisingly. Suffering from periodic bouts of paralyzing depression and a nearly fatal attraction to alcohol, he was hardly someone William James would have characterized as "healthy minded." Wilson was, in James' nomenclature, a "sick soul," and he was cured, as Cheever's biography demonstrates, by conversion and spiritual rebirth. Jonathan Edwards might speak more directly to his journey than Mary Baker Eddy does.

Unfortunately, Cheever's account of AA demonstrates only a vague understanding of the broader context of religious belief and personal development movements in America, and her version of Wilson's life is familiar. He was born in rural Vermont in 1895 to a father who abandoned the family when Bill was 10 and a mother who left her son and daughter in the care of her parents soon after, to forge a new life in Boston. His father drank, and so did his grandfather, until a dramatic conversion experience, involving a "blinding light" and "a great wind." In his youth, Wilson embraced the ideal of temperance but refused to take the pledge and declared himself an atheist. Smart and inventive, he enjoyed early success at prep school until his girlfriend died suddenly, plunging him into a deep depression that left him barely able to graduate high school. He suffered, then met his future wife, Lois, a woman four years his senior from a prosperous family. His depression lifted, they married, and he entered World War I. It was then he started drinking. His downfall began at a party when he found that his feelings of social discomfort were obliterated by a couple of cocktails. He suddenly felt at ease, at home: "I was part of things at last." 

Years of drinking, futile efforts to stop, financial ruination, and the specter of irreversible physical and mental deterioration followed. He reunited with a former drinking buddy, Ebby Thatcher, who to Wilson's surprise had become a "Christer" and joined the evangelical Oxford Group. Thatcher explained that a drunk will only stop drinking after a "life-changing conversion experience," but though drawn to the mission, Wilson was soon back at the sanitarium, drying out but drugged. His doctor had given him belladonna and barbiturates. Thatcher visited, advising surrender and prayer. Conversion followed—a dramatic awakening. Cheever writes: 

Although he didn't believe in God, although he believed only in the power of his own mind, he found himself begging God for help. "If there be a God let him show himself" he cried. The response was amazing. "Suddenly my room blazed with an indescribably white light. I was seized with an ecstasy beyond description. Every joy I had known was pale by comparison," he wrote later. "Then, seen in the mind's eye, there was a mountain. I stood upon its summit where a great wind blew. A wind, not of air but of spirit. In great, clear strength it blew right through me. Then came the blazing thought, 'you are a free man.' "

This is not an unfamiliar conversion narrative. William James cited several like it in The Varieties of Religious Experience, which Wilson read, either right before or right after his own conversion, and he went on to credit James as "one of the founders of AA," Cheever notes. James himself might have demurred, but it's easy to understand how his sympathetic examination of individual religious experiences and their fruits, as well as his understanding of drunkenness and depression, might have helped Wilson interpret both his alcoholism and his awakening. James described the similarities between the altered consciousness of the drunk and the mystic consciousness, suggesting that alcohol, and other intoxicants, had a quasi-religious appeal. Reading James, an alcoholic might interpret his own alcoholism as a misdirected search for God. (Addiction is enthrallment to a false God, the recovery movement preaches today.) He might begin to understand his own life as exemplary of a universal drama of sin and redemption.

Whether Wilson's conversion was the work of God or the pharmaceutical industry, it took hold, and he remained sober for the rest of his life, much of which was devoted to building and maintaining the network of groups that became AA. Wilson was, as Cheever notes, a natural born salesman and synthesizer. In practice and principle, AA reflects America's secular voluntary tradition, democratic ideals of small-group self-governance, the revivalist tradition of testifying, and (its nonsectarianism notwithstanding) Protestant beliefs in salvation by grace. In 18th-century America, Jonathan Edwards was exhorting people to surrender their wills to God long before anyone dreamed of AA (although drunkenness was common enough). During the First Great Awakening in the mid-1700s, Edwards also encouraged the formation of what we might now call spiritual support groups. In his monumental biography of Edwards, George Marsden reports that Edwards persuaded the townspeople of Northampton to gather in small prayer and study groups, reviving a Puritan tradition. "Nothing was more distinctive about Puritanism," Marsden writes, "than its encouragement of lay spirituality." 

Reliance on lay leadership is also a trademark of AA, along with a strong belief in the power of the group to facilitate individual recoveries. One of the lessons Bill Wilson learned early on, according to Cheever, was that "God tended to speak more clearly to groups than to individuals." If there is a prominent strain of American culture missing from AA, it is the celebration of individualism. The theology of AA (and the recovery movement it spawned) teaches that the road to addiction is paved by individual willfulness and a belief in the efficacy of self-control. In stressing the need for self-surrender, it rejects Enlightenment faith in self-determination and the potential goodness of purely human endeavors.

Alcoholics Anonymous can claim many successes in the fight against alcohol abuse. Given its tradition of anonymity, its successes are, in fact, innumerable; but so are its failures. (How might we count the unnamed people who attend a meeting or two and never return?) AA teaches humility, but its advocates often display startling hubris in recounting its successes. AA is routinely described as the only way, not simply one way, of recovering from alcoholism. You'd think it was the Holy Grail. Wilson's program "proved that the soul existed," Cheever writes. Some of us are unconvinced.

http://slate.msn.com/id/2097144
"American Jezebel" by Eve LaPlante, A new biography heralds Anne Hutchinson, the proto-feminist pioneer who defied the theocracy of 17th century Massachusetts and paved [image: image7.jpg]-



the way for religious freedom in America By Laura Miller
March 26, 2004  |  America has never been one nation under God, not even at the very beginning, and no one proved that more definitively than Anne Hutchinson, the Puritan dissident. A founding mother in every sense of the word, she immigrated to America in 1634 and she is the direct ancestor of three presidents, one Democrat (Franklin Delano Roosevelt, her sixth great-grandson) and two Republicans (George W. Bush, her tenth great-grandson, and his father). At the dawn of the nation, Hutchinson set the tone for American religion; faith would be the source of furious controversy and hot accusations, a power that binds our people together and a force that tears us apart. Since then, everything -- and nothing -- has changed. 

Hutchinson had only been in Boston -- where she settled with her wealthy textile trader husband, Will -- for a year or two before she became a troublemaker in the eyes of the local authorities. It was John Winthrop, the first governor of Massachusetts and her neighbor, who gave her the "American Jezebel" label that Eve LaPlante, another direct descendant of Hutchinson's, uses as a title for her new biography. Nowadays, a Jezebel is simply a hussy -- and eventually, inevitably, some aspersions would be cast on Anne Hutchinson's chastity -- but by comparing her to the biblical queen who worshipped Phoenician gods while her husband Ahab favored Jehovah, Winthrop meant to call Hutchinson a false prophet. 

In 1647, Hutchinson was dragged before one of those nightmarishly stacked colonial courts (similar to the ones the Salem Witch Trial defendants would face 45 years later), and ordered to recant her "heresies." Her trial is the centerpiece of "American Jezebel," and the most famous event in Hutchinson's life; it's been likened to the trial of Joan of Arc. Hutchinson considered herself a latter-day Daniel in the lions' den, but Jesus before the Pharisees also comes to mind (though Hutchinson would never have dared compare herself to Christ). According to historian Edmund Morgan, Hutchinson proved herself to be "brilliant," and "the intellectual superior" of the magistrates "in everything except political judgment, in everything except the sense of what is possible in this world." 

Astonishingly, she nearly won an acquittal, but in the end, as was probably always intended by the Massachusetts authorities, she was banished. She left to become one of the co-founders of Rhode Island and a symbol of the fight for freedom of conscience for generations to come. This is all the more impressive when you consider that, at 46, she was pregnant for the 16th time during her trial. 

What was Hutchinson's heresy? The question is tricky and, some historians argue, largely irrelevant. What irked the leaders of the Massachusetts Bay Colony was the following Hutchinson had acquired for the scriptural discussion groups she conducted in her home. The daughter of an unorthodox preacher who ran afoul of the authorities in England in his outspoken youth, she had high standards in ministers and no compunction about criticizing those who fell short. The panel of magistrates Hutchinson appeared before included several of the ministers she had disparaged and their allies as well. She undermined their leadership and, in the eyes of Winthrop, threatened the very future of the settlement. "Whereas there was much love and union and sweet agreement amongst us before she came," said one of her judges, "yet since [then] all union and love hath been broken, and there hath been censurings and judgings and condemnings of one another." Anne Hutchinson had to go. 

Whatever their significance, LaPlante makes a valiant and remarkably successful effort to explain the doctrinal differences between Hutchinson and her accusers. All these people were religious fanatics by most contemporary standards, hardcore Calvinist Congregationalists who believed in the predestined salvation of select souls and the inevitable damnation of the rest. The quarrel among them lay in the significance of "works," that is, pious observances such as attending church and other virtuous activities. To Hutchinson's mind, the magistrates put too much emphasis on good behavior, which of course included obedience to church authorities. Her sympathies lay closer to Antinomianism, which held that true Christians, as the beneficiaries of God's irrevocable grace -- the only power capable of saving an otherwise hopelessly corrupt and degraded humanity -- were not bound by worldly laws. 

This didn't mean that Hutchinson condoned immoral behavior -- she was an extremely pious person by most standards -- she just didn't recognize the magistrates' authority to dictate how the godly should behave. Or the suggestion that those who disobeyed them might not be saved, a notion she considered too close to a "covenant of works." As LaPlante points out, Hutchinson "saw God in the spirit and in inspiration" and "focused on an individual's intimate relationship with Christ, the indwelling spirit." In this, she was a pioneer. Her "desire to look within for guidance is characteristic of the distinctively American faith in the power of the individual conscience," LaPlante writes. Hutchinson set an example not only for the early Quakers (who drew members from the ranks of her followers) but also the Transcendentalists and perhaps even the mix-and-match spirituality of today. 

When Hutchinson's supporters established their settlement in Rhode Island after her banishment in 1638, they drafted an agreement called the Portsmouth Compact, which stated that "no person within the said colony, at any time hereafter, shall be in any wise molested, punished, disquieted or called into question on matters of religion -- so long as he keeps the peace." Along with a similar item in the 1634 charter of the colony of Maryland, this rule contributed directly to the portion of the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United States guaranteeing freedom of religion. (Hutchinson has also been given indirect credit for the founding of Harvard College, created by the Massachusetts establishment to educate young clergymen on how to fend off the likes of Anne.)

But for those historians, such as David Hall, who see the persecution of Hutchinson as "not about matters of doctrine, but about power and freedom of conscience," her real transgression lay in her challenge to the ruling powers of the colony, and this was inextricably tied to her sex. A midwife (who delivered Winthrop's own child shortly before he presided over her trial), she counseled her patients at moments of great vulnerability and impressed many Bostonian women with her charismatic command of the scripture. This led to women's meetings at Hutchinson's home, more or less condoned by the authorities. But then the women began to bring their husbands, including some of the most influential men in the colony. As a woman, Hutchinson wasn't allowed to speak out in church, but her male followers had the right to question the ministers she disapproved of, often to embarrassing effect. One congregation nearly mutinied when a Winthrop crony was appointed to lead it. 

If Hutchinson had been born a man, some historians argue, she might have found a place in her society as a minister. She might have carved out a life like that of John Cotton, the unorthodox founder of Congregationalism, Hutchinson's teacher and the man her family had followed to Boston when he was forced to leave England. On the other hand, she might have turned out like the renegade Rev. Roger Williams, another early settler of Rhode Island, who was driven out of Boston for voicing a variety of objectionable views, most notably the belief that the English had no right to claim Indian lands or subject Native Americans to forced conversions. Williams conducted a pamphlet feud with Cotton, set off when he published "The Bloody Tenet of Persecution," a tract in support of religious freedom. Cotton then put out "The Bloody Tenet Washed and Made White in the Blood of the Lamb." Williams responded with "The Bloody Tenet Made Yet More Bloody by Mr. Cotton's Endeavor to Wash It White in the Blood of the Lamb." 

Nevertheless, a major component of the complaint against Hutchinson was voiced by one of the magistrates when he scolded, "you have stepped out of your place ... You have rather been a husband than a wife; and a preacher than a hearer; and a magistrate than a subject." She could have played none of the more powerful roles without also being a man. To have any public profile at all was considered shameful in a woman, and here even her admirers -- such as Nathaniel Hawthorne, who wrote about Hutchinson and found a model for the adulterous Hester Prynne in her defiance -- can't seem to avoid confusing her outspokenness with an entirely different kind of brazen behavior. Hutchinson's enemies tried to smear her with utterly unfounded accusations of "Familism," affiliation with a sect advocating free love, but even more sympathetic observers linked her notoriety with, as Hawthorne wrote, "a flash of carnal pride." 

There's not the slightest reason to suspect Hutchinson of sexual transgression. Her marriage appears to have been long and happy, and her husband, when asked to persuade her back to the church, refused, describing her as "a dear saint and a servant of God." LaPlante, who is particularly good on the sexual mores of the Puritans, notes that, while adultery was a capital offense in the colony, the colonists weren't conventionally priggish. They believed that conception couldn't occur unless the female partner experienced pleasure. The fact that Anne Hutchinson got pregnant roughly once every 18 months for the 22 years of her marriage indicates a particularly gratifying relationship and an incredible physical stamina, but it hardly suggests a seductress. Yet the fact that she was willing to stand before the court and debate religious matters got somehow mixed up with whorishness in the mind of more than one male observer. 

This, as LaPlante writes, traces the vein of an ongoing ambivalence about powerful public women in America. At the time, the ever-resourceful Hutchinson tried to use it in her defense. Since, as a woman, she could by definition have no public voice, everything that she had said in her home meetings and conversing with ministers was spoken in private, and therefore not necessarily a matter for a public court. If there was shame in hauling a woman and her thoughts into the commons, she was certainly not the guilty party. Cotton initially backed her up. But at the moment when Hutchinson seemed to have beaten the odds and escaped punishment, she reversed her luck by deciding to lecture the entire assembly on her own spiritual journey and beliefs. 

It's precisely because this statement, unlike Hutchinson's private teachings, was spoken publicly that we still have it, and her testimony is virtually the only documentation of a woman's voice from that time. (She was the first woman ever tried in an American court.) "In the paper record of early America," LaPlante writes, "it is almost as though women did not exist." What Hutchinson lost in personal comfort as a result of being cast into exile, she gained in a legacy. LaPlante believes that Hutchinson, who read a transcript of the previous day's trial before she launched into her admonition of the magistrates the following day, knew this and was galvanized by seeing her ideas officially transcribed for posterity. If she had not made the seemingly self-defeating choice to expound on them further, she would be only dimly remembered today. Whatever martyrdom she suffered was less on behalf of her Antinomian beliefs than it was for freedom of religion itself. Ironically, that gives even an embattled atheist reason to refer to this Puritan wife as "a dear saint."

http://archive.salon.com/books/review/2004/03/26/jezebel/index.html
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A REVISIONIST ARGUES THAT HISTORIANS HAVE TURNED THE AUTHORITARIAN, CONFORMIST PURITANS INTO REFLECTIONS OF THEIR OWN COMPLEX, HARVARD-EDUCATED SELVES. 
BY MARIA RUSSO 
With so little history to wrap our imaginations around (no Ming Dynasty, no pharaohs, no philosopher kings), it's no wonder Americans have made the Puritans the subject of so much cultural mythmaking. On the face of it, they're hardly compelling material: a smallish group of ascetic-minded religious malcontents who tried to hammer out a theocracy in the wilderness. Yet the Puritans star in some of our most enduring national fantasies, starting with the one about white-Indian cooperation that we dust off every Thanksgiving. 

Even academics who study the Puritans have found surprising dramatic possibilities in those 17th century New Englanders. The last half-century of American Puritan studies has been dominated by a succession of scholars who looked at their subject with an auteur's eye. Perry Miller's 1939 "The New England Mind" came first, recasting the fusty Puritans as players in a high-minded, soft-around-the-edges drama of our national origins. Miller's story had an uplifting, Frank Capra-esque feel to it. He presented the Puritans as a "chosen people" who felt they were called on an "errand into the wilderness" to escape the corrupted Old World religious landscape. Miller looked at the Puritans' writings -- sermons and tracts, and some poetry -- and saw not Christian boilerplate marked by petty theological disagreements, but a sparkling, highly literary repartee. A distinctly American way of thinking, Miller proposed, grew out of the Puritans' intellectual legacy. 

This jaunty account stood fast until 1978, when the roguish Sacvan Bercovitch came up with a postmodern alternative in "The American Jeremiad." Bercovitch had the Puritans staking out predetermined positions in a sly game of power plays worthy of David Mamet. Tired of being kicked around in Europe, Bercovitch's Puritans sought the chance to run their own show in the New World. Soon, however, a hegemonic religio-political center emerged and began oppressing dissenters and cultural outsiders, who in turn tried gamely but unsuccessfully to subvert the center. In the internecine Puritan conflicts, Bercovitch held, the stagnant, intellectually repressive, peculiarly American two-party system was born. 

By the 1980s, this starkly political rendering was soundly rejected by a group of scholars led by Alan Heimert and Andrew Delbanco, whose "The Puritan Ordeal" gave us a more sympathetic restaging. This account of the Puritans had a Woody Allen quality: They were an anxious, uncertain band of religious misfits, put to the test by the "howling wilderness" they found here, frustrated by their own intractable theological disagreements. Delbanco's Puritans wrestled idealistically among themselves in hopes of a consensus they never managed to achieve, sowing the intellectual seeds of our conflicted but freedom-loving nation of immigrants. 

Enter Michael Kaufmann, an associate professor of English at Temple University, whose "Institutional Individualism: Conversion, Exile and Nostalgia in Puritan New England" comes out in December from Wesleyan University Press. Kaufmann asserts that Puritan scholars have staged all these dramas on some pretty flimsy suppositions. 

First of all, the Puritans did not have the sense of autonomous selfhood they'd have needed to play out the Puritan scholars' ego-filled scripts. They derived their sense of individual identity largely through institutional and family allegiances. In Kaufmann's view, blindness to this fundamental reality of the Puritans' world has led to some devastating critical ironies. Puritan Anne Hutchinson, for example, who was put on trial by elders for holding meetings in her home to discuss scripture and sermons, has become a darling of feminists, who call her "a champion of individual liberty" and praise her subversive sensibility. Hutchinson was banished and excommunicated on seemingly trumped-up charges of "erroneous opinion." Yet throughout her two grueling trials, she insisted that she had no desire to undermine established authority, let alone claim authority for herself. 

Kaufmann may be the first scholar ever to take Hutchinson at her word. He claims that Hutchinson saw herself as a passive vessel, determined only to "hear" God's word correctly (a gesture the elders found threatening and called antinomianism) and to promote and study the teachings of her revered minister, John Cotton. Kaufmann has no patience for scholars who think they're somehow liberating Hutchinson by seeing her as a renegade. In fact, he points out, they're only accepting the court's damnation of her -- only now we think it's a good thing to have been damned by such shallow, authoritarian fools. She herself would have been saddened to go down in history as a sardonic subverter of the patriarchal institutions from which she derived her identity and sense of religious purpose, Kaufmann asserts. 

If anything, she longed for the church and its ministers to be stronger and therefore more worthy of her devotion. Wracked by paranoia as the Hutchinson controversy escalated and people began taking sides, the elders may well have come to the wrong conclusions about the threat to their authority presented by Hutchinson. As a woman, she was an easy target (a point Kaufmann might have developed more). Oddly, this scenario seems never to have occurred to Puritanists dazzled by their portrait of Hutchinson as a self-assertive, self-reliant leader. In the final irony, Hutchinson has now been added to the pantheon of American women writers, although all our records of her words are transcripts of her trials. As far as we know, she never wrote a single page. 

Puritan Roger Williams, who wrote innumerable pages over the course of his lifetime -- most of them harangues against anyone who challenged his hard-line views -- is now seen as an early mouthpiece for causes ranging from multiculturalism to environmentalism. For Kaufmann, Williams can only be viewed as progressive if you factor out his religious views, which are the backbone of everything he believed. 

In his tireless calls for the separation of church and state, for example, Williams has been seen as a precursor of the Constitution's establishment clause -- yet it was the church he wanted to protect from the state, not vice versa. And in Kaufmann's telling, Williams' vaunted tolerance of Indians and religious dissenters stemmed from his conviction that they would all burn in hell anyway, so why expend the energy on persecuting them, let alone trying to convert them? 

As anyone who has spent time in Rhode Island knows, we see Roger Williams today as a radical individualist, anti-authoritarian to his core, a political Jack Kerouac type. But Kaufmann reminds us that Williams was, after all, appointed governor of Rhode Island. It was a neat trick that conservatives today have perfected: Williams promoted the image of himself as an exile, all the while remaining one of the most well-connected political insiders in the colonies. 

Over the last decade, the ground of early American scholarship has shifted. The Puritans no longer occupy center stage. In the most recent accounts of how the United States developed, the Puritans are one brief chapter, and not necessarily the first one. There are now several locations from which American culture is seen to have sprung -- Chesapeake Bay, for instance, and "the Americas" as an imaginative whole. This critical divide is bookended by two teaching anthologies used in early American literature courses: Heimert and Delbanco's 1985 "The Puritans in America: A Narrative Anthology" (Harvard University Press) and Myra Jehlen and Michael Warner's 1997 "The English Literatures of America, 1500-1800" (Routledge). 

Jehlen and Warner give space to the likes of John Cotton, but place him alongside other New World voices from Southern and Spanish settlements, as well as documents from both sides of European-native contact. The Puritans' arrival in America, after all, belongs as much to the history of native peoples as to that of Europeans. Scholars who do focus on the Puritans are likely to link their intellectual achievements to the violence and brutality of their wars with the Indians, as in Jill Lepore's recent "The Name of War: King Philip's War and the Origins of American Identity" (Knopf). 

Why did the Puritans get top billing for so long? A lot of it can be explained by just the kind of preoccupation with institutional power -- and its individual beneficiaries -- that Kaufmann sees driving the Puritans themselves. From Miller to Bercovitch to Delbanco, Puritanists have been Harvard-centric, trained there and often returning there to teach, acting out the same cycles of filiopiety and rebellion that shaped the culture of the Puritans (who were, come to think of it, the founders of Harvard) in books often published by Harvard University Press. 

It's not surprising that the Puritans and their psychodramas captured the imaginations of these scholars, Kaufmann suggests. Of all the groups who occupied North America in the colonial period, the Puritans were the most articulate about issues that are still important -- to an ambitious academic living in Cambridge, at least, if not to a low-income single mother living in Wyoming. Kaufmann's feat is to show us that in the Puritans we may not find the origins of American culture itself, but we can certainly see the prototype for the American intellectual academic. 
SALON | Nov. 25, 1998 
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Norse by Norsewest, To hell with Christopher Columbus--and all other Easterners.
By Knute Berger, Posted Thursday, Sept. 26, 1996, at 12:30 AM PT 
Earlier this summer, an out-of-town friend and I were taking in the Ballard Seafood Festival, an annual celebration of music, troll dolls, and pickled herring in the Seattle neighborhood that serves as Scandinavia's unofficial outpost.

Ballard, annexed by Seattle many years ago, maintains its culture and loyalties without much consideration for national or civic boundaries. Its residents, solid and conservative in look and outlook, are often referred to as "square heads," which suggests a stolid stupidity many associate with the Swedes, but all Scandinavian flags fly here. The kindly King Harald V of Norway visits every year or so to ensure that Ballard remains within the realm. The children grow strong by enduring the pain and suffering of having to eat lutefisk, the kind of dish that offers a challenge to the character, much like haggis for the Scots. Lutefisk is cod that is treated with lye and is transformed, in the process, into a gelatinous, fishy, white mass that, I imagine, is not unlike sperm whale ... sperm. When I was growing up, we had to eat it every Christmas eve. "No lutefisk--no gifts" was, no doubt, a Lutheran law.

As we strolled the festival, I mentioned to my friend that a statue of Leif Ericson stands guard at nearby Shilshole Bay. He gave me a sideways look. "Leif Ericson!" he sneered. "Did he ever come here?"

The question and the tone turned me snarky. Why the hell do I have to justify Leif Ericson? Did Christopher Columbus ever sleep in Columbus, Ohio? Did he ever reach the Columbia River or British Columbia? America and the Pacific Northwest are monuments to people who never came here, Amerigo Vespucci for one. Washington state is named for George. Mount Rainier is named for Peter Rainier, a British admiral and enemy of the United States who never sailed these waters. And the Strait of Juan de Fuca is named for a Greek navigator who likely never existed at all. And my friend questions Leif Ericson?

Seattle's ship traffic passes under the statue's gaze. Undoubtedly, it brings good luck to local seafarers, many of them named Thor, Einer, or Ole. But it is also a great symbol. When this bold figure of Ericson was unveiled in the 1960s, and later used in a U.S. postage-stamp design, it stood for the righting of one of history's great wrongs. Only Seattle had the guts to tell the truth, and to cut that truth in stone, by paying tribute to the real European "discoverer" of America and the people who explored and settled Vinland half a millennium before the Italian pretender acting for Spain.

My friend, sad to say, had revealed himself with his inquiry as a Vinland doubter, a man who has not read The Sagas, a man still waiting for more proof than contemporary maps, detailed written accounts, and carbon-dated archaeological evidence. In short, a typical American.

I am feeling less snarky and more cocky these days, however, because the answer to my friend's question might actually be closer to a "yes" than I ever expected. Ericson might not have slept here, but his Norse ancestors might have, you betcha. A recent discovery along the banks of the Columbia River may provide key scientific evidence that proves it.

But before we get to the science, let me introduce a pet theory of mine: that there was an ancient link between the Northwest Indians and the Norsemen.

Consider the parallels. The Northwest Coast Indian tribes forayed south from their villages in the north along the Alaska and British Columbia coast and lived off the sea and plunder. They raided in canoes not unlike Viking ships. They were also fishermen and whalers, as many are today. In fact, the Olympic Peninsula's Makah Indians have asked for permission to join the Norwegians in resuming whale hunts, an ancient custom the Scandinavians never gave up despite international pressures. Northwest Coast tribes like the Tlingit took heads and slaves, as did the Vikings. And they have a rich mythology with characters and themes not unlike those found in the Norse myths: Where Raven brought daylight to the Indian world, he also whispered words of advice into the ears of the supreme god, Odin. At the very least, the Indians were kindred spirits with the Scandinavian warriors of yore.

But the links may also be genetic or, at the very least, the result of ancient ancestral contact. Last July, a couple of locals found a skeleton along the Columbia River in Kennewick, Wash. Carbon-dating traced the remains of Kennewick Man to between 7265 and 7535 B.C. The bones proved to be those of a male who was tall for his time (5 feet 9 inches). He was also a tough guy--a spear point was found lodged in his pelvis along with evidence of other warrior wounds. He survived these, and lived to be about 50. Oh yes, it also appears, according to experts who have carefully examined the skeleton, that he was Caucasian.

No horned helmet was found, but the discovery is complicating--perhaps overturning--theories about the settlement of North America. Did the ancestors of the Indians really come from Asia over the Aleutian land bridge? Or did they arrive after an earlier migration or settlement of Indo-Europeans from Central Asia, or early Europeans? Could Kennewick Man have come by a route similar to Ericson's, say via skin boats or over an ice mass connecting North America, Greenland, and Norway? Oregon State University anthropologist Rob Bonnichsen thinks the latter is a possibility, which would explain why some ancient American tools are more similar to European ones than to Asian ones.

Not surprisingly, an Indian tribe, the Umatilla, has already demanded that the bones be reburied as if they were ancient native relics, and federal law backs them up. They argue that scientists are merely desecrating the dead. But the Smithsonian calls Kennewick Man a "national treasure," and anthropologists want to conduct DNA tests, which might offer clues to his origin. Some Indians already resent suggestions they are descended from ancient Asians--such contentions fly in the face of their creation myths. Imagine how they'd feel if tests revealed their ancient ancestors were white men. Worse, imagine how Ken Burns would feel.

I suggest a test to resolve the matter. Check to see if Kennewick Man's skull is slightly squared around the edges, suggestive of a cube. Look for evidence of a crew cut and a fish-reliant diet. If such evidence is present, return Kennewick Man to his rightful tribal reservation. In Ballard.

http://slate.msn.com/id/2134

Historical Fiction, Colonial House asks its participants to role-play like it's 1628.
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	Going to extremes for reality TV: re-enacting 17th-century Maine


As we approach the summer TV season and a new crop of reality TV shows, Colonial House (PBS, May 17-18, May 24-25, check listings for times) provides a look, if not at the death of the genre, then at least at its limitations. Reality television once put strangers together so audiences could watch them sing or fall in love, but now, several years into the genre, producers resort to elaborate, high-concept schemes to keep viewer attention. It's no longer enough for participants to be themselves; they have to become someone else, whether a surgically altered beauty pageant contestant (Fox's The Swan), a low-budget Bruce Willis (NBC's upcoming Next Action Star), or, on Colonial House, a lay preacher's wife in early colonial Maine. 

Colonial House's predecessor, the entertaining Frontier House, charted three families' efforts to live like 19th-century Montana homesteaders. Colonial House ups the ante considerably. In addition to eating, sleeping, working, and playing like it's 1628, the 26 participants are expected, as cast member Mrs. Michelle Rossi-Voorhees (the wife of a freeman) puts it, to occupy the "head space" of early English colonists. It's not enough to use crude tools and wear scratchy clothes as they did in Frontier House; in Colonial House, the participants are supposed to think and behave and relate to each other as if inhabiting a different time. If in real life you're an educated, outspoken woman, say, you're expected to mind your tongue in the colony. The idea is interesting in theory, but in practice the premise is too heavy a burden for these otherwise smart, well-meaning people to bear. The harder the participants work at being true to the past, the more they look like products of the present.

To give the Colonial House cast their due, the six months they spend working 1,000 acres in coastal Maine make Survivor look like a vacation. The participants were first trained in the period's building, farming, and cooking methods—they learn mundane but difficult tasks such as how to light a fire—schooled in its customs, and apprised of its laws. They were then assigned specific social roles, such as governor, lay preacher, freeman, indentured servant. Each participant is expected to behave according to his or her station, and the entire colony is expected to function as a 17th-century minisociety. Indentured servants work tirelessly for their masters; women must tend to hearth and home, but, like the servants, they have no say in community affairs; attendance at stifling, three-hour church services every Sunday is mandatory, regardless of one's beliefs; and since democracy hasn't been invented yet, the governor's word is law. With fun, easy-going rules like these, what could possibly go wrong? 

As it turns out, just about everything. Colonial House is proof that you can take the man out of the 21st century but you can't take the 21 st century out of the man. During Tuesday's episode, for example, cast member Jonathon Allen, a 24-year-old graduate student, tells the colony he is gay. It's an awkward, uncomfortable moment, but not in the way you might think. The weirdness doesn't come from the fact that Allen comes out on television—MTV's The Real World did away with that social taboo ages ago—but from his breaking the rules of Colonial House. "In 1628 I wouldn't even be having this conversation," says Allen, "because the governor would probably put a stop to it and take me out there and kill me." Allen says that he can no longer not be himself—a strange sentiment coming from a man who decided to spend his summer pretending to be a 17th-century indentured servant. 

And then there's Gov. Jeff. I never thought I'd be in sympathy with a conservative Baptist minister from Waco, Texas, but Jeff Wyers, playing the colony's governor, seems to be the only person who wants the show to be what it was intended to be. Last night, he attempted to model the colony on the Puritan ideal of a utopian "City on a Hill." But when Gov. Jeff lays down the law—no profanity, women must cover their hair, mandatory church attendance on the Sabbath—almost everyone, in his or her own way, rebels. Saucy indentured servant Paul Hunt keeps swearing up a storm; Mr. and Mrs. Voorhees ditch church to go skinny dipping (!); while freeman Dominic Muir sneaks off to town for a beer and a plate of fries. Implementing historically accurate enforcement measures—wearing scarlet letters, being tied to a wooden stake—proves to be a modern pain in the ass, and work is brought to a near halt. Because the colony is expected to be financially viable (project rules dictate that the cast pay off imaginary "investors"), Gov. Jeff capitulates, proving that at least he's well-versed in that most modern of religions—expediency.

Colonial House is by no means a bad show. On the contrary: It's painstakingly researched, beautifully photographed, and it effectively debunks myths about the colonists as a bunch of dour, buckle-shoed squares. The viewer comes away with a good sense of how arduous life was for early settlers, and somewhere in there is buried a message about the challenges of balancing individual freedom with the individual's responsibility to his or her community. But whether Colonial House provides a true flavor of life in early America, I can't be sure. The next time someone hopes to capture how it truly felt to live in 1628, I hope they hire actors. 

http://slate.msn.com/id/2100820
Religion on the Colony, By Charles Hambrick-Stowe 

My involvement as a consultant for COLONIAL HOUSE came about because of my dual vocation as a historian of American religion and a Christian minister. In addition to a Master of Divinity degree and 22 years as pastor of a church, my doctorate is in American Studies and I have taught American religious history at several academic institutions. I have published several books and a number of journal articles on early New England religious experience, so the prospect of helping to bring that experience to life today was intriguing. I'd had two earlier forays into the realm of "public history" through the medium of TV -- as religion consultant for the movie MARY SILLIMAN'S WAR and the Learning Channel's "Great Books" episode on THE SCARLET LETTER. Working on the Colonial House project seemed like a natural.

As most people are aware, you cannot realistically imagine 17th-century life without religion playing a role. Religion is a powerful force in American society today (as it is, perhaps to a lesser degree and in different ways, in Britain), but in colonial days it was always at or close to the center of people's lives. Not that everyone was equally "religious," and not that some people didn't try to avoid organized church life. And certainly the various Anglo-American colonies differed in the types of Christian spirituality and church life they attempted to establish. One of the appealing aspects of Colonial House was that the colony's religious life was to have integrity: historical integrity and personal integrity for the colonists. The colonists were not going to "play church" or pretend to be 17th-century Christians. The idea was to imagine and create a way for their religious life to be historically accurate and yet personally meaningful for them in the context of their shared experience.

The notion of individual religious freedom was only beginning to germinate in the early 17th century. As Perry Miller wrote in his classic work, Errand Into The Wilderness, "Every respectable state in the Western world assumed that it could allow only one church to exist within its borders, that every citizen should be compelled to attend it and conform to its requirements, and that all inhabitants should pay taxes for its support" (1956, p. 144). Francis J. Bremer similarly notes that "all European governments believed" that "the state had a responsibility to uphold the true religion" (The Puritan Experiment, 1976, pp. 93-94). A century and a half later, William Blackstone's COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF ENGLAND (1765-1769) in its section on Public Wrongs still prescribed fines for those who "absent themselves from the divine worship in the established church through total irreligion and attend the service of no persuasion." So it could be assumed that, no matter what shape the colony might take, the inhabitants would be required to buy into the corporate religious practice of the colony. Just as it would be unreasonable for the individuals participating in the Colonial House project to bring a washing machine, importing modern ideas of religious choice would likewise be cheating at the game.

During an initial telephone conference involving a number of other historians with a variety of specialties -- and in subsequent discussions with Mica McCarthy and others on the television production staff -- it became clear that even though the Colony was going to be located in New England, this was not going to be a Puritan colony. In Massachusetts or Connecticut, religious life would have been more highly structured and pervasive than in, say, Virginia, Maine, or some other colony where the Church of England would have held nominal sway. This colony, although physically settled on land in Maine, was to have a generically English quality about it. In our imaginary colony there would be some freedom to blend broadly Puritan and Anglican sources in a creative way. My job would be to create worship materials and other religious resources for the spiritual life of the colony. Specifically, I was to plan five months of Sundays and to provide materials for other religious settings such as personal and family devotions or special times of community prayer. 

I'll describe the way I approached this challenge below, but first some further preliminary considerations. Of course, I had no idea who the colonists would be in real life. Some of them might be believers -- 21st-century Christians or persons of Jewish, Muslim, Buddhist, Hindu, or some other faith. Among the Christians, some might be Roman Catholic or Orthodox, some might be evangelical or Pentecostal, some might be traditionally "mainline" Protestant. Some might be extremely zealous about their faith; some might be just nominal members of a church. Of course, it also seemed likely that some of the colonists would not be religious at all in their real lives. Of these, some might be secular people entirely naïve -- clueless -- about religion. They might be apathetic about spiritual matters or they might be curious and willing to give it a try -- in the same way that the participants would be giving everything else in the 17th century a try. In addition to such individuals, COLONIAL HOUSE could also include some inhabitants with negative real-life religious baggage, perhaps outright antagonism toward spiritual things or anything smacking of "church." How to create a religious structure that would be not only a realistic historical exercise for all these colonists but also meaningful to them personally? How to imagine a religious environment with both kinds of integrity -- historical and personal?

I developed a proposal, which was accepted by the COLONIAL HOUSE organizers, that centered on the creation of a printed resource called the PRAYER AND WORSHIP BOOK. During the first months of 2003 I pulled together appropriate 17th-century spiritual writings and edited them in time for the PWB to be printed for use by the Colony's inhabitants. The book includes meditations and prayers for personal daily use -- upon rising in the morning and before retiring at night, at mealtime, on the Sabbath, when feeling sick, etc. -- and for corporate use on the Sabbath (Sunday).

We had decided that the colony's religious life would be broadly English Protestant, but neither specifically Church of England nor Puritan. In a Puritan colony like Massachusetts Bay or Connecticut, church services occupied the colonists all day on Sunday, three hours in the morning and three hours in the afternoon, whereas in nominally Church of England colonies, services were briefer and some people would also have enjoyed games and other recreation on Sundays. It was decided, therefore, that the Colonial House Sabbath would include religious exercises on Sunday morning and the chance for play in the afternoon. The colony would have a lay religious leader to conduct corporate religious exercises and serve as the spiritual leader of the colony, but he would not be identified as an ordained pastor or priest because that would require too close a definition of the colony's ecclesiology. The PWB, accordingly, would include materials from across the spectrum of early 17th-century English Christian life.

There are several basic sources for the PRAYER AND WORSHIP BOOK. First of all, the Bible readings for each Sunday are taken from the cycle presented in the Church of England's BOOK OF COMMON PRAYER. The PWB also includes printed prayers for every Sunday from the BOOK OF COMMON PRAYER. In this sense, the outline of religious practices for Sunday morning looks very much like the Anglican service of Morning Prayer. In addition, following the simple format of Puritan worship, the PWB includes a section of doctrinal teaching taken from an influential early 17th-century work by leading Puritan theologian William Ames, THE MARROW OF THEOLOGY. My idea here was to provide some meaty material that could either be read aloud by the religious leader or incorporated into his own teaching and/or preaching in the colony. Finally, the PWB includes for each Sunday a meditative selection from Lewis Bayly's enormously popular devotional manual, THE PRACTICE OF PIETY. Again, this could be read aloud or used in some creative fashion by the religious leader as he led the meditations and prayers of the group. The reason for including Bayly was not only the quality of his spiritual guidance but because, although he was a priest in the Church of England, his book was widely read by Puritans and Anglicans across the spectrum of English society.

I edited the PRAYER AND WORSHIP BOOK, therefore, to represent a broadly Protestant English religious perspective. The Bible selections, formal prayers, doctrinal exposition, and meditations are all authentically 17th century without being exclusively identified with one branch of the church or another. I attempted to make this material relevant to the experience of the inhabitants of the Colony by offering a series of questions, which could be used in group discussion or as suggested points in the religious leader's teaching or preaching. Of course, the creative use of this printed resource was left entirely up to the discretion and wisdom of the individual who was to become the religious leader of the colony. Perhaps it would be used on a daily and weekly basis, or perhaps it would serve primarily as background material for the colonists.

I met the colonists in early June at Plimoth Plantation during their training session. My job was to brief them, in just a few short hours, on the nature of English Christianity in the early 17th century and the variety of Protestantism that made its way to the Anglo-American colonies. There was a lively discussion after I had presented some basic information. It was fascinating for me to be teaching not students in a classroom but a group of people that would soon actually be living in a 17th-century colony. Even during that morning session there were hints that the practice of religion could become one of the most challenging aspects of their experience. 

I have spent three and a half decades thinking about the religious life of colonial America. I have lived in the 17th century in my mind. But I have never tried to live there physically as well. It was a privilege to help this group of Colonial House inhabitants make that leap through time. 

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/colonialhouse/behind/religion.html
Colonial Life Then and Now, The Training, By Liz Lodge 

In the spring of 2003, 17 would-be colonists arrived at Plimoth Plantation for an intensive two-week training session, designed to prepare them for life in early 17th-century New England. From diverse backgrounds and locales, they cautiously began to explore a lifestyle that would be both physically and psychologically demanding as well as culturally foreign to many of them. As the days progressed, the colonists underwent subtle transformations. Muscles ached and blisters blossomed. Appearances changed as articles of period clothing (shoes, hose, an occasional hat) found their way into daily attire. Friendships developed and a sense of community took tenuous root. In the first week, the colonists were excited by learning about the period; by Day 10, they were straining at the bit to start living it.

For months, the COLONIAL HOUSE project kept many of us at Plimoth Plantation very busy, creating a colonial environment into which unsuspecting participants would soon arrive. Although the eight-part series would not be broadcast until May of 2004, work on the project began at the museum in late 2002. Staff built houses, a storehouse, and animal shelters on location in Maine. We made furnishings (including books, ceramics, furniture, textiles, and baskets) and prepared provisions (including 1,500 pounds of salted meat and 850 pounds of dried peas). We organized household necessities, planned and planted gardens, and provided expertise in answering literally hundreds of questions about the details of colonial life circa 1628. All of this was not entirely out of the ordinary for us; after all, we have long been in the field of recreating 17th-century immersion environments. What was unique and, for many of us, most interesting was the challenge of imparting, in one or two weeks, enough information to enable 26 "colonists" to live a 17th-century life for four months.

In May 2003 and again in July, Plimoth Plantation staff worked with COLONIAL HOUSE participants to prepare them for their 17th-century experience. Fledgling colonists explored everything from riving and hewing, starting a fire with flint and steel, and cooking over an open hearth, to 17th-century worldview on such issues as child-rearing, government, social hierarchy and servitude -- learning how an English colonist from 1628 experienced the world. 

This worldview training was very similar to training we provide for our own museum role-players. Although we knew that the participants in COLONIAL HOUSE would not be role-playing -- assuming 17th-century identities -- they were expected to conform to the rules of a long-ago world that included ideas that were contrary to many modern notions. They were also going to be assigned the roles like governor, single man, servant, or widow. In the 17th-century colonial world, these roles (and gender and age) had a great effect on how one lived one's everyday life. Led by Carolyn Travers, John Kemp, and Lisa Whalen, the worldview discussions included "The Rhythm of the Colonial Day," "The English Protestant Reformation," "Colonial Economics and Government," "Family Life," "Domestic Order and Education," "English Preconceptions and Experience in the New World," and "Social Order, Servitude, and Gender Issues." These topics sound like a graduate level course work and many of the ideas were complex; but these concepts were critical to understanding the life they would be living for the next four months. What was considered immodest behavior? How did your "role" affect the work you had to do? What happened to people who chose to defy authority? The classes often involved very lively discussions, disputes, and debate -- giving us a good sense of the very interesting personalities and conflicts that would be part of COLONIAL HOUSE. With each passing day, as participants got their daily dose of 17th-century worldview, they became increasingly aware of the practical application of the teachings and the impending realities of assuming a particular 17th-century role.

Nevertheless, the majority of our time was devoted to the many practical daily life skills that the colonists would need in Maine. Everyone received training in some very basic information skills -- things like "Period Fire Techniques" (making tinder, starting and tending a fire, and avoiding setting the house on fire), "Know your Colonial Provisions" (an introduction to the very limited world of the colonial foodstuffs the colonists would be eating), "Farming" (how to grow corn in a blueberry barren!), "Keeping a Garden" (from turning muck heaps to discouraging pests), and "Basic Tool Handling" (basic skills including tool identification, safety, and sharpening). 

For many of the other practical training areas, it made sense to divide the training and trainees by gender. Women spent days learning about the daily life of a colonial housewife. Food historians Paula Marcoux and Kathleen Curtin led hands-on workshops in hearth cooking, roasting, bread making, pie making, dairying, and safe food handling. Jill Hall, Noel McGonigle, and Denise Lebica instructed the women in basic sewing and mending techniques as well as simple embroidery, while material culture specialist Maureen Richard offered household hints, from scouring brass to tightening bed ropes, for the 17th-century housewife. Little did the colonists know that seemingly benign discussions of period lighting sources and techniques foreshadowed impossibly dark, claustrophobic nights and daily concerns over shortage of candles.

The men spent much of their time with staff artisans Rick McKee, Mark Atchison, and Tom Gerhardt learning period woodcraft. The second day of training found all the men in the woods, felling trees and processing materials for fences and tool handles. Daily hands-on sessions included riving (splitting) wood for clapboards and fence pales, sawing lumber, basic house construction, digging, and fence building techniques. In many instances, the skills learned would be immediately applied to projects such as constructing animal fencing. The importance of other skills, sawing boards or riving clapboards, did not become evident until further into the project. In some cases, colonists applied their newly acquired 17th-century skills to some interesting 21st-century innovations -- creative oven building and loft configurations, to name a few.

The men also took to the seas and learned the rudiments of period fishing with maritime artisans John Reed and Peter Arenstam. Several of men had some intensive training in period boat handling -- they would have the use of one of Plimoth Plantation's smaller vessels, our 22-foot ship's boat, during their stay in the colony. All colonists had a chance to "disembark" a period ship, climbing down the side of Mayflower II into the shallop moored alongside her. 

But life was not just academia and hard labor. John Kemp frequently led the group in 17th-century songs and psalms while, in the evening, Cindy Barber conducted beginning recorder, tabor, and pipe sessions for a few game colonists. And when Ruth and Mark Goodman arrived from England a few days before the end of spring training, dancing, singing, and sporting prevailed. 

As training neared completion, we experienced mixed emotions -- from relief at having made it through training without divulging roles, colony location or upcoming scenarios to the colonists, to anxiety over whether or not we had adequately prepared them to respond to any number of situations. At the most basic level, how would they feel on that first night -- no matches, lights, dry firewood, or even easily accessible snacks? On a much more complex level, how would they respond to issues regarding the arrogance of colonization? We had, at the production team's request, not focused on colonization from the perspective of the indigenous people. First encounters with both Passamaquoddy and Wampanoag would occur in the colony rather than in a classroom and the manner in which colonists interacted with them would draw as much on 21st-century mindsets as on 17th-century worldview.

When we began to consider training the participants for COLONIAL HOUSE, the colonists were a list of names -- abstract people whom we viewed as more than a little crazy to actually try to live a 17th-century life for four months. We hoped that their experiences would provide us, from an experimental archaeology perspective, with an abundance of information about village life in colonial New England. By training's end, they had become friends whom we wished every success in a challenging and unprecedented adventure. 

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/colonialhouse/behind/training.html 

"Mythconceptions" Quiz

QUESTION 1) The first European colony in the New World was in what is now the state of Virginia, and it was founded by the English. 

QUESTION 2) The English colonists of the 1620s and 1630s usually wore black and white clothing. Men decorated their clothing, shoes, and hats with large buckles. 

QUESTION 3) All English colonists in the seventeenth century came to the New World seeking religious freedom. 

QUESTION 4) The "Pilgrims" founded the first colony in the area now known as "New England." 

QUESTION 5) The "Pilgrims" were "Puritans" who were seeking to "purify" the Church of England. 

QUESTION 6) An "Indian princess" named Pocahontas rescued early colonist Captain John Smith from certain death, and later fell in love with him. 

QUESTION 7) Early English colonists lived in log cabins. 

QUESTION 8) After traveling over 2,700 miles from England to the New World, the "Pilgrims" first came ashore on Plymouth Rock and established their permanent colony. 

QUESTION 9) Early colonists celebrated the first Thanksgiving in November 1621, and it has been an annual holiday in North America ever since, except during the years of the American Civil War (1861-1865). 

QUESTION 10) The weapon of choice for English colonists during the 1620s was a gun called a blunderbuss, which featured a thick and bell-shaped barrel.

QUESTION 11) Early English colonists developed strict laws and harsh punishments for those who broke them.

QUESTION 12) Early English colonists viewed alcohol and tobacco as instruments of the devil and banned them from the colonies. 

QUESTION 13) Colonists in New England were friends with Indians and did not fight them, as settlers did later in the American West. 

QUESTION 14) Enslaved Africans arrived in Colonial America before the Mayflower did. 

QUESTION 15) Early English colonists such as the Pilgrims introduced Christian holidays such as Christmas and Easter to North America. 

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/colonialhouse/print/p-teach_lesson1_answers.html 
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