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PREFACE
Political Antimasonry in the United States is a subject which, for the

most part, has been neglected by historians. The best single work on the
subject is Charles McCarthy's "The Antimasonic Party: A Study of Po-
litical Antimasonry in the United States, 1827-1840," which was published
in the Annual Report of the American Historical Association in 1902. Mc-
Carthy's monograph gives a good overall presentation of the subject, but
due to the broad scope of the subject the author is able only to consider
the party on the state and national levels. The purpose of my study is to
make a microscopic investigation of political Antimasonry on the local
level, namely in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania.

In writing this paper, I have had three major objectives in mind. First,
I shall show the role played by the Lancaster County Antimasonic Party
in national and state affairs. Secondly, I shall disclose how the Anti-
masonic Party completely dominated local politics in Lancaster County
for more than a decade, and why this particular county was so receptive
to this "peculiar movement." Lastly, I shall point out many of the per-
sonalities involved, some of whom were prominent nationally and on the
state level, while others were known only locally.

It is my hope that the result of this effort will add to the knowledge
of political Antimasonry which has been disclosed in previous studies.



CHAPTER 1

THE BIRTH OF THE PARTY IN LANCASTER COUNTY

The United States has had a long history of third-party movements,
which, despite their usual small vote, have played a significant role in
American political history and have made their contribution to the main-
tenance of government by unanimity.' The first major third-party move-
ment arose in the decade following 1820. William B. Hesseltine observes
that

. . . perhaps an undercurrent of hostility to the Masonic order had been
mounting •for some years. The Freemasons had served as an important
agency in the American Revolution and Masons were prominent in drafting
the Constitution and instituting the new government. In their ranks were
George Washington, Benjamin Franklin, Lafayette, and Patrick Henry. Yet,
in time it appeared that Masons held the highest offices in the land, accumu-
lated property, and constituted themselves an aristocratic and oath-bound
clique. Critics pointed out that the order was English in origin, created
secret titles of nobility, used wine in its rituals, and made sacrilegious use of
Christian symbols. In 1821 the Presbyterian Synod of Pittsburgh declared
Freemasonry "unfit for professing Christians," and in 1823 the Methodist
General Conference prohibited its ministers from joining the order.2

Antimasonry in the United States began in the village of Batavia, New
York, in the year 1826. This peculiar movement had its origin in the so-
called "Morgan Excitement." 3 William Morgan, described in a Masonic
history of this period as "an illiterate, intemperate, and dissolute charac-
ter,"4 planned to expose all the mysteries of Freemasonry through the
publication of a book, which was to be done in conjunction with two other
men. Shortly thereafter, Morgan was arrested on a very minor charge and
lodged in a jail at Fort Niagara, a distance of approximately 100 miles
from Batavia. 5 "On September 17, 1826, he disappeared, and in spite of
the most exhaustive inquiry, with all the power and machinery of the State
and with rich pecuniary rewards offered as well as offers of protection to
any informer, he was never seen again."6

Morgan's fate was never absolutely ascertained. One historian of the
period relates that he probably

was tied in a weighted cable, rowed to the center of the Niagara River at
its junction with Lake Ontario, and dropped overboard. In any case, it
cannot be proved that he was ever seen again?

Several years later the Lancaster Journal carried a report that Morgan
was in Palestine and had "turned Turk for life and wears the turban,"8
but this rumor was never verified. Moreover, in testimony before the Ste-
vens committee of the Pennsylvania House of Representatives investigating
masonry and secret societies, one Robert May testified in mid-1836 that
word had been conveyed to him through Masonic channels that Morgan
was dead.9



While the exact fate of Morgan remained somewhat muddled, the re-
sult of his disappearance was the arousing of a great deal of emotion
against Masonry. David Miller, the Batavia printer who had published
Morgan's revelations, struck back at what he believed to be "Masonic per-
secutors" by publishing a lengthy account of the events which led up to
the abduction and probable murder of Morgan. "Filled with lurid spec-
ulations and impassioned rhetoric, it called upon the public to demand
vindication of the majesty of the laws and punishment of the Masonic

criminals."10 Moreover, it was not long until such able New York politi-
cians as William H. Seward and Thurlow Weed saw the political poten-
tialities in the Antimasonic frenzy, in which pursuit they were aided by
the establishment of such Antimasonic newspapers as the Batavia Repub-
lican Advocate and Weed's Anti-Masonic Enquirer."

It is not too surprising, therefore, that the new movement spread
quickly into neighboring Pennsylvania. Just how the movement spread
into Pennsylvania is a question for which there are several explanations,
each of which may have some validity. "Some Antimasonic accounts at-
tributed it to the visit of a Geneseean to his former place of residence in
Pennsylvania, having brought with him a copy of the Batavia Advocate
of 1827.' 2 A second possible explanation is the fact that by "1828. . .
Weed's Anti-Masonic Enquirer was circulating extensively in Pennsyl-
vania" 13 . . . while another Weed paper, the Albany Argus, principal or-
gan for the dissemination of Antimasonic tenets in New York, was being
read in Allegheny, Somerset, Union, Lancaster, and Chester Counties."14
"Another account considers Whittlesey's [Frederick Whittlesey of Ro-
chester] activity in sending Antimasonic documents and papers into Penn-
sylvania as the chief cause of the movement there."15

After attempting to answer how Antimasonry spread to Pennsylvania,
one next encounters the everpresent "why"; why was Pennsylvania, and
particularly Lancaster County, conducive to the new cult of Antimasonry?
McCarthy relates that "considering the soil, it is not remarkable that the
seeds of Antimasonry should have spread to Pennsylvania and found lodg-
ing in so well prepared a field as that which Lancaster County and the
surrounding country presented." 16 To substantiate this statement he cites
these primary factors:

In the first place, this region was inhabited chiefly by German sectarians.
Among these were the Mennonites, the German Reformed, the Amish, the
Dunkards, the Moravians, the Schwenkfelders, the "New Born," the In-
spirationists, and many others. Besides these there was a large sprinkling of
Quakers, Lutherans and Presbyterians. Many of these sects had provisions
in their creeds against the taking of oaths — the Dunkards, the Quakers, and
the Mennonites had such rules. In the second place, it is to be noted that
much of this region was physiographically connected with the Baltimore
market, and its interests lay to the south along the Susquehanna and not to
the west. When the State was spending millions of dollars connecting Phil-
adelphia with the West, it can readily be seen that the internal improvement
policy of the State would be unpopular in this section. In the third place,
the lower tier of counties enjoyed a traffic east and west with which the
canal to the north would compete and tend to destroy.17

One must take into consideration the fact that the political situation
in Pennsylvania at this time was somewhat static; the Democrats had



emerged triumphant and their opponents were nearly blotted out of
existence.18 For this reason, the ground was fertile for the growth of a new
political organization that might breathe some life into the all-but-dead po-
litical opposition. Nonetheless, in a more recent study, Charles Snyder con-
tends that

. . . popular resentment toward Masonry in Pennsylvania antedated the
rise of political Antimasonry. Democratic citizens, particularly among the
Scotch-Irish mechanics and farmers, saw in Masonry the symbol of an out-
moded aristocracy, a state within the state, which operated behind the cloak
of secrecy to further the well being of its members. In their eyes, Masons
appeared to hold a virtual monopoly upon the professions and public offices
and to exert an undue influence upon the execution of the law and the
functioning of the courts.19

Thus one can see that there are numerous explanations to answer the ques-
tion "why," in relation to the growth of Antimasonry in Pennsylvania, and
particularly in Lancaster County.

The actual beginning of political Antimasonry in Lancaster County
took place in mid-1828. This organization was greatly facilitated in June
1828 when Theophilus Fenn, later to become State printer, and Dr. Thomas
W. Veazey established the Anti-Masonic Herald at New Holland, Lancas-
ter County; it was the initial party newspaper to make its appearance in
Pennsylvania. 20 This was the first of many Antimasonic newspapers to ap-
pear in Pennsylvania; in fact by April, 1831, there were fifty-seven such
presses in the state. 21 Lancaster County itself had at one time or another
at least four Antimasonic newspapers: New Holland (later Lancaster)
Anti-Masonic Herald, Lancaster Examiner (later Examiner and Herald,
Bethania Palladium and Lancaster Union. These weeklies, as well as the
other Antimasonic presses in the state, maintained a continual literary
barrage against the Masons, printing such things as David Miller's revela-
tions, John Quincy Adams' letters to various prominent Masons such as
Edward Livingston, then Secretary of State, 22 and also numerous articles
supposedly revealing that Masonry was anti-American and a general detri-
ment to society. The propaganda campaign carried on by the Antimasonic
press during this period must have been one of the most vigorous of its
kind up to that time.

With the establishment of the New Holland Anti-Masonic Herald in
June 1828, political Antimasonry came alive in Lancaster County. There
began to appear in this newspaper announcements of local Antimasonic
meetings in many areas of the county, such as New Holland, Paradise,
Mount Joy, Bart Township and Manheitn. 23 These meetings generally
consisted of the election of officers, the appointment of committees to pre-
sent addresses and a series of resolutions, some of which criticized Masonry
while others called for unity, and the establishment of committees of cor-
respondence. 24 In October 1828, "the party put forth a candidate for Con-
gress, William Hiester of Lancaster County, who was defeated by over
1500 votes." 25 The Lancaster Journal carried a letter inquiring how Hiester
could run on a ticket (Adams ticket) with numerous Masons. 26 Later the
same autumn, in November, Andrew Jackson carried Lancaster County
in the Presidential election by a majority of 1467 over John Quincy Adams,
the favorite of the Antimasons. 27 The remainder of 1828 and the early
months of 1829 were used by the Antimasons to organize more local meet-
ings28 with an eye toward the gubernatorial and local elections of 1829.



CHAPTER II

THE FIRST TASTE OF VICTORY

The spring of 1829 brought renewed hope for the Antimasons of Lan-
caster. The efforts of the previous winter 'began to bear fruit when on
March 27, the following notice was printed in the Anti-Masonic Herald:

County Meeting

Agreeable to resolve of the Committee of Correspondence, a General Anti-
Masonic County Meeting will be held in the city of Lancaster, on Thursday
the 23rd of April next, at 1 o'clock P.M. where all citizens of this county op-
posed to "Secret Associations," are respectfully requested to attend.

Committee of Correspondence'

Meanwhile, in late March and early April, more local Antimasonic meet-
ings were held to nominate delegates to the County Convention.2

The first Antimasonic County Convention in the history of Lancaster
County convened at the Court House in Lancaster on Thursday, April 23,
1829, with between 800 and 1000 people in attendance. 3 Upon organiza-
tion, the following officers were chosen for the duration of the meeting:

President:
Vice Presidents:

Secretaries:

John Robinson
Major James Patterson
Edward Davies
Jacob Lindemuth
David Scott
Roland Diller
Thomas Sterrett
Dr. W. Hibshman
Cornelius Collins4

A committee was appointed to address the delegates which resulted in a
general tirade against Freemasonry, its abominable oaths and the fact that
many young men joined the society without a sufficient knowledge of it,
such as George Washington. 5 Afterwards several resolutions were passed,
the most politically important of which was the tenth:

Resolved, that a committee of eleven be appointed with authority to call
county meetings . . . for the purpose of nominating delegates to the State
Convention, and arranging the manner of settling an Anti-Masonic ticket
for this county at the next general election.6

Other resolutions were passed, one having to do with the appointment of
a committee to make the arrangements for the time and place of the State
Convention, and another approving a measure recommended by the late
New York Anti-Masonic State Convention to hold a National Convention
in Philadelphia on the 1 1 th of September, 1830. 7 It was evident following
the County Convention of April 23, that Antimasonry had established a
beachhead in Lancaster County.



Early the following month, the committee chosen to make arrange-
ments for the State Convention announced that this convention would be
held on June 25, 1829, in Harrisburg. 8 It is interesting to note that about
this time rumors began to circulate that Amos Ellmaker, who incidentally
was a very active Antimason in Lancaster County and a member of the
committee that chose the time and site of the State Convention, had been
replaced as Attorney General of Pennsylvania by one Samuel Baldwin.
These rumors proved to be false, although there were reports that Ellmaker
was greatly feared by the Masons. 9 Mr. Ellmaker continued as the Com-
monwealth's Attorney General until August 1829, when he resigned.'° The
announcement of the impending State Convention caused a County Meet-
ing to be held June 11 to select delegates. The following persons were cho-
sen as delegates from Lancaster County: Honorable John Whiteside, John
Robinson, Major Alexander Patterson, Henry Hibshman, Jeremiah Brown,
Jr., Roland Diller, Isaac Burrowes, and Samuel Parke.'

The delegates who attended this County Meeting also passed a resolu-
tion calling for the appointment of committees of vigilance for each town-
ship and borough of the county. As an indication of the growing strength
of Antimasonry in Lancaster County, twenty-six townships and boroughs
as well as the East and West Wards of Lancaster City, chose such commit-
tees.' 2

The first Antimasonic State Convention in Pennsylvania convened as
scheduled at the Court House in Harrisburg on June 25. There were dele-
gates present from the counties of Lancaster, Chester, Lehigh, Dauphin,
Union, Indiana, Somerset, Cambria, Bedford, Franklin, Erie, Mifflin, Sus-
quehanna, Westmoreland, York, and Cumberland. These counties are
mostly in the southeastern, southern and western parts of the state where
the canal and improvement programs were generally unpopular. Lancas-
ter County was represented by the delegates chosen at the June 11th meeting.
One of these delegates, Roland Diller, was chosen as one of the two secre-
taries for the convention. 14 After listening to a series of stock Antimasonic
speeches and a lengthy address by Frederick Whittlesey of the central com-
mittee of Rochester, New York, 15 the delegates passed a number of resolu-
tions of a political nature. One of these resolutions supported a National
Convention to be held on September 11, 1830, and another reported that
it would be expedient to nominate an Antimasonic candidate for governor;
whereupon Mr. Hibshman of Lancaster County nominated Joseph Ritner
of Washington County.16

The opposition reacted to the results of the Anti-Masonic State Con-
vention by predicting a short life for the "demagogues" in an article in the
Lancaster Journal. That paper also printed the following resolution adopt-
ed at a County Meeting of the friends of Jackson and Wolf (Ritner's Demo-
cratic opponent) on July 15, 1829: "Resolved, that this anti order of de-
luded men, like every other factor of fanatics, will recover their reason and
be heard of no more."17

The Antimasons of Lancaster County were clearly encouraged and
optimistic about their chances in the ensuing election. The Anti-Masonic
Herald, which by this time had agents in thirteen counties of Pennsylvania
and thirteen other states extending from New York to Louisiana, predicted
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that Ritner would receive a 2000 vote majority in Lancaster County.1 8 On
August 19, an Antimasonic County Meeting was held in Lancaster at which
time the slate of candidates was chosen for the forthcoming election (See
Appendix A).

The campaign that followed was generally quiet in most areas of the
state. Due to the insufficient organization in many counties, it was not
generally known that there was any opposition to Wolf.1 9 What little ex-
citement occurred on the state level was largely the result of the conversion
to Antimasonry of Ner Middleswarth of Union County, speaker of the
lower house, who made the charge that the Masons approached him and
assured him that he would be nominated for governor if he would become
a Freemason.20 However, the Anti-Masonic Herald did put some life into
the campaign in Lancaster County by publishing articles on the Morgan
incident, accusations that the Masons controlled twenty-two out of thirty-
one offices in the county and a report that the Masons were circulating
a rumor that Ritner was an infidel. 21 The Antimasonic cause in Lancas-
ter County was further aided by what Philip S. Klein has called the dis-
contented elements:

Adams men, Federalists who were just waking up to the meaning of the
change, township politicians who had temporarily lost their foothold—these
elements were in search of some policy on which all could unite. This came
in the form of anti-masonry.22

As election day drew closer, it became apparent to all concerned that
the Antimasons held the upper hand in Lancaster County. The Anti-Ma-
sonic Herald optimistically predicted the Antimasons would carry the
county by 2361 votes. 23 The Democrats, now fearing the worst, tried to sal-
vage the election by unleashing their big political gun, James Buchanan,
the Friday night (October 9, 1829) prior to the election. At that time
he made "a flourishing speech at a meeting in the Court House against the
anti-masons and in favor [as the Anti-Masonic Herald put it] of his Right
Worshipful Brother and late co-mate in office, District Deputy Grand Mas-
ter George Wolf." 24 But it was all to no avail. When the returns were
counted it was revealed that Ritner had carried the county by 1566 votes.
and that all the local Antimasonic candidates had been victorious by major-
ities of at least 1200 votes. 25 The only disagreeable aspect of the election
for Lancaster County Antimasons was the fact that George Wolf beat Jo-
seph Ritner in the statewide vote by a majority of 26,522, although Ritner
polled 50,151 votes, a surprisingly strong showing. 26 Throughout the state,
the Antimasons managed to elect one Congressman (Harman Denny from
Pittsburgh), one State Senator, and fifteen members (including six from
Lancaster County) of the state House of Representatives, 27 a creditable
showing considering their handicaps.

It appears that the campaign in Lancaster had become quite heated
in the week or two before the election. Very early in the morning of Octo-
ber 10, the day after Buchanan's speech, the sign in front of the Anti-Ma-
sonic Herald office was torn down, and the law office of Amos Ellmaker
and Samuel Parke, two prominent Antimasons, was "decorated with barber
poles, and other things resembling the implements of masonry." 29 Naturally,
the editor of the Herald blamed the local Masons, 29 an accusation that in
all probability was quite correct. The first issue of the Anti-Masonic Herald



to be published following the election carried a lengthy editorial, which in
reality was the political, as well as the social, obituary of the Masons in
Lancaster County.30. The official history of Masonic Lodge Number 43, F
and A.M., Lancaster, gives the following analysis of the effect of the elec-
tion of 1829 on masonry in Lancaster:

From that time for several years, anti-Masonic principles in Lancaster
County were in the ascent. Masonry sank rapidly below par. No longer was
a member of the Order free from insult, and they motsly ceased all con- ,
nection with their Lodges. These were closed one after another, and every
Lodge in the County [of which there were six in 18291 31 remained closed
for some years. Most of the rural Lodges were never again reopened. Feel-
ing became more and more intense against the Order; and he was a bold
man indeed, who any longer owned himself the member of an organization
resting under such public odium. Most members of the Order denied that
they were Masons, and it even became a matter of insult to charge a man
with being a Freemason.32

The editor of the Lancaster Journal related that there had been some
split in the Lancaster County Wolf-Jackson ranks, but he went on to say
that he believed "no ticket could have withstood the mania which has seized
the people of this county upon the subject of anti-masonry." 33 However,
Professor Klein contends that

. . . in political circles there was much doubt as to the authenticity of the
county's anti-masonry. The Mennonites, it is true, voted conscientiously for
that party, but Hayes declared to Governor Wolf: "I do not believe the
one half of those who voted the anti-masonic ticket in this county were
moved to do so by the excitement against masons. I regret to say, I believe
some masons voted the ticket."34

Nonetheless, it is apparent that, whether for political reasons or for purely
Antimasonic reasons, large numbers of voters, approximately 5500, 35 ral-
lied to the Antimasonic cause of 1829, giving that party the first of a long
string of victories in Lancaster County.

[Editor's Note: The few Masons who remained loyal to Lodge 43 throughout the crisis,
and who preserved the integrity of the organization were recorded on a "Roll of Honor"
as here listed: Henry Keffer, Thomas Jeffries, Arthur Toner, Philip Reitzel, Alexander
Miller, Thomas Barry, Elijah McLenegan, George B. Withers, and Robert Moderwell.
Jeffries( 1786-1850) was an architect, builder, innkeeper and councilman. Keffer (1774-
1841), a Swedenborgian, was a confectioner. Miller (1784-1869) was a carpenter.
Moderwell (1796-1859) was a commission merchant, broker, freight forwarder and
councilman. McLenegan was a merchant and alderman. Withers was an attorney and
prothonotary. Most of them were active members of the Union Fire Co. No. 1]



CHAPTER III

EMERGENCE AS AN INFLUENTIAL FORCE

For the first time, in the session of 1829-1830, the Antimasonic Party
in Pennsylvania had some noticeable representation in the state legislature;
there had been fifteen members of the House and one member of the Sen-
ate chosen in the recent election.' The legislature concerned itself primar-
ily with internal improvements during this session. In his message of early
November 1829, Governor Wolf favored the completion of the vast system
of canals which was in progress, and particularly recommended the direc-
tion "of all our energies and treasures to the completion of" the route that
"is to connect our eastern and western waters." 2 The canal problem proved
to be a headache to the several governors who wrestled with it in the 1830's.

The primary objective of Governor Wolf was to build one great canal
system from Philadelphia to Pittsburgh, thus connecting the eastern and
western waters of Pennsylvania. However, "the counties bordering upon
the north and west branches of the Susquehanna wanted local improve-
ments in these sections in return for their support of improvements in other
quarters or for the main line of the canal." 3 Thus, it became obvious that
logrolling would have to be resorted to if funds were to be voted. The re-
sult was that immense sums of money were frittered away upon short lines
in every direction (See Appendix B). 4 The report of the Committee of
Ways and Means in early 1830, showed that the state had already con-
tracted loans in the amount of $8,140,000 for improvements. 5 The Anti-
Masonic Herald expressed a grave concern about the condition of the
state's finances, and feared that the only way they could be made sound
again would be to levy a "direct tax upon the farmers."

Therefore, it is not too surprising that a new loan would be unpopular.
After considerable maneuvering, a bill was finally passed for a loan of $3,-
459,532 for the completion of such portions of railroads and canals as were
already under contract, as well as for the payment of temporary loans.?
The few Antimasons in the legislature showed little organization and gen-
erally voted with their sections of the state on local questions, while on
the final vote on the loan, they were nearly divided. 8 Most of the oppo-
sition to the loan came from Antimasonic sections of the state, which can
be explained rather easily. Since the southern and southeastern counties
were two of the strongholds of Antimasonry, it is logical that they would
oppose a program from which they would receive relatively little benefit.
People in these areas still clamored for opportunities for turnpike roads
which would be of considerably more value to them than the canal.9
Antimasonic Lancaster County's position on the whole situation was re-
vealed in a petition sent to the General Assembly in early January 1830,
requesting suspension of further spending on internal improvements until



some were finished and could be used and until there was money coming
in from them.10

Probably the most important act of this session from an Antimasonic
point of view, was the bill to repeal the law exempting the Masonic Hall in
Philadelphia from taxation. The debates on this bill grew quite violent;
"the masons defended their order, and the Antimasons, especially the mem-
bers from Lancaster, vehemently denounced it." There was no apparent
satisfactory reason why the building should not be taxed, hence the motion
was carried fifty-three to thirty-one." This bill did much toward unifying
the Antimasonic Party in the legislature as well as throughout the state in
general."

While the legislative session was in progress, the Antimasons in Lancaster
held a County Meeting on January 2, 1830, at the Court House to select dele-
gates to attend the State Convention, scheduled for February 25, in Harris-
burg. The slate of delegates chosen was Emanuel C. Reigart, Colonel Tho-
mas Neal, Dr. Michael Kauffman, Dr. Richard E. Cochran, Roland Diller,
Maxwell Kennedy, Michael Musselman, and High Andrews." The State
Convention convened in Harrisburg on February 25, 15 as scheduled. There
were delegations from nearly all the counties with the Lancaster delega-
tion in attendance as chosen, except for Thomas Neal who was replaced
by John Miller.16 An event of the greatest significance to the Antimasonic
cause in Pennsylvania was the fact that Thaddeus Stevens of Adams County
('he moved to Lancaster in 1842), took a seat in the convention. 17 Joseph
Ritner was chosen President of the convention, 18 while Dr. Michael Kauff-
man of Lancaster County was selected as one of the Vice Presidents. 19 The
major order of business was the appointment of delegates to the National
Anti-Masonic Convention that was scheduled to be held in Philadelphia on
September 11, 1830. Amos Ellmaker of Lancaster County was appointed as
a Senatorial Delegate.20 Also chosen at the State Convention was a Com-
mittee of Vigilence of Lancaster County which consisted of Zephaniah Mc-
Lenegan, Edward Davies, Henry G. Long, James Whitehill, John Caldwell,
Abraham Cassell, and Jacob Reddick, Jr.21

The spring and summer months of 1830 were used by both sides to
promote their respective causes through propaganda campaigns in the local
newspapers. The Antimasonic press printed many articles critical of the
state administration, such as the following:

Governor Wolf says "he will not appoint an Anti-Mason to office." This is
"going the whole hog" against the opponents of Freemasonry; and it
accounts for some men not getting offices in this county. . . .22

On the national scene the Lancaster Examiner also carried an article
which pointed out the need for an Anti-Masonic Presidential candidate,
inasmuch as there would be a Masonic candidate (Jackson). 23 Later in
the summer, the Jackson press in Lancaster answered Antimasonic claims
that George Washington had been the first Antimason 24 by reprinting a
series of letters between Washington and the Grand Master of Pennsyl-
vania, in which Washington spoke favorably of Masonry.25

On August 18, 1830, there was an Antimasonic County Meeting held
in the Court House at which time the candidates were chosen for the elec-
tion to be held in October (See Appendix C). The campaign began to



warm up somewhat later in August when the Jackson press printed an
article contesting the Antimasonic claim that the Masons did hold or had
held all the public offices in Lancaster County. This Democratic rebuttal
was supposedly substantiated by a list of the Lancaster County sheriffs since
1797, and another list of the County Commissioners for the preceding thir-
ty-six years. The editor of the Journal claimed that only one Mason had
held either office during this period. 26 Not to be outdone, the Examiner
printed a "list of Freemasons who heretofore held, and at present hold of-
fices in Lancaster County," 27 a list which needless to say, was in excess of
two names.

The first Antimasonic National Convention convened in Philadelphia
on September 11, 1830. Amos Ellmaker and Samuel Parke represented
Lancaster County in the Pennsylvania delegation, but neither of these
gentlemen was selected for a prominent position in the Convention. 28 The
delegates adopted the report of a committee which stated that Morgan had
been foully murdered, and demanded that the Fraternity (Masonry) be
suppressed. 29 The most controversial issue to arise during the convention
was whether or not a Presidential nominee should be chosen, whereupon
a committee was selected to look into this question. The committee report,
which was submitted by the chairman, Amos Ellmaker, recommended that
the party choose a nominee for the Presidency; and further introduced a
resolution calling for a nominating convention to be held in Baltimore on
September 26, 1831. 30 The committee report, including the resolution, was
adopted, and so the Antimasonic Party was committed to enter the Presi-
dential election of 1832.

As the election in Lancaster County drew near, the Antimasons em-
phasized the extravagance of the previous legislature. It was charged that
the "affairs of the State were in an embarrassing and ruinous situation,
with an impending load of taxes and a reckless and unattentive set of pub-
lic servants."31 On the other hand, the Democrats lauded President Jack-
son to the people of Pennsylvania as the champion, the protector, and the
encourager of domestic manufacturers, and denounced the Antimasons as
being allies of Clay, a party gotten together by ambitious and disappointed
politicians.32

Election day, 1830, brought the Antimasons of Lancaster County their
second consecutive victory as they swept the local offices by an average
majority of approximately 900 votes. 33 The only dark spot on the local
scene was the defeat of Edward Darlington, candidate for Congress from
the 4th Congressional District (Delaware, Chester and Lancaster Coun-
ties), who lost to National Republican Joshua Evans, although Darlington
carried Lancaster County by more than 1000 votes.34

According to Democratic accounts, the Antimasons elected six mem-
bers to Congress, four State Senators, and twenty-seven members to the
House of Representatives. 35 On the other hand, Antimasonic sources
claimed the Party had elected six State Senators and thirty-five members
of the House of Representatives. 36 Furthermore, the Antimasonic press
claimed an increase in the Antimasonic vote throughout the state from
49,333 in 1829 to 54,027 in 1830; and they also claimed a decrease in the
so-called "Masonic" vote over the same period from 65,162 to 61,126.37
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This success cannot be attributed to the Antimasonic movement alone, in-
asmuch as a large part of it was due to a combination of the "discontented
elements" under the guise of Antimasonry. Also, a large share of the suc-
cess must be attributed to the Clay party, which voted with the Antima-
sons in the interior counties. 38 Nonetheless, it is quite evident that the re-
sults of the election of 1830 did much to enhance the position of Antima-
sonry in Pennsylvania, while at the same time it became clear that the Party
was solidly entrenched in Lancaster County.
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CHAPTER IV

AN INCREASED ROLE IN STATE AND NATIONAL AFFAIRS

In the legislative session of 1830-1831, the increased Antimasonic
strength first showed itself in the vote for Speaker when Ner Middleswarth,
their candidate, received twenty-four votes to twenty for his opponent)
Furthermore, in the election for United States Senator, the Antimasonic
candidate, Harmar Denny, showed considerable strength in the early bal-
loting, and finally received eleven votes (including those from five of the
seven Lancaster County Antimasonic members of the legislature) on the
thirty-first ballot when Judge William Wilkins was elected. 2 The Examiner
related that while Wilkins was not an avowed Antimason, he seemed to be
sympathetic to the cause. 3 This observation is somewhat reinforced by the
fact that the two Lancaster County Antimasonic members of the legisla-
ture (Robinson and Linville) who did not vote for Mr. Denny, voted for
Wilkins.4

The internal improvement and canal question was still the primary
problem with which the legislature was to concern itself during this session.
In his message to the legislature, Governor Wolf indicated that he favored
"a gradual progressive system of improvements by means of roads and
canals such as this State might have prosecuted from time to time without
embarrassing her finances, or endangering her credit. . .," 5 but at the same
time he emphasized the overriding importance of completing the Phila-
delphia to Pittsburgh route. He went on to relate that the completion of
the line of communication 'between the east and the west (part of which
was the completion of a railroad from Columbia in Lancaster County to
Philadelphia) would cost between two and one-half and three million dol-
lars. He concluded by submitting "to the wisdom of the legislature whether
sound policy does not require that the connection mentioned should be
formed with as little delay as possible. . . ."6

The Governor's message was a concise analysis of the canal problem
as well as a statement of his policy at this time. If he had been able to
pursue the policy he outlined in his opening address of the legislative ses-
sion of 1830-1831, he might have quieted a great deal of the criticism he
encountered from the counties on the main line. There is also very little
doubt that the Democrats would not have lost the support of the thrifty,
debt-hating, tax-hating German population (of which there was a sizeable
element in Lancaster County) to the extent that they did.' As it was, log-
rolling proved to be ruinous to this policy.

Subsequently, in early March, a bill was finally passed which allocated
funds for the ultimate completion of the canal to Lake Erie, through the
Antimasonic region of the northwest, as well as liberal allocations for the
northern and the western branches. Indeed, the act was a clear victory



for the faction supporting the development of the branches as opposed to
those supporting only the completion of the main line. 8 On March 21,
1831, Governor Wolf signed this bill and returned it to the House. He re-
stated his former position favoring completion of the main line, but sub-
mitted to the will of the majority. 9 The Antimasonic press in Lancaster
County carried an article the following week criticizing Gvernor Wolf for
not vetoing this bill, which called for extensive internal improvements in-
stead of sticking to the completion of the Philadelphia to Pittsburgh route.10

The Antimasonic delegation exhibited more unity in the 1830-1831
legislative session than they had the previous year, although they certainly
did not vote as a bloc on all issues. Generally, on local questions the Anti-
masonic legislators voted with their section; however, on the question of
the expenditure of large sums for the branch canals they voted in opposi-
tion pretty solidly." This tendency can be partially explained by the fact
that most of the Antimasonic strongholds either lay along, or close to, the
main line of the canal, or were so situated that they would not benefit
from the construction of numerous branches. The thrift of the numerous
Germans and Scotch-Irish, who made up much of the Antimasonic strength,
was undoubtedly also a factor in determining their vote on the canal
question.

A Lancaster County Antimasonic Convention was held in late April,
1831, to choose delegates to the State Convention which was to be held
on May 25, for the purpose of nominating delegates to the National Con-
vention.1 2 The following delegation was chosen to represent Lancaster
County: Zephaniah McLenegan, John Caldwell, Dr. J. F. Charles, Jonathan
Owen, and Jacob Erb.13 The State Convention, which met as scheduled in
Harrisburg on May 25, was somewhat disappointing to the Antimasons,
because it was poorly attended and not very enthusiastic. Of the 133 mem-
bers who should have been present, there were only sixty-four in attend-
ance. Moreover, only twenty-six counties out of fifty-two were represent-
ed.1 4 Besides choosing twenty-eight delegates (including Lancaster Coun-
ty's Samuel Parke) to the National Convention in Baltimore, the conven-
tion condemned Jackson because of his Masonry and advocated an ac-
knowledgment from all judges that they were not Masons.1 5 A hot debate
ensued when a resolution was introduced which instructed the delegates
to the National Convention to give no support to Henry Clay, who, al-
though he was a Mason, had considerable strength in the assembly. The
resolution finally passed when Clay's name was struck out and the disquali-
fication of Masonry was extended to all candidates.16

Back in Lancaster County, there was some concern over finding a
suitable Presidential candidate to present to the National Convention in
September. As a result, a group of Lancaster County Antimasons (includ-
ing Amos Ellmaker, Samuel Parke, Thomas H. Burrowes, Zephaniah Mc-
Lenegan, and others) wrote a letter to Richard Rush (former Acting Sec-
retary of State during the Monroe Administration and John Quincy Adams'
running mate in 1828) of York County, sounding him out on his availa-
bility as a Presidential candidate. Rush's reply, several days later, seem-
ingly made him available,1 7 but there seemed to be no further action taken
to promote his candidacy. The County Antimasonic Delegate Convention



met late in August and agreed on the local slate for the fall election (See
Appendix D).

On September 26, 1831, the first third political party in the United
States convened the first national nominating convention which resulted
in the announcement of the first national platform in our nation's history."
Lancaster County was represented at Baltimore by Samuel Parke, Thomas
H. Burrowes and William Hiester. 19 The convention, which was dominated
by New York, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts, 20 finally nominated Wil-
liam Wirt of Maryland for President and Amos Ellmaker of Lancaster
County, Pennsylvania, for Vice President.21

The election of 1831 seemed to have stirred up more interest and en-
thusiasm among the Antimasons of Pennsylvania than had the election of
the previous year. "Conventions were held, addresses were made, religious
controversies were aroused, renunciations of Masonry were printed and
all the paraphernalia of the party made its appearance." 22 The Demo-
cratic press in Harrisburg claimed that "Antimasonic papers were estab-
lished through the German sections of the State, Morganic books, almanacs
and ridiculous Masonic bugaboo pictures were peddled and distributed
without number wherever the people were supposed to be sufficiently
credulous to be imposed upon." 23 In the Antimasonic campaign literature
of the day, there was very little of a positive nature concerning the main
issue of the election, the question of state improvements. Due to the fact
that the Party had within its ranks so many conflicting interests, sound
political policy compelled the Antimasons to criticize rather than to advo-
cate any definite plan of their own. 24 They were not opposed to internal
improvements per se but were opposed to what appeared to them to be in-
competence and favoritism in the so-called improvement system. As head
of the improvement system, Governor Wolf came under severe attack. One
Antimasonic group claimed

. . . that a State formerly so happy, is now troubled with a governor who
is a Mason and a weak-headed man, by whose corrupt administration, con-
nected with the cooperation of a wicked and wasteful legislature, a debt had
accumulated to more than fifteen millions, and yet not a single one of our
public works is entirely finished for which these millions are appropriated.
And as it appears to us probable that Masonic officers under the protection
of the Masonic governor . . . made full use of the opportunity of wasting
money; we feel ourselves entitled to meet their mischievous conduct by unit-
ing ourselves in order to keep these squanderers from . . . all public offices
by our suffrage.25

As far as national policy was concerned, there was very little differ-
ence between the principles adhered to in the Antimasonic conventions and
the strong protective tariff policy advocated by Governor Wolf. Further-
more, there was very little difference of opinion upon the leading ques-
tions of national policy at this time between the Pennsylvania Democrats
and the followers of Clay. 26 Nevertheless, the growing unpopularity of the
Democratic National Administration, as well as the attitude of Wolf, led
to a shortlived revival of the dying National Republican Party, although
there is no evidence that it enjoyed any substantial rebirth in Lancaster
County.27

Election day, 1831, brought another overwhelming Antimasonic vic-
tory in Lancaster County. The entire Antimasonic Ticket was successful
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by an average majority of more than 900 votes, although Lancaster City
was overwhelmingly for the Jackson candidates. 28 The Jackson domination
in Lancaster City was in evidence throughout the period of Antimasonic
domination in Lancaster County, in both county-wide elections and muni-
cipal elections. The latter generally resulted in a large majority of city
offices being held by Jackson men. 29 On the state scene, the Democratic
accounts conceded the election of six Antimasons and four Clay men to
the House of Representatives,30  while the Antimasonic accounts showed
six Antimasons in the Senate and twenty-five in the House. 31 "The loss
to the opposition in the western counties may be attributed to a good ex-
tent to the money voted by the legislature for internal improvements in
that section, while the most potent factor in its [Antimasonic Party] de-
feat throughout the State was Governor Wolf's policy on national ques-
tions." 32 Thus, the election results in 1831, while very encouraging in Lan-
caster County, were somewhat disappointing throughout the state as a
whole.



CHAPTER V

THE ANTI-JACKSON MOVEMENT OF 1832

The main question of the legislative session of 1831-1832 was, as usual,
the canal question. In his message of December 1831, Governor Wolf de-
plored the tendencies toward diffusion and fragmentation in the applica-
tion of canal appropriations. He indirectly censured the previous legisla-
ture for not stopping this process. However, toward the end of his message,
in almost direct contradiction to his previous remarks, he mentioned favor-
ably the extension of the North Branch Canal and the Pittsburgh - Lake
Erie connection.' This message marked a decided, though not yet fully
developed, change in his policy.2

The Canal Act, as finally passed in 1832, provided primarily for the
completion of the main line. 3 On the whole, the bill was a victory for the
Philadelphia party combined with the German anti-improvement elements
(including Lancaster County). 4 Governor Wolf, when he returned the bill
with his signature on March 30, 1832, committed himself to the comple-
tion of the numerous branches which already had been begun. 5 Hence,
we find Wolf going on record as favoring a widespread and 'diffuse system
of internal improvements, a position he justified at first by an honest de-
sire to protect the work already done, but which was later upheld more
and more because he found his chief political support came directly from
it.6

Another issue which aroused some controversy during this legislative
session was the proposed repeal of the direct tax which had gone into effect
on October 1, 1831. This tax was very unpopular throughout the state,
especially in the conservative German anti-canal counties, such as Lan-
caster. An amendment to the canal bill was proposed on March 8, 1832,
which would have repealed the tax, but it was defeated by a vote of seven-
ty-six to twenty-two. 7 The Antimasonic cause was further damaged by the
fact that five Antimasons voted against repeal, which somewhat hindered
any effective political use of this bill in the future. 8 Throughout the legis-
lative session, the Antimasonic Party showed a remarkable lack of able
leadership and also very little organization. The primary reason for this
can be attributed to the different interests of such strong Antimasonic re-
gions as Erie and Lancaster. They did, however, generally vote for the
main line of canals as opposed to the branches. 9 Other evidence of organ-
ization could be found in the Antimasonic vote for Speaker of the House
and in the undivided support of Richard Rush for the United States Sen-
ate.1 °

The Antimasonic State Convention met in Harrisburg on February 22,
1832. Lancaster County was represented by Zephaniah McLenegan, who
was named as a member of the Antimasonic State Committee, John Long,
Colonel Maxwell Kennedy, Dr. Elias Kinzer, Colonel James Patterson,
Henry Hibshman, Frederick Hipple, Christian Bentz, and Benjamin Eshel-



man." The convention nominated Joseph Ritner for Governor and en-
dorsed William Wirt and Amos Ellmaker as the Party's national slate.
They condemned the Wolf Administration and charged that it was under
Masonic influence. One resolution declared that

Masonry encourages in the business and intercourse of life preferences for
its own members, destruction of fair competition, and is deeply prejudicial
to the industry of others. It creates in favor of Masons a monopoly of
public offices and public honors injurious to the services of the Republic,
and a fraudulent invasion of the constitutional rights of the rest of the com-
munity) 2

The Antimasonic cause in Pennsylvania had seemingly received a boost
in January when a party of anti-Wolf, anti-Jackson Democrats had met
and nominated ex-Governor John A. Schulze for Governor.1 3 However,
the Antimasonic hope died when Schulze declined the nomination," al-
though the fact that such a convention was held proved there was discon-
tent within the Democratic ranks. Whether this discontent was strong
enough to defeat that party would be determined in the autumn.

The regular Democratic Party Convention met in March and nomi-
nated Wolf for Governor. Jackson was indicated to be its choice for
President, but due to the unpopularity of Jackson's policy in Pennsylvania,
William Wilkins was nominated for Vice President instead of Martin Van
Buren. 15 A resolution, which had unanimously passed the Pennsylvania
House of Representatives on June 1, indicated approval of the tariff and
the controversial Bank.1 Wolf generally approved the resolution which
caused some Clay men to urge support of him. They believed a split be-
tween Wolf and Jackson would help the National Republican - Antimasonic
cause in Pennsylvania.' ? However, after the veto of the United States Bank
on July 10, 1832, Wolf did not break with Jackson, a decision which cost
him the support of a large number of National Republicans who thought
that if he had been persistent enough in his policy the Bank would have
been saved.1 8

The Pennsylvania Clay Convention which was held on May 5, did
not nominate a gubernatorial candidate. They did, however, adopt an elec-
toral ticket which was left under the power of the State Committee be-
cause of anticipated complications. The committee stated publicly that
they preferred Wolf to Ritner, but when Wolf decided to support Jackson,
they urged the support of Ritner.1 9 The body at large, including Masons,
promised their support as indicated in the following excerpt from an address
made at the convention:

Masons will not stand by and see General Jackson elected and the Consti-
tution prostrated without exerting every nerve in their power to prevent
so great an evil. Masonry has thus become not the principle but the col-
lateral and subordinate consideration.20

The next move by the Clay Party was to schedule a convention for Octo-
ber 15, with the proviso that "if it shall then appear that we cannot elect
our own electoral ticket, and that by supporting it, we shall render the
success of the Jackson ticket probable, we are prepared to abandon it."21

McCarthy believed "that the Whig party of the future in Pennsylvania
had now been born." 22 He went on to say that the difficulties were not
over and that the committee itself acknowledged that their sentiments were



not universal throughout the state. 23 From the point of view of Lancaster
County Antimasons, a coalition with the Clay men was definitely out of
the question. This feeling was exemplified by the fact that "in counties,
such as Lancaster where the Antimasons were dominant, they generally
opposed any combination with National Republicans." 24 They believed
that concessions to Clay men constituted a compromise with Masonry. In
the words of a prominent Lancaster County committeeman, "I would
sooner — a thousand times — and so would the Antimasonic Party of this
county, vote for Jackson at once, than be guilty of such a desertion of
principle as that proposed by the Clay Masons." 25 Other prominent mem-
bers of the party expressed similar sentiments. In a letter to Amos Ell-
maker concerning the election of 1832, Thaddeus Stevens wrote that "the
remotest suspicion of Antimasons combining with any other party, or frag-
ment of party, would be and ought to be injurious, if not fatal, to the
election of Ritner."26

The contention that the Antimasonic Party's zeal in opposing Mason-
ry was not decreasing, was substantiated further when Thomas H. Bur-
rowes, recently elected to the House of Representatives from Lancaster
County, presented a memorial from the citizens of that county which pray-
ed the enactment of a law prohibiting, under suitable penalties, the admin-
istration of extrajudicial oaths. 27 The Anti-masonic press got into the act
through editorials which chided Wolf's Masonic support. 28 Further evi-
dence of the increased vitality of the Antimasonic movement appeared in
the spring of 1832 when a Young Men's Antimasonic County Convention
was held in Lancaster County which led to the organization of such groups
on the local level throughout the county.29

The gubernatorial campaign of 1832 in Pennsylvania revolved pri-
marily around two issues: the so-called internal improvement question and
the Bank. In Lancaster, the Examiner, in the early spring, accused Wolf
of shifting the responsibility for the internal improvement program from
his shoulders to those of the legislators. 30  As has been noted previously,
Wolf's position on this issue seemed to be changing toward favoring an
extensive improvement program. Ritner's position on the canal question
seemed to be quite ambiguous, which was undoubtedly caused by the con-
fliciting interests of his supoprters. 31 He was rather vague on the subject,
as exemplified by his general statement that he was opposed to enormous
expenditures. Generally, he was thought to be in favor of expending the
state's money on the main line. 32 However, the Democrats had the follow-
ing explanation of his seemingly unclear policy:

Joseph Ritner, after voting far canals and railroads which have involved
the State in all her difficulties and her present taxes, is now supported as
the anti-canal candidate in the anticanal counties where his friends pledge
him to sacrifice all the money expended and put a stop to all future appro-
priations •to complete the work commenced by his own votes; and in the
canal districts his friends support him as a friend to the whole system,
branches and all.33

From the available evidence, this accusation seems to be a quite valid
one. 34 The fact that local or sectional interests seemed to be of primary
importance in most areas, made it virtually impossible to unite the opposi-
tion to Wolf on the vital question of canals.35



On the Bank question, Wolf's position was certainly far from clear.
While he had gone on record at the Democratic Convention as favoring the
recharter of the Banks, 36 he ultimately stayed with Jackson when the Pres-
ident vetoed the Bank bill in July, 37 and there is some evidence that he
opposed the Bank during his re-election campaign in 1832. 38 Ritner's posi-
tion on the Bank was made quite clear in his letter of July 7, 1832, in
which he said:

No consideration should induce Congress to adjourn before that question is
finally disposed of. It is impossible to forget the deplorable condition of the
Government during the late war for want of such a Bank, and the wretched
state of the currency up to the time the Bank commenced operations was no
less so. I can scarcely persuade myself that the man who can oppose re-
chartering the Bank, with all these facts staring him in the face, possesses
either a sound head, or a good heart.39

Besides the two issues discussed above there were other lesser questions
interjected into the campaign. Some of these issues appealed to popular
prejudices. One instance of such a maneuver was the Antimasonic appeal
to the intense democracy and nationalism of the day as exemplified in the
following extract:

The administration have [sic] not, and dare not deny that the state debt is not
only held in Great Britain but by British nobility. For the information of
the people we reassert the fact, that his Royal Highness, Charles, Duke of
Brunswick, nephew of William the Fourth, King of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Ireland, owns nearly, or about one million of the state
debt and that the citizens of Pennsylvania must pay annually to his Royal
Highness about fifty thousand dollars, as tribute for interest.40

There was also an attempt by Wolf to utilize the growing support for
the temperance movement to his political advantage, but this backfired
somewhat when he attempted to follow an ambiguous policy.'" The Anti-
masons made the most of the fact that Ritner was a farmer and Wolf a
lawyer. Ritner was said to be a "real and practical plowman . . . the Penn-
sylvania farmer whose good husbandry, assisted by competent, intelligent,
industrious workmen . . . would put our good old farm in order by repair-
ing the fences, clearing out the ditches, draining the meadow, driving the
cows out of the corn and destroying the Wolves and Foxes that have too
long run riot among our flocks and hen-roosts."42

There were also some strictly sectional and local issues used in this
campaign. The Eastern Germans were a very conservative people and
particularly opposed to heavy taxation, hence the anticanal element in
Lancaster County (as well as other predominantly German areas) appealed
to their prejudices. The Democrats claimed that the Ritner people excited
the fears of the people by belittling the value of the improvments, 43 and
also by "insinuating that the opening of trade with the Western country
would reduce the price and consequently the value of the property in thatsection."44

On the local scene, the Lancaster County Antimasonic Convention
met on August 29, and chose candidates to represent the Party in the
October election (See Appendix E). Following this convention, the Lan-
caster Antimasons intensified their campaign efforts. The September 13
issue of the Examiner contained an address from a County Democratic
Anti-Masonic meeting in which the following issues were dwelled upon:



(1) The evils of Masonry and the Morgan affair, (2) the state debt of
$18,000,000, and (3) the shortcomings of the National Administration.45
The same issue also contained an editorial which opposed a half-and-half
electoral ticket with the National Republicans, 46 and that of the following
week referred to the Democratic Ticket in Lancaster County as "the Jack-
son and Wolf Masonic Tax Party."47

October brought the state election which resulted in a very comfort-
able victory for the Antimasons in Lancaster County. The entire Anti-
masonic slate was successful by majorities exceeding 2000 votes, except
Jacob McAllister (Commissioner) whose name was mistakenly listed as
John on numerous ballots causing him to lose 864 votes. 48 Joseph Ritner
carried Lancaster County by 2263 votes, but Wolf was victorious on a
statewide basis by 3172 votes (See Appendix F.) 49 The Democratic press
stated that eight Antimasons and five Claymen were elected to Congress,
nine Antimasons and two Claymen to the State Senate and thirty-two Ani-
masons to the Pennsylvania House of Representatives. 50 Hazard's Register
of Pennsylvania claimed four, eight and thirty-four Antimasons had been
elected to Congress, the State Senate and the House of Representatives
respectfully; 51 while the Examiner contended that ten Antimasons had
been elected to Congress, including the return of Lancaster County's Wil-
liam Hiester.52

The gubernatorial defeat was a great blow to both the National Re-
publicans and the Antimasons. Various causes were ascribed, such as the
fear in the canal districts that Ritner would not finish the branch canals,
the undue influence exerted by Government officials and the claim by the
Clay papers that Antimasons had deserted the ticket in large numbers
and had by their radical actions, turned away many Masons who otherwise
would have voted for the ticket.53

Nevertheless, both sides began to prepare immediately for the coming
presidential election. The oppostion saw that its only hope rested in
some cooperative effort. Inasmuch as it was "clear that the Anti-Masons
could not be persuaded to endorse Clay," 54 the "National Republicans
abandoned their electoral ticket for that of the Anti-Masons [as they had
planned at their convention in May] in fear that otherwise the state would
return a majority for Jackson." 55 There seems to be some doubt as to
whether the Antimasonic electors were pledged to vote for Wirt. McCarthy
seemed to think not and contended that if Clay had had a chance of success
that ticket would have voted for him. 56 However, it appears that many
prominent Antimasons seemed to have believed that the ticket was com-
mitted to Wirt.57

Although a concerted effort was made to bring in the German vote
for Wirt, 58 numerous "German Antimasons . . . deserted their own elec-
toral nominations . . . and went to the polls hurrahing for `Sheneral Shack-
son,' as in 1824 and 1828." 59 The official returns for the Presidential elec-
tion in 1832 reveal that, although he had carried Lancaster County by al-
most 1100 votes, Wirt was defeated decisively by Jackson in Pennsylvania.60
The so-called coalition carried only eight counties and Philadelphia City
(See Appendix G); it received 66,176 votes to 90,983 for Jackson. 61 On
the national scene, Jackson won the electoral votes of sixteen of the
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twenty-four states with 219 electoral votes (687,502 popular votes); Clay
received 49 electoral votes (530,189 popular votes); and William Wirt
carried the 7 electoral votes of Vermont.62

The Pennsylvania Antimasons attributed their defeat to the tremen-
dous popularity of Jackson coupled with the fact that the Clay party had
not withdrawn its ticket until the last minute thus making it very difficult
to explain to the voters the reasons for the withdrawals. 63 There were also
charges of desertion of the ticket by the Clay Masons. 64 On the other hand,
the Antimasonic Party was weakened by the fact that some people thought
Wirt electors would vote for Clay if elected. 65 The above charges are sub-
stantiated when one examines the vote in Lancaster County, an Antima-
sonic stronghold. Joseph Ritner, in his campaign for governor, carried
Lancaster County by 2263 votes, but Wirt carried the same area by only
1079 votes the following month, while at the same time Jackson had re-
ceived fewer votes than had Wolf.66



CHAPTER VI

A PERIOD OF DECLINE

Antimasonry had received a severe blow in the election of 1832, from
which it took a considerable period of time to recover. In some states,
such as New York it died out,1 but in Pennsylvania, it lingered on to be
heard from again. Lancaster County remained one of the strongholds of the
Party, and the Antimasons there took much of the initiative in rebuilding
the anti-Jackson movement in the state.

The legislative session of 1832-1833 was, on the whole, a rather un-
eventful one. The spirit of the opposition had been smashed, and so there
was little or none of the fierce controversy and sectional bitterness of the
preceding year. 2 Cooperation between the anti-Jackson elements of the
legislature was almost non-existent due to the bitterness the National Re-
publicans felt toward the Antimasons for their desertion of the national
electoral ticket. This was evident during the organization of the House of
Representatives when a National Republican was elected Speaker and a
Jackson man was elected clerk. 3 Because of the friction between the former
anti-Jackson elements, Governor Wolf continued his former canal policy,
that is he supported a vast system of improvements, without effective oppo-
sition. 4 Generally speaking, the Democrats did almost as they pleased be-
cause of the frequent support given to their plans by the NationalRepublicans.5

One of the few issues over which a struggle did take place during this
session was the election of a United States Senator. The three principal
candidates were Richard Rush (Antimasonic), Samuel McKean (Demo-
cratic) and John Sergeant (National Republican). An attempt was made
to unite the Antimasonic and Clay votes for Sergeant, but the plan was
blocked by the friends of Rush.° The Antimasonic press in York (Rush's
home) was very bitterly opposed to Sergeant, even though he was not a
Mason. ? By the early part of January, the legislature had gone to the
twenty-first ballot, which had Rush leading with forty-four votes out of
129. 8 On the twenty-ninth ballot held late in February, McKean had
taken the lead over Rush, forty-seven to forty-five. 9 Several more ballots
were taken in the legislative session of 1832-1833, but no candidate got the
needed majority, whereupon the issue was postponed until the next session.
Finally, in December 1833, during the early days of the session of 1833-1834,
Samuel McKean was chosen as United States Senator on the third ballot,
when he received seventy-four votes.'° One source related that the Anti-
masons had deserted Rush because he had written a letter sustaining Pres-
ident Jackson on the removal of the bank deposits."

The Antimasons used the winter and spring of 1832-1833 to regroup
their forces. On March 4, 1833, a Young Men's Antimasonic State Con-
vention was held at Harrisburg which was attended by approximately



ninety delegates. 12 Lancaster County was represented by a delegation of
eleven, one of whom, Abraham Kauffman, was elected as one of the Vice
Presidents of the convention.1 3 The convention itself "was of little politi-
ical significance except in so far as it was a rally and a reassertion of the
fundamental principles." 14 It was also an indication that the Party was
not going to fade into oblivion as it had in the neighboring state of New
York, where true Antimasonry was forgotten. 15 The most important event
of the year, from the Antimasonic point of view, was the election of Thad-
deus Stevens as representative from Adams County. Stevens would later
prove to be the leader Antimasonry had sorely needed.16

The annual nominating convention for the Antimasonic Party of Lan-
caster County was held in late summer at which time a local ticket was
chosen (See Appendix H). In the election which followed, the Antimasons
won another decisive victory, sweeping the offices by an average majority
of almost 1000 votes. 17 Throughout Pennsylvania, according to Democratic
accounts, the Antimasons elected twenty-three members to the House of
Representatives and seven to the State Senate. 18 Therefore, it is apparent
that, despite its disorganization, the Party did not lose much in the way of
representation in the State Legislature.

THADDEUS STEVENS
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CHAPTER VII

THE REORGANIZATION OF THE ANTI-JACKSON FORCES

Shortly after the start of the legislative session of 1833-1834, there was
strong indication of a radical change in the policy of the Antimasonic
Party. It was first noticeable when James Findley, who had originally been
elected as Speaker of the House at the start of the session, resigned to be-
come Secretary of the Commonwealth.1 In that first election for Speaker
the Antimasons had voted pretty solidly for John Strohm of Lancaster
County, giving him twenty-one votes, as they did on the first ballot of the
special election. 2 However, on the second ballot, they united with the Clay
Party and elected William Patterson of Washington County by a vote of
fifty-three to forty-one. This marked "the beginning of an alliance which
was to last as long as Antimasonry was a party of strength in Pennsyl-
vania." 4 On the other hand, the Democrats were splitting over the ques-
tion of whether or not to back the Jacksonian policy. 5 As we shall see,
this split was to prove fatal in the next gubernatorial election.

The debate on the Bank question, which was a very important one
in Pennsylvania, took considerable time during this session. The Demo-
crats had been accused in the previous Presidential campaign of support-
ing corrupt state banks in opposition to the United States Bank.° During
the session of 1833-1834, a resolution was introduced in the House to
investigate state banks. Because the resolution was killed, the National
Republicans accused the Democrats of suppressing the inquiry to shield
the state banks.' The Democrats, on the other hand, accused the United
States Bank of meddling "in the affairs of Pennsylvania to such an extent
that a large part of the canal loan which had been thrown on the market
had not received a bid."8 Despite his opposition to the United States Bank
at this time, Governor Wolf kept a strong rein on state banks and repeatedly
vetoed bills for their establishment. 9 During this session, the Antimasons
and the National Republicans repeatedly voted together on the Bank issue
although the Democrats held a majority of the seats. Thaddeus Stevens
began to emerge as the Antimasonic leader in the House. He made numer-
ous brilliant speeches in which he criticized the National and State Govern-
ments, while at the same time praising the Bank and principles of Antima-10
sonry. This same group sponsored a resolution in the Senate to recharter
the Bank but it was defeated twenty-two to ten."

It has become clear that some radical political readjustments were be-
ing made within the anti-Jackson ranks, primarily because the opposition
had found an issue upon which all elements could unite. "Hereafter, the
National Republicans may be called Whigs, while the Antimasons, although
remaining a separate party, tend more and more to be absorbed into the
ranks of the new party and vote with it upon all important questions."12



Despite the fact that the Bank question had become dominant, the
canal question remained an important point of concentration. Governor
Wolf, by this time, was fully committed to an extensive system of branch

canals.13 The political necessity of the times favored such plans, hence
large sums of money were approved for vast improvements. 14 However,
the canal question was thrust forward most prominently during this session,
not through a battle over appropriations, but rather through an effort at
investigation. An attempt was made by a committee appointed for that
purpose to investigate charges that canal commissioners were guilty of
misconduct and favoritism. The committee notified the commissioners that
certain witnesses would be examined, and that they (the commissioners)
could attend if they desired. The commissioners resented this action, and
soon after presented before the House a remonstrance signed by all of them
which declared that the committee did not have the power to investigate
their conduct or to cite them to appear before the committee. Needless to
say, the commissioners were upheld by the Democratic majority in the
House. 15 This situation naturally led to cries of fraud and corruption upon
the canal by the opposition. Numerous speeches were made in protest by
their orators, not the least of which was one by Joseph Ritner in which he
condemned the Wolf Administration for excessive costs, as well as for
fraud, favoritism, and blocking of investigation concerning the canal.16

The third major source of controversy during this session came in
the form of the following resolution which was presented to the House on
February 6, 1834:

Resolved, that a committee be appointed to inquire into the expediency of
providing by law for making Freemasonry a good cause of preemptory chal-
lenge to jurors, in all cases where one of the parties is a Freemason and
the other is not; and on the part of the Commonwealth; in all prosecutions
for crimes and misdemeanors where the defendant is a Mason, and also
where the judge and only one of the parties are Freemasons, to make the
same provision for the trial of causes, as 'now exists, where the judge and
either of the 'parties are related to each other by blood or marriage; and
that the said committee have power to send for persons and papers.17

The resolution was defeated by a vote of forty-five to thirty-one, many
Whigs, especially from Philadelphia, voting with the Antimasons. 18 Mr.
Stevens was not discouraged, but rather brought up the resolution again
several weeks later at which time it was again defeated by a similar vote.19
Several days later, on February 24, Mr. Patterson of Armstrong County
introduced a petition which asked for an investigation of Antimasonry.20
Whereupon, Mr. Stevens introduced a resolution against "extra-judicial"
oaths. 21 Finally, to rid itself of the whole mess, the House appointed two
committees, one to investigate Masonry, the other to investigate Antima-
sonry. 22 Stevens attempted to get authority first to subpoena witnesses and
later to take testimony of voluntary witnesses both of which were opposed,
the latter by a large vote of the House. 23 Both committees in due time
made reports (See Appendixes I and J) which were both printed by the
state and distributed as campaign literature. 24 The legislature, however,
had not heard the last of this issue.



In the spring of 1834, Philadelphia Whigs, in cooperation with other
members of the legislature, organized a statewide "Convention of Dele-
gates from the Citizens of Pennsylvania Opposed to Executive Usurpation
and Abuse," which was designed to attract Whigs, Antimasons, and Bank
Democrats. The convention met at Harrisburg on May 27, 1834, and
the assemblage included more than two hundred delegates from forty-four
counties,25 including a delegation of fourteen from Lancaster County.26
It was soon discovered that dissidence among the body made any program
of real cooperation unfeasible. 27 Therefore, about all the convention ac-
complished was to draft a few resolutions of a conciliatory and unifying
character, such as the following:

Resolved, that it be earnestly recommended to our fellow-citizens, through-
out this commonwealth, along with zeal and energy in the great and good
cause, to cultivate a spirit of conciliation and mutual respect; and that it
be further earnestly recommended to them, to distinguish with their high
approbation and confidence, every member of Congress or of the Legisla-
ture, by whatever name he may have been chosen, who in his station has
faithfully resisted Executive usurpation and abuse, and firmly maintained
the rights of people.28

As McCarthy put it, "it was but the merest preliminary step in organiza-
tion." 29 Nonetheless, the Democrats perceived the new movement with
surprise and alarms, as they had been prepared to use the old anti-National
Republican charges (that they were the old Federalists in disguise) against
the Whigs.3°

As the summer wore on, both sides made the customary preparations
for the fall elections. On August 2'7, 1834, the Convention of Delegates of
the Antimasonic Party of Lancaster met and chose a ticket (See Appendix
K). Shortly thereafter, early in October, the Lancaster Union — an An-
timasonic paper favoring the coalition with the Whigs until taken over later
in the decade by Alexander Hood, a Stevens-type Antimason — remarked
that "it is presumed that the Whigs of this county will generally support
the Antimasonic. . . ."31

Election day, 1834, in Lancaster County was a repetition of the pre-
ceding five years, when the Antimasons had swept the county. This time
the majority for the Antimasonic slate was approximately 1000 votes,
while the Congressional district comprised of Lancaster, Delaware and
Chester Counties gave the Antimasonic candidates (William Hiester, Da-
vid Potts, and Edward Darlington) a majority exceeding 1800. 32 This elec-
tion gave the Antimasons absolute dominance in the Lancaster County
delegation to the State Legislature. 33 On the statewide scene, Democratic
sources credited the new-born coalition with eleven Congressmen, eight
State Senators, and thirty-eight members of the House of Representatives.34

The importance of the political year of 1833-1834 was that it "saw
the birth of two new forces in Pennsylvania politics — the Whig Party,
made from a gathering together of discontent and opposition of all sorts,
and a new spirit aroused by the enthusiasm and persistent aggressive poli-
cy of Thaddeus Stevens, from now on the greatest political leader as well
as the great high priest of Antimasonry, 35 which experienced a rebirth
under his adept leadership.



CHAPTER VIII

THADDEUS STEVENS TO THE FORE

Two of the early events of the legislative session of 1834-1835 were
somewhat confusing insofar as they were an indication of Antimasonic-
Whig cooperation for the coming political year. In the voting for Speaker
of the House, the coalition voted solidly for Ner Middleswarth, although
he was beaten by his Democratic opponent, fifty-seven to thirty-three. But
in the election for the United States Senate, the Whigs scattered their votes
while the Antimasons voted solidly for Amos Ellmaker of Lancaster County
who was runner up with thirty-one votes, the result being a victory for
Democrat James Buchanan. 2 Nevertheless, as the legislative session wore
on, the Whig and Antimasonic forces rallied around the leadership of
Thaddeus Stevens who had become active in the Antimasonic movement
shortly after its conception, and who was primarily responsible for it re-
maining an important force in Pennsylvania politics as late as 1838.3

Soon after the preliminary work of the legislature had been accom-
plished, Stevens reinitiated his crusade against Masonry by introducing a
resolution against extra-judicial oaths (See Appendix L). The resolution
was defeated fifty-eight to thirty-eight with most Whigs voting with the
Antimasons. 4 Stevens, however, was not to be denied. He then began
constantly to bring the matter before the House which in turn postponed
or laid these measures on the table. 5 Finally, he served notice that he
would bring the question up every morning till the end of the session,
whereupon the resolutions were eventually passed with minor changes (the
words "Masonic" and "Odd Fellows" were replaced by "secret societies") .6

The legislature was also destined to deal with some very important
questions during this session, not the least of which was education. Public
sentiment had long supported a proper and modern school system, more-
over, the question had already been discussed in the legislature as early as
1830. 7 However, certain segments of Pennsylvania's population, such as
the German and the Quaker, strong supporters of Antimasonry, opposed
public education because they had had their own schools for a considerable
period of time.8 Governor Wolf had supported a new system in many of
his messages of the past few years.

In the legislative session of the previous year, the movement had
received unexpected aid from Thaddeus Stevens. Despite the fact that he
had been elected by an Antimasonic constituency, many of whom were
Germans, Stevens threw himself into the educational battle with the same
zeal that he had previously exhibited, and was to exhibit many times in the
future, against Masonry. 9 Furthermore, it appears as though his powerful
leadership and matchless eloquence had prevented the session of 1833-1834
from ruining the bill with various amendments.'° Hence, a bill did pass
that session of the legislature although it did not entirely meet Stevens'
approval." Inasmuch as it provided for local option, the law was defeated



in thirteen counties, including Lancaster, where the German and Quaker
elements were strong.12

During the legislative session now under consideration, a strong move-
ment developed to have the public education law repealed on the ground
of unjust apportionment of taxes and money received to support the schools,
and also because of the burden of taxes due to canal construction ex-
penses. 13 A bill to repeal the act passed the Senate, but was defeated in
the House by a vote of fifty-seven to thirty-five.1 4 Then Stevens offered a
substitute bill, essentially modifying the law of 1834, which was finally
adopted. The Democratic press wrote the following laudatory remarks re-
garding his effort on this occasion:

The speech delivered by Mr. Stevens was particularly fine. The acknow-

ledged talents of this gentleman were never exerted in a nobler cause with

greater effect than on this occasion, and we feel assured that a more pow-

erful effort of oratory was never listened to within the walls of this or any

other legislative hall.15

This question became politically significant in the campaign which fol-
lowed despite the position of Stevens and other Antimasons. As a result,
Wolf lost much popularity among German Democrats.16

The canal question was also very much a part of this session of the
legislature. Wolf's policy had been supported by the Democratic majorities
in the legislature and most of his suggestions were put into effect. In his
annual message, Wolf suggested the combining of the West Branch of the
canal with the French Creek division, which would result in two proposed
passages to Lake Erie.' ? The proposal was very popular in some of the
strong Democratic counties through which the main line of the canal would
pass. The House passed the bill, forty-seven to forty-five, with most of the
Eastern Germans in opposition. 18 The Senate amended the bill by striking
out the Erie extension, and it was in this form that it passed the House a
second time. It also provided liberally for nearly all the other branches.19

Another issue of considerable political importance was the action taken
upon the amendment of the Constitution of 1790. The Democrats, as early
as 1833, had advocated changing the old constitution because of the tre-
mendous arbitrary power given to the governor and the judges. During
this session (April 1835), an act was passed which provided that the ques-
tion be submitted to the electorate at the fall election. 20 The Germans, as
a group, opposed this measure and in the coming election they (both An-
timasons and Democrats) opposed the Democrats because of their stand
on this issue. "A respected citizen of Harrisburg of German extraction,
who was a young man at this time, told [Charles McCarthy] . . . that the
natural hatred of the Germans to any change was the basis of this opposi-
tion."21

By far the most important political occurrence during this year, from
the Antimasonic point of view, was the split in the Democratic ranks. It
was not too surprising "that dissatisfaction would come sooner or later in
the ranks of the German Democrats of Pennsylvania, supporting as they
had a man who was practically a National Republican for so long, who
had favored a vast and costly system of internal improvements and who



had championed the school bill. . . ."22 The Germans, although not op-
posed to education, did not want secularization which they thought in-
fringed upon their parental rights. They had established their own schools
and did not want to relinquish them because of a new law. 23 Furthermore,
the gubernatorial election of 1832 had shown that Wolf was generally not
popular in the German districts of the state, and it also had become evi-
dent that that branch of the Democratic Party in Pennsylvania had not
supported extreme Jacksonism. 24 Hence some degree of difficulty was an-
ticipated at the forthcoming State Convention.

When the Democratic State Convention convened on March 4, 1835,
it was obvious that a faction from seventeen counties was determined to
nominate Henry A. Muhlenberg of Berks County for governor. 23 After
several days of fruitless quarreling over delegates, however, the conven-
tion nominated Wolf, thus triggering the withdrawal of the Muhlenberg
supporters who then nominated their own candidate in a convention held
in Lewistown. 26 The Muhlenberg element generally favored Van Buren
and opposed internal improvements and the school bill. 27 It is also appar-
ent that most of them were from the German counties in which there had
been large numbers of votes cast for Ritner in 1832. 28 Many means were
tried to close the breach. President Jackson even wrote to Muhlenberg
asking him to withdraw for the sake of party harmony, but it was to no
avail.29

The Antimasons saw these developments as presenting them with the
opportunity for which they had been waiting. An editorial in the Exam-
iner and Herald called for the election of an Antimasonic legislature so a
committee with power to call for persons and papers could investigate
Masonry.30 However, it is evident that all was not completely harmonious
within the opposition ranks, either. In Lancaster County, as elsewhere,
there were primarily two groups within the Antimasonic Party. First,
there were the so-called "pure" Antimasons whose position was expressed
by the Examiner and Herald; secondly, the so-called "coalitionists" who
advocated close cooperation with the Whigs and for whom the Union acted
as spokesman. The presses of these two groups had been critical of each
other all spring. The Union had remarked in one editorial that Representa-
tive Emanuel C. Reigart (Antimason, Lancaster County) opposed the
school law for political reasons. 31 Another editorial in the same paper had
expressed concern for the Antimasonic attitude regarding the Whigs whom
they expected to fall in behind Antimasonic leadership. 32 The "pure" An-
timasons at the Examiner and Herald, as was previously mentioned, were
more interested in investigating and outlawing Masonry.

The Antimasonic Party's gubernatorial nomination again went to Jo-
seph Ritner, whose major theme during the campaign was criticism of the
Wolf Administration for extravagance and corruption connected with the
internal improvement system. 33 The approach of the gubernatorial cam-
paign of 1835 found Antimasonry at one of its lowest ebbs in Pennsylvania
since the original formation of the party. In their fervor to win the elec-
tion, the Antimasons went so far as to agree to the creation of a joint An-
timasonic-Whig State Committee for the purpose of managing the cam-
paign. Many Antimasons, particularly the so-called "pure" element in



Lancaster County, later regretted this collaboration with the Whigs, since
it caused them to begin to lose their identity through compromising of their
principles.34

In Lancaster County, the feud between the elements of Antimasonry
quieted down as both concentrated on the Democrats. 35 The Democratic
Antimasonic Lancaster County Convention met in late August to choose
a ticket for the fall election (See Appendix M). Later in the following
month, more than 2000 people attended a meeting of the Antimasonic Re-
publican Young Men of the City and County of Lancaster, at which Thad-
deus Stevens was the main speaker.36

Election day, 1835, resulted in the greatest Antimasonic election vic-
tory in the party's history in Pennsylvania. Joseph Ritner polled 94,023
votes to Wolf's 65,804 and Muhlenberg's 40,586, 37 hence the Democratic
split was fatal (See Appendix N). The referendum on the proposed call-
ing of a Constitutional Convention carried by a vote of 86,576 to 73,170.38
According to Democratic accounts, nine Antimasons were elected to the
Senate, and in the House of Representatives, all but twenty-eight were
either Whigs or Antimasons. This meant a coalition of the two groups
could control the lower house as well as a joint vote of both houses.39

In Lancaster County, the results were still another overwhelming vic-
tory for the Antimasons. Joseph Ritner received 7018 votes while his op-
ponents, Wolf and Muhlenberg, received 4283 and 471 respectively. 40 The
remainder of the Antimasonic slate carried by an average majority of more
than 2100 votes. 41 Lancaster County gave the most votes against the pro-
posed Constitutional Convention, 7008, with only 1933 votes for it. 42 Hence,
the Antimasons of Pennsylvania, with a tremendous boost from Lancaster
County in both votes and political organization, achieved one of their fore-
most political goals when they captured the State House for the next three
years.



CHAPTER IX

THE COALITION IN POWER

The early days of the legislative session of 1835-1836 were ones of
considerable cooperation among the elements of the victorious slate. In
the Senate, T. S. Cunningham, a member from the western part of the
state who was opposed to Van Buren, was elected Speaker with twenty
votes to ten for his opponent. He received all the votes of the Muhlenberg
men, the Whigs and the Antimasons. 1 Furthermore, in the House of Repre-
sentatives, Ner Middleswarth, an Antimason, was elected Speaker. 2 One
prominent source estimated that at this time there were forty-five Anti-
masons, twenty-six Whigs, seventeen Wolf Democrats and twelve Muhlen-
berg Democrats in the House.3

At the same time there was a power struggle in process among the
three elements which had supported Ritner to determine which group
would become dominant. These groups were the pure Antimasons or "Ex-
clusives," the moderate Antimasons or "Coalitionists" who were willing to
sacrifice principle for expediency in order to control the legislature and
patronage, and the Whigs. 4 The initiative among the Exclusives was taken
by the older leaders, men who had been in the forefront of the battle for
the past eight years. They interpreted the victory as an opportunity, as
well as an obligation, to expose Masonry and to abolish oaths and secret
societies, to restore economy in administration and to reduce taxes. 5 Among
the outstanding figures in this group were two from Lancaster County,
namely Amos Ellmaker, Antimasonic candidate for Vice President in 1832
and Zephaniah McLenegan, State committeeman. 6 Inasmuch as the Ex-
clusives constituted the nucleus of the party organization and labored at
three elections for Ritner's elevation to the governorship, they were closest
to his ear. Therefore, they had the satisfaction of seeing a young protege
of Ellmaker, Thomas H. Burrowes of Lancaster County, appointed as Sec-
retary of the Commonwealth/

Because the next year was a presidential election year, there had al-
ready been some discussion of the National Ticket. In a letter to William
Hiester of Lancaster County in October, Harmar Denny expressed the
hope that Pennsylvania would be represented on the ticket by either Amos
Ellmaker or Thaddeus Stevens. 8 Late in November, the Examiner and
Herald carried many samplings from other papers concerning a possible
Antimasonic Presidential Candidate. Some of the names mentioned were
Francis Granger, John Quincy Adams, Daniel Webster, Thaddeus Stevens,
Edward Everett and General Harrison. 9 In the meantime, the Lancaster
County Antimasonic Convention had met and elected the following dele-
gates to the State Convention at Harrisburg: Jeremiah Brown, Adam K.
Witmer, Joseph Konigmacher, Francis Herr, Israel Carpenter, Henry Liver-
good, Samuel Parke, and Samuel Grosh.10



When the State Convention convened in Harrisburg on December 14,
1835, there ensued a bitter contest for control between the Exclusives and
the Coalitionists. The Exclusives, led by Thaddeus Stevens, argued for a
national convention, but the Coalitionists, who favored Harrison, prevailed
when a resolution to send delegates to an Antimasonic National Conven-
tion was defeated by a vote of ninety-eight to thirty-six." The Coalition-
ist-dominated convention then proceeded to nominate Harrison for Presi-
dent and Francis Granger, former New York gubernatorial candidate, for
Vice President. When it became evident that such a course was to be
pursued, the Exclusives (radical Antimasons) protested. After it was de-
termined that a majority of the delegates were behind the Coalitionists,
nine of the Exclusives, including Stevens, Harmar Denny and Samuel
Parke, withdrew from the proceedings.1 2 The reason for the withdrawal
of this group can be ascertained from a letter written by Stevens the pre-
ceding October, which said in part:

But if Antimasons are to nominate a man with whom they can not succeed,

they will nominate a distinctive Antimason — so as to keep their panty in-

flexibly together, and compel other parties to adopt our principles or en-

dure defeat. The destruction of Masonry is an object which we shall not

lose sight of either in success or defeat.13

Shortly thereafter, the seceders met and approved holding a National
Convention the following May. At the same time, they appointed dele-
gates including Stevens, Denny and a Lancaster County delegation of Wil-
liam Hiester, Amos Ellmaker, Hugh Mehaffy and Thomas Burrowes to
attend the convention." Finally, they issued an address (See Appendix O)
which is interesting because of the light it throws upon the Antimasonic in-
fighting in Pennsylvania at the time. The Stevens group was sustained in
its position by the radical Antimasons throughout the state, particularly in
the West. There were many calls for the dismissal of Todd (Coalitionist
leader), and it seemed for some time that another nomination would be
made. However, the action of the other states was not favorable to a Na-
tional Convention, although one was eventually held anyway, and so Har-
rison's nomination stood although it is probable that many votes were lost
through the resulting hard feelings.15

The legislative session of 1835-1836 produced several interesting devel-
opments which were engineered by the Antimasonic-Whig Coalition. In
his message to the legislature, Governor Ritner stated that "the people have
willed the destruction of all secret societies, and that will can not be disre-
garded." 16 In accordance with this recommendation a committee was ap-
pointed to inquire into Masonry, and on December 7, Mr. Stevens, chair-
man of the committee, reported a bill entitled "An act to suppress secret
societies bound together by unlawful oaths." 17 There followed in the next
several months an intensified crusade to annihilate Masonry that was un-
equaled in the history of Pennsylvania.

A committee of five with Stevens as chairman, was appointed to investi-
gate the evils of Freemasonry with the power to send for persons and pa-
pers.' 8 When the committee reported on January 11, 1836, it was ascertain-
ed that the witnesses who had been called, including ex-Governor George



Wolf, had denied the authority of the committee as well as the House.' 9
Therefore, on January 18, the witnesses were brought before the House in
accordance with a resolution to that end which had been passed on January
14. 20 Large crowds of people of every political shading gathered to hear
the secrets of Masonry revealed. But the curiosity seekers and investigators
were destined to be disappointed. All of the Masons assembled refused to
answer the questions of the committee; many of them instead read a pro-
test. 21 Furthermore, all the terms that human ingenuity could devise were
used by the Democrats to describe the proceedings. It was claimed that
the days of Salem witchcraft was the only parallel in American history.
The investigation was called an "Old Woman's Curiosity Convention,"
with Stevens as "Chief Old Woman"; it was compared to the Inquisition,
with Stevens the "Arch Priest of Antimasonry," as "Chief Inquisitor," with
many other equally ingenious terms used.22

On January 20, a resolution was adopted directing the sergeant-at-
arms to take into custody twenty-five witnesses named in the resolution,
and to bring them before the bar of the House. The following day, Stevens
offered another resolution that the prisoners at the bar be committed to
the charge of the sergeant-at-arms, and there continue until delivered by
due course of law. 23 This resolution resulted in a series of amendments
being offered, one of which proposed that "the speaker of the house be in-
structed to apologize to the prisoners at the bar." 24 It was apparent that
the House was beginning to tire of Stevens and his crusade. One eyewit-
ness revealed that "for a time it was uncertain whether the prisoners would
be committed or the house apologize to them." 25 After a struggle, the
House finally decided to discharge the prisoners by a vote of forty-eight
to forty-five. Stevens did not give up the idea of an investigation and con-
tinued to bring the matter up. He did not succeed in accomplishing much,
however, as the Whigs were utterly disgusted at his disgraceful defeat.26

Three other important issues were handled simultaneously, with the
passage of the so-called Omnibus Bill on improvements (railroad and ca-
nal), repeal of the direct tax, and chartering of the State Bank (to be
called the United States Bank.) 27 It was expected that after the election
of Ritner, a friend of the Bank, an attempt would be made early in the
session to incorporate it. On January 28, a bill entitled "an Act to repeal
the State tax on real and personal property, and to continue and extend
the improvements of the State by canals and railroads, and to charter a
State Bank to be called the Bank of the United States," which had been
introduced earlier by Stevens, passed the House by a vote of fifty-seven
to thirty-three. 28 By the terms of its charter, which was for thirty years,
the Bank was to pay the state a bonus of $2,000,000 29 to be paid as follows:
$500,000 in 1837 and $100,000 annually thereafter. 30  In addition the Bank
could be called on for a permanent loan up to $6,000,000 and a temporary
loan up to $1,000,000 in any one year with both loans to carry a low rate
of interest. The Bank was also required to subscribe $675,000 to various
railroad and turnpike companies throughout the state. 31 Of the $2,000,000
received by the state in 1836, all but about $50,000 was immediately ap-
propriated as follows: (1) $650,000 for repairs and new equipment on old
works, (2) $600,000 for payment of interest on state debt, (3) $550,000



for extension of state works, (4) $139,000 for turnpike companies, and (5)
$12,000 for surveys.32

It is evident that the Bank provided some needed capital for the ex-
tension of public works, but at the same time the new law repealed the
direct tax which cut off the revenue required for its sustenance. 33 As we
have seen, the greater part of the money received from the Bank was spent
and comparatively little was assigned to the discharge of the state debt
which had increased $18,000,000, to a total of $25,000,000, during the
Wolf Administration. 34 Numerous improvement companies and specula-
tive enterprises sprang up in every direction. Work was begun which would
take enormous sums of money to complete. Although conditions were so
advantageous to all sectional interests that many adherents were won to
the Antimasonic-Whig Party, even some Democrats, 35 the logical result
could be forseen; the crash came the following year. 36 The chartering of
the Bank set a precedent for the establishment of other State Banks, many
of which were eventually organized during Ritner's term.37

It was quite evident that the repeal of the direct tax would appeal to
the thrifty Germans of Pennsylvania. Another strong bid for public favor
was a resolution introduced by Stevens which instructed the Pennsylvania
delegation to Congress to use their influence to promote the passage of a
law making an appropriation for the improvement of the navigation of
the Ohio River. 38 They were also instructed during this session to vote
against the expunging resolution, and in the extra session they were in-
structed to vote against the distribution of the Treasury surplus among
the states.39

However, none of the devices formulated to embarrass the Democrats
was more rewarding to Coalition (Whig-Antimasonic) strategists than the
new apportionment law. Under the astute guidance of Stevens, this law
juggled districts so that traditional associations were severed and strangers
made to act with strangers. Where solid blocks of Democratic counties
seemed to block Coalition victories, districts were enlarged, several to elect
as many as three Senators. For example, York and Lancaster Counties
were united to form a district receiving three Senators. The predominent
Antimasonic vote in Lancaster was counted upon to offset the usual Demo-
cratic majorities in York. Thus the finished product was a model of gerry-
mandering. 40 The Democrats protested that the apportionment bill was
exceeded in inequity only by the Bank charter, but they were unable to block
it. As a matter of fact, eight Democratic Senators who had bolted the party
on the Bank bill and several lesser bills, also voted with the Coalition on
this issue.41

Many of the Whig and Antimasonic newspapers across the state were
lavish in their praise of this session. Not emphasized in the press was the
fact that this session of the legislature marked the beginning of the domi-
nation by the Whigs of the coalition and the decline of Exclusive Anti-
masonry on the state level. Leadership had been taken by the Whigs in
the nomination of Harrison, in instructing Democratic Senators in Wash-
ington, and, most conspicuously, in the passage of the Bank charter.42

The depth to which Exclusive Antimasonry had fallen was exempli-
fied at the National Convention held in Philadelphia on May 4, 1836,



which had been called previously by the Stevens-led element. The conven-
tion, in which Stevens condemned the Whig role in the nomination at
Harrisburg, was poorly attended. The business of the convention can be
well summarized in the following resolution which was introduced by the
Secretary of the Commonwealth, Thomas H. Burrowes of Lancaster Coun-
ty: "Resolved, that it is inexpedient, under existing circumstances, to put
in nomination Antimasonic candidates for the offices of President and Vice
President, to be supported by the National Antimasonic Party at the ap-
proaching Presidential election." 43 On the other hand, the National Con-
vention did not accept the Harrison-Granger ticket, inasmuch as they
wanted more assurance of Harrison's Antimasonry.44

There had been indications some months before that the radical-insti-
gated National Convention was not well supported, even in Lancaster Coun-
ty, an Exclusive stronghold. An editorial in the Examiner and Herald in
late January had indicated the need to support Harrison and Granger.45
Furthermore, only about half of the delegates chosen to go to the Phila-
delphia convention from Lancaster County attended." Some Lancaster
Countians participated with the Stevens group in attempting to get a clar-
ification of Harrison's views on masonry. Harrison replied to an inquiry
put to him by a Committee of the Antimasonic National Convention in a
letter dated May 20, 1836, in which he said that he would not "nominate
any man to office who held the opinion that his obligations to any secret
society were superior to those which he owed to the Laws and Constitution
of his Country."47

Harrison's explanation was apparently satisfactory to the Lancaster
County Democratic Antimasons, inasmuch as they passed a resolution, at
a meeting held in early August, calling for the support of Harrison and
Granger in the fall election." At another meeting, later in the same month,
they selected candidates to bear the standard of the Lancaster County
Democratic Antimasonic Party in the forthcoming election (See Appendix
P)

The election in Lancaster County provided another decisive Anti-
masonic victory. The whole slate, except for Dr. Samuel Houston for the
State Senate, was successful by an average majority of more than 1100
votes.49 Because of the new apportionment law, Houston had to run simul-
taneously in Lancaster and York Counties. Although he obtained a ma-
jority of 851 in the former county, the vote in the latter was decisive.50
According to Whig accounts, three Whigs and four Antimasons were elect-
ed to Congress, eighteen Whigs, Antimasons and State Rights Democrats
(those opposed to the distribution revenue among the states, usually anti-
Van Buren Democrats) in the Senate and eleven Whigs and twenty Anti-
masons in the House of Representatives. 51 "It was apparent that in spite
of all their tactics, their popular measures and their gerrymandering, the
party was badly beaten, and above all, Stevens was not returned. 52 Never-
theless, it also was apparent that the Antimasons still retained firm control
in Lancaster County.

On November 8, the Presidential election and the election of delegates
to the Pennsylvania Constitutional Convention were held. 53 In the Presi-
dential contest, the Harrison and Granger Electors in Lancaster County



polled a majority of 2107 votes, 54 but Van Buren carried Pennsylvania
by 4362 votes55 and won easily in the electoral college with 167 votes to 73
for Harrison, with three candidates splitting the remaining 51 votes. 56 At
the same time, the Antimasonic delegates won the right to represent Lan-
caster County at the Constitutional Convention, the following men being
chosen by the voters: William Hiester, James Porter, Jeremiah Brown,
Lindley Coates, Dr. R. E. Cockran, Joseph Konigmacher, H. G. Long, and
Emanuel C. Reigart. 57 Statewide, the election for Constitutional Conven-
tion delegates resulted in victories for sixty-seven Democrats and sixty-six
Whigs and Antimasons. 58 However, upon the death of a Democratic mem-
ber from the Union-Juniata-Mifflin District, a special election resulted in
the triumph of an Antimason, thus reversing the balance of power in favor
of the Coalition.59

The Coalition attempted to explain away the election defeat. The
Harrisburg Chronicle claimed it was due to the fact that the German
farmers could not get out to vote because of the duties of their occupation.60
McCarthy cites several reasons, such as sectional or local dissatisfaction
with the internal improvement program, concern by conservative Germans
and others over the economic situation, disapproval by those who did not
participate in the benefits derived from the chartering of the Bank, and
possibly the most important, Stevens' arbitrary measures in the legislature
regarding Masonry together with the fact that the investigation ended in
such a fiasco. 61 These elections revealed that the elements of opposition
had become more solidified. As far as national questions were concerned,
Antimasonry was practically absorbed into the new Whig movement. How-
ever, in state matters it was yet to make one final struggle prior to its com-
plete absorption into the Whig Party of the future.62



CHAPTER X

REGROUPING OF THE FORCES

The legislative session of 1836-1837 found the lower house in firm
control of the Democrats. Organization of the legislature resulted in the
election of Lewis Dewart, a Muhlenberg Democrat, as Speaker of the
House, while Thomas S. Cunningham was reelected as Speaker of the Sen-
ate.1 One of the first issues of importance was the proposed disbursal of the
state treasury surplus among the different improvement proposals. Gov-
ernor Ritner had earlier indicated his approval for a canal system that
would connect Philadelphia and Lake Erie, which at this time was not a
reality due to the incompletion of the Erie extension. Needless to say,
"every little crossroads speculation, every proposed railroad, beginning no-
where and ending nowhere, every private company of almost any sort
cried for its share" 2 of the money. Hence, it was not too surprising that the
bill which was drawn up provided for numerous works; so numerous in fact
that if they were all completed, the estimated increase in the state debt
would have been from $24,330,000 to $45,120,000. 3 However, the bill,
which consequently passed both houses, called for an appropriation in the
neighborhood of $3,000,000. 4 Ritner vetoed the bill on the grounds that
many of its provisions were inequitable and that it would mean a sizeable
increase in the state debt. 5 The Examiner and Herald supported Ritner's
veto which was sustained in the House by a vote of forty-seven to forty-
five, two-thirds vote being necessary to override.°

Another matter which the Governor had mentioned favorably in his
message was the proposed Gettysburg Railroad, about which he said:

It will be perceived that the board recommends an 'appropriation of two
hundred and eighty thousand dollars to the Gettysburg Railroad. This im-
provement is intended to connect, westwardly with the Baltimore and Ohio
Railroad and the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal, and eastwardly by means of
the company road from Gettysburg to the Susquehanna at Wrightsville
opposite Columbia [Lancaster 'County] with the Philadelphia and Columbia
Railroad, communicating through the heart of six of the southern counties
of the State and terminating at our local metropolis. The property of such
a work, at a time when it can be prosecuted without increasing the public
burthens, can not remain a moment problematic, particularly when it is re-
membered that the counties to be benefitted have heretofore derived no ad-
vantage from the State improvements?

The residents of Philadelphia were against many of the first railroad
schemes primarily because they were designed to run south and, conse-
quently, might take trade away from Philadelphia. The Gettysburg Rail-
road was designed to run westward from the city, and, therefore, found
favor with a large body of the business interests which were not satisfied
with the canal. This dissatisfaction was evident because the canal could
run only part of the year and was constantly breaking down, besides
causing a costly reshipment at the Allegheny portage. 8 Thaddeus Stevens



emerged as the champion of the new plan. He had attempted to obtain
an appropriation of $75,000 in the previous legislature, but had failed.
Later, he was elected president of the company which was known as the
Wrightsville, York and Gettysburg Railroad. Ritner's favorable comment
concerning this proposal was an attempt to placate the southeastern section
of the state. However, as previously mentioned, the canal bill (which had
included $150,000 for the Gettysburg Railroad) had been vetoed, and this
scheme for the time being remained in abeyance.9

Naturally, now that the Democrats had the majority, they would be
interested in destroying the Bank. They passed a resolution in the House
calling for the appointment of a committee to make certain investigations
concerning the management of that institution as well as the manner by
which its charter had been obtained.") Stevens testified before the com-
mittee that one of the reasons for rechartering the Bank had been Ritner's
campaign promise that he would neither increase taxes nor the state debt,
and that the rechartering of the Bank furnished a means of fulfilling this
promise." Moreover, Stevens vigorously protested against the investigation
which was probably responsible in some part for the fact that the report
of the majority and the minority of the committee acquitted the Bank offi-
cials and the legislators of having used corrupt measures to procure the
institution's incorporation." The majority report, however, contended that
the state could annul the charter if it desired, while the minority denied
such power.13

The Democrats, then, failed to weaken the Bank, but new strength was
soon added to their cause when the banks of Pennsylvania suspended specie
payments on May 11. 14 The proposed issue of paper money aroused a storm
of protest so great that pressure was brought to bear upon Ritner to con-
vene an extra session of the legislature. This the Governor refused to do,
and in a speech on this matter he stated that temporary laws, such as stay
laws, or any other makeshift legislation, would be useless at this time.15

It was during this session of the legislature that the slavery issue began
to take on some considerable political importance. The "peculiar institu-
tion" found many vigorous opponents among the Antimasons of Pennsyl-
vania, especially among the Quakers. 16 The abolitionist agitation had
greatly increased in the past two years due to the publication of articles
such as "Dr. E. W. C. Channing's eloquent and powerful though visionary
letter in favor of Abolition. . . ." 17 Governor Ritner, in his message, had
charged the Democrats with "basely bowing the knee to the dark spirit of
slavery." This statement had the dual effect of arousing the ire of not
only the Democrats, but also of many of the Whig allies of the Antimasons,
inasmuch as the Whigs were attempting to form a united party of both the
North and the South. 19 This reaction is exemplified by the fact that the
Pennsylvania Intelligencer, one of the strongest Whig papers in the state,
was decidedly proslavery.20 The Democratic press claimed that 'rhe Anti-
masons espoused the abolition movement primarily for political gain (See
Appendix Q). 21 In the legislature, the Antimasons introduced a bill which
would have given a jury trial to fugitive slaves, but it was defeated.22

Concerning Antimasonry itself, Governor Ritner had, in his message,
denied Washington's active support of the Masonic order. He went on



further to relate that since Washington's day, Masonry had become a detri-
ment to society, and that the legislature had the authority and the obliga-
tion to adolish it (See Appendix R.) 23 Naturally, the Democratic majority
did not see its way clear to heed the Governor's suggestions, but rather
called upon him to explain the basis of his opinions concerning Washington.
This he did in a very competent document which the House did him the
justice to have printed.24

The delegates to the Constitutional Convention assembled in Harris-
burg on May 2, 1837, to begin deliberations. As has been related above,
the Coalition (Whigs and Antimasons) had a majority of one delegate,
sixty-seven to sixty-six, over the Democrats. 25 The Coalition used this slight
advantage to dominate the organization of the convention by electing their
candidate, John Sergeant, as president, and by securing control of the
strategic committees. 26 Their cause was further strengthened by the ten-
dency of conservative Democrats to vote with them on controversial is-
sues. 27 However, unity within the Coalition was endangered by the divi-
sive action of Thaddeus Stevens concerning two issues.

Less than one week after the convention opened he introduced [moved]
a special committee be appointed to investigate secret societies. The Whigs,
preferring to placate Stevens rather than risk the loss of Antimasonic support,
co-operated to create the committee. Three weeks later he urged that the
membership of Philadelphia city and county, or any other county, in the
House of Representatives be limited to six and that the smallest counties
have at least one. In defense of his recommendations, he delivered a phi-
lippic against Philadelphia, "a great and grievous ulcer on the body poli-
tic."28

Stevens' derogatory remarks against Philadelphia induced William
Meredith, a Philadelphia Whig, to give him a two-hour dressing down.29
Therefore, the Coalition retained control primarily due to Democratic dis-
sensions, not Antimasonic-Whig unity. 30 By the middle of June, the conven-
tion had been able to agree on only three amendments to the Constitution, one
dealing with the Senatorial term, a second with the date of the general elec-
tion and the third with the Governor's power of appointment. 31 Early the
following month, the convention agreed to adjourn from July 12 to Octo-
ber 17, which they in turn did.32

Meanwhile, the Democratic Antimasonic State Convention had been
held in Harrisburg on May 22, at which meeting Lancaster County had
been represented by a delegation of nine. 33 The delegates to this conven-
tion adopted a resolution favoring the holding of a National Convention.34
In late August the Democratic Antimasonic Ticket for Lancaster County
was chosen for the forthcoming election (See Appendix S).

The panic was of primary concern during the campaign of 1837. The
Whig press attempted to tag the Democrats with Locofocism and claimed
that a Democratic legislature would seek the forfeiture of the charter of
all banks in the state. The official administration press emphasized the
extravagance of the previous legislature and called upon party members
to save themselves from an increase in taxation and the state debt, while
the Democratic papers frequently advocated the regulation of banking.35
The National Antimasonic Convention was held in Washington in mid-
September, but attendance was not good. The convention adjourned until
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the second Tuesday in November 1838, without choosing candidates for
President and Vice President.36

Locally, the campaign became a rather lively one. The Antimasons
passed a resolution at the County Convention of August 30, opposing the
circulation of all Bank notes under ten dollars. 37 The Union, which seemed
to become more Antimasonic during this campaign, published the follow-
ing article on September 12: "We published today the victims selected last
week by No. 43 [Masonic Lodge of Lancaster] for the October sacrifice."38
The Examiner and Herald also got into the act by noting that six of the
ten men on the Democratic Ticket were Masons, by referring to the oppo-
sition as the "Masonic Van Buren Shinplaster Ticket" and by generally
supporting Ritner's veto of the Improvement Bill. 39 On October 10, the
Union published the following article in a pre-election issue; "Whoever
votes To-morrow for the Masonic Van Buren ticket, in Lancaster County,
votes in favor and in approbation of all this prodigality and waste of the
Peoples' Money."40

The election results in Lancaster County in 1837 had a very familiar
look. Once again the entire Antimasonic slate was successful, this time by
an average majority of more than 1200 votes. 41 On the state level, eighteen
or nineteen Antimasons and Whigs were elected to the Senate and forty-
four or forty-five to the House, including Thaddeus Stevens for Adams
County.42 While it was a great gain over the previous election, it still did
not give the Coalition the needed majority in a united vote. However, it
did have a majority in the Senate, which was primarily due to the redis-
tricting plan passed in 1836.43



CHAPTER XI

THE CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION, LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

AND THE ELECTION OF 1838

The Constitutional Convention reassembled in Harrisburg on October
17, 1837, but was forced to adjourn November 23 because the approaching
session of the General Assembly necessitated vacating the State Capitol.
Whereupon, the convention moved to Philadelphia and resumed deliber-
ations there on November 28.1 After the summer recess, the delegates paid
less attention to party as was exemplified by the fact that the amendments
were largely affected by the union of Democrats and a minority of Anti-
masons. 2 The Constitutional Convention adjourned sine die on February
22, 1838.3

Generally speaking, the amendments agreed upon tended to enlarge
the powers of the electorate at the expense of the executive. Some of the
more prominent modifications were the following: (1) The election of more
local officials, such as Justices of the Peace and clerks of the courts;
(2) judges to be appointed for a definite term, subject to confirma-
tion by the Senate; (3) governor's tenure reduced from three to two con-
secutive terms; (4) terms of Senators reduced from four to three years; and
(5) the tenth article provided that future amendments could be added by
their passage in two successive legislatures and their ratification by the peo-
ple. 4 On the other hand, one modification erected a barrier in the path
of social and political democracy by restricting the franchise to "white
freemen." The growing force of anti-Negro prejudice in Pennsylvania was
revealed by the overwhelming vote by which this amendment carried, it
being eighty-eight to thirty-two. No other alteration cut so completely
across party lines or received such decisive support.5 All that remained
now was to submit the new amendments to a referendum in the fall elec-
tion.

When the legislature organized for the session of 1837-1838, Burden,
a Whig, was elected Speaker of the Senate by a vote of eighteen to eleven,
while the Democrats elected their candidate as Speaker of the House by
a vote of fifty-three to forty-two.° Due to the veto in the previous session,
there was an unexpected balance of over $2,000,000 in the treasury. Na-
turally, this state of affairs whetted the appetites of the backers of all the
various enterprises that were either underway or merely in the planning sta-
ges. "An act was passed [in the House] appropriating a large amount for re-
pair and expenses and continuing the work on the Erie extension and also
on the North Branch Canal and the Gettysburg Railroad." 7 Governor
Ritner, in a message, pointed out that the appropriations did not differen-
tiate between urgent and non-urgent works. He also declared that the
railroads did not receive sufficient amounts, especially the Gettysburg
Railroad.8



However, the bill became a law without Ritner's signature. The ap-
propriation for the Gettysburg Railroad was not decided until March,
when by a vote of fifty-five to thirty-eight it was given $195,000. 9 Further-
more, millions of dollars were squandered on turnpikes, railroad and canal
companies and other enterprises of all kinds. Although the measure could
not have passed without Democratic votes, it was to become one of the
chief grievances against Ritner in the coming election. The Democrats
claimed that he was under the control of Thaddeus Stevens in this matter.10

It became apparent during this session that the Democrats had not
given up the idea of regulating the banks. A bill to that end was intro-
duced, especially in regard to the issuing of notes and the resumption of
specie payments. 11 The suspension of specie payments in the preceding
year, along with a sizeable increase in the supply of paper money, consti-
tuted acceptable grounds for the regulation of the business. Despite num-
erous meetings protesting the bill, it passed by a vote of fifty-six to forty,
the opposition being comprised almost entirely of Whigs and Antimasons.1 2

However, the bill was defeated in the Senate by a vote of seventeen to thir-
teen. 13 Later the Whigs introduced a bill to allow the banks to issue notes
under five dollars, but it failed due to the Democratic majority in the
House.' 4

The resumption of specie payments by the New York banks precipi-
tated such discontent that the banks decided, on June 5, to resume pay-
ments on August 1. 15 The United States Bank, however, voted against the
move. Accordingly, Governor Ritner issued a proclamation requiring "all
banks of the Commonwealth, on or before the thirteenth day of August
. . . to resume and continue the redemption of their respective notes, bills
and other obligations in gold and silver coin, according to the true intent
of meaning of their charters." 16 It was also required that "all persons or
bodies corporate who have violated the laws of the State by the emission
and circulation of notes of any denomination under five dollars, commonly
called 'shin plasters,' to take instant measures for the full and honest re-
demption of the same . . . under penalty provided in such cases."17
Shortly thereafter, a Bank Convention met at Lancaster and agreed to
resume specie payments on August 13 in line with Governor Ritner's pro-
clamation. 18 It is pertinent also to mention that the question of doing away
with the Bank had been discussed in the Constitutional Convention, but
nothing was done.1 9

The abolition question came up again during this session due to the
introduction of a petition by a member from Chester County asking for
the use of the hall of the House of Representatives to deliver lectures on
the "Rights of Man." The petition was defeated fifty-six to twenty-seven,
with nearly all the favorable votes coming from Antimasons. 20 However,
some of the members from Lancaster County opposed the bill and voted
against it. 21 The Democrats tried to fix the label of abolitionist upon Gov-
ernor Ritner, 22 but many Antimasons denied the abolitionist tendencies of
their party. 23 Hence, abolitionism became part of the campaign in 1838
with almost everyone disavowing any association with it. It seemed to be
a political "bogeyman" at that time, much as communism is today.



Preparation had been made in December 1837, in Lancaster, for the
State Convention to be held in Harrisburg in March. The following dele-
gates had been chosen from Lancaster County: John Erb, John Bear, A. I.
Kauffman, I. B. Burrowes, John Zook, Jonathan Owen, and John Lovett.24
The Democratic Antimasonic State Convention convened in Harrisburg
on March 5, 1838, and, as expected, renominated Joseph Ritner for Gov-
ernor. 25 Although Ritner was nominated without opposition, there was
also a marked absence of enthusiasm at the convention. The delegates
adopted the usual Antimasonic platitudes, which Antimasons repeated
mechanically and Whigs disregarded. It was generally acknowledged that
Antimasonry, neither in principle nor in practice after three years in of-
fice, would attract the required support. For that reason, Antimasonic
strategists mapped an intensive campaign which overlooked few political
devices that might be utilized.26

In Lancaster County, as elsewhere, the time between the State Con-
vention and autumn was used to organize the campaign for the fall elec-
tion. One of the actions taken there was to send a large delegation to at-
tend the Antimasonic Young Men's Convention in Reading on June 4.27
Numerous other meetings on the local and county levels also were held.
On August 29, the Democratic Antimasonic County Convention was held
at Martin Miller's house in Lancaster where the Party Ticket was chosen
for the fall election (See Appendix T).

Most of the issues of this campaign were presented (although, na-
turally, in an obvious partisan manner) in the column head of the Exam-
iner and Herald:

Democratic Anti Masonic Candidates
For President—William H. Harrison
For Governor—Joseph Ritner

Our Flag
Ritner and No State Tax
Ritner and No State Debt
Ritner and Internal Improvement
Ritner and Education
Ritner and a Sound Currency
Ritner and No Shin Plasters
Ritner and Pennsylvania Policy
Ritner and No Sub Treasury
Ritner and Specie Payments

Masonic Loco Foco Van Buren Sub Treasury Candidate
David R. Porter

Loco Foco Flag
Porter and State Tax
Porter and State Debt
Porter and No Improvement
Porter and No Education
Porter and A Worthless Currency
Porter and Shin Plasters
Porter and Van Buren's Policy
Porter and A Sub Treasury
Porter and No Specie Payments.28

The contest between Ritner and David R. Porter, the Democratic
candidate, was, from all indications, one of the most heated, name-calling



campaigns in the history of Pennsylvania. A witness of the contest related
that the struggle had never been approached in a modern political cam-
paign, either in reckless prostitution of the ballot, or in malignant, wanton
defamation. 29 Ritner was attacked by the Democrats on many counts.
The Pennsylvania Reporter related that despite "the ordinary revenue of
the State, a large amount in the shape of bank bonuses, and near three
million from the General Government," Ritner's Administration had not
brought additional improvements into use, had increased the state debt,
and had depleted the treasury. 30 In other words, Ritner was made the
scapegoat for the extravagance and speculative spirit of the times, for cir-
cumstances which were national rather than state in their origin.31

Ritner was also accused of being under the thumb of Stevens, whom
he had just appointed President of the Board of Canal Commissioners.
The Gettysburg Railroad, pictured in the form of a letter "S," nicknamed
the "Tapeworm," and ending in Stevens' iron works, was exhibited in all
the leading Democratic papers. The church people were warned that there
was a "Deist" in the executive chair. 32 The Democratic press was full of
obscene poetry and derogatory articles, such as the following: "Damn old
Joe Ritner — we're for Porter — bring out your Champagne, you dam'd
old dutch hog." 33 Another example of this type of thing was the following
physical description of Ritner published in the Democratic press:

He is about five feet ten inches in height, broad shoulders, with an ample
development of the ABDOMINAL region and a corresponding COUNTER-
POISE on the other side. He bears little resemblance to Edward I, King of
England surnamed "Long Shanks," but a much more striking similitude to
Charles the Fat, whose ample shoulders, round checks, and PARENTHET-
ICAL LEGS are well known in history. At three different points, across
the shoulders, hips and knees he [Ritner] is precisely the same diameter.34

But if Ritner was maltreated in the Democratic press, Porter was
even more abused in the Coalition press. In late spring, the Union ran
an article reporting that a "woman by whom Mr. Porter had two children,
is now living in or near Lewistown, married to a negro." 35 This charge was
not conclusively proven, although there seemed to be considerable evidence
to substantiate it. It was also claimed that Porter had utilized the bank-
ruptcy laws in 1819 to elude his legal debts. 36 Regarding this situation,
Thaddeus Stevens claimed that developments had been uncovered con-
cerning Porter sufficient

. . . to damn any man .. . We will be able before a month to prove that
Mr. Porter is guilty of prejury. We will prove by a respectable member of
the Society of Methodists that he [Porter] transferred to him $6,000 of
property . . . before he took the benefit and had them retransferred after
he went through the mill [bankruptcy]. This odd man is now conscientious
and anxious to die in peace.37

In Lancaster County, an attempt was made to tie Porter to the Wolf Ad-
ministration in a Coalition appeal for the Dunkard and Mennonite vote.
The Examiner and Herald printed that one George Gett, a Justice of the
Peace appointed by Wolf, had said that "all the Dunkers [Dunkards] and
Menonists [Mennonites] were a set of damned Tories."38

Locally, the election of 1838 was just another in a long string of suc-
cesses for the Antimasons. Ritner carried Lancaster County by 3055 votes,

while the local Antimasonic slate carried by more than 2900 votes.39



Moreover, all three of the Antimasonic candidates for Congress from the
Congressional District comprised of Lancaster, Chester and Delaware
Counties were elected. At the same time, local voters opposed the amend-
ments drawn up at the Constitutional Convention by a ratio of more than
four to one, 40 exemplifying the sizeable conservative German opposition to
change.

On the state level, the election was not nearly as successful. Porter
was victorious over Ritner by a majority of 5496 votes.'" The Antimasonic
press announced after the election that the Coalition had won control of
both houses of the legislature; the Senate by a twenty-four to nine margin
and the House by fifty-three to forty-seven margin. 42 The referendum on
the Constitutional amendments had not stirred much interest among the
Antimasons or the public in general, primarily because the changes were
moderate. 43 Nevertheless, they did carry in the statewide vote by a major-
ity of 1212 out of more than 225,000 votes.44

As far as the limited opportunities of that day allowed, the game of
fraud was played to the limit. For example, one township in Huntingdon
County returned a 1060 majority for Ritner in a district where there were
not 200 citizens. 45 With the tremendous emotion generated in this cam-
paign, it is not too surprising that the extreme political excitement should
have led to a contested election. This, in turn, precipitated the mob rule
and violence, popularly known as the "Buckshot War," the result of which
left the Democrats triumphant and the Antimasons, as a political party on
the state level, crushed out of existence.46



CHAPTER XII

THE BUCKSHOT WAR: THE BEGINNING OF THE END

The so-called "Buckshot War" resulted from election difficulties in
Philadelphia County. There was no question that the Senate was in con-
trol of the Antimasonic-Whig Coalition; and so the election of Senators
from this county was of no consequence. Neither was the vote for gov-
ernor, in view of the sizeable majority for Porter.1 The primary question,
then, concerned the legality of the votes cast for members of the lower
house, with both parties claiming they had elected their candidates. It is
pertinent to add here that two Lancaster County personalities played rath-
er important roles in this distpute. One of these men (Secretary of the Com-
monwealth, Thomas H. Burrowes) was partially responsible for starting the
trouble while the other (Senator John Strohm) was partially responsible
for ending it.

The district primarily concerned in this dispute was that of Northern
Liberties (Philadelphia County), which the Whigs claimed by 1000 votes.2
However, some of the votes for this district had been lost which naturally
caused some trouble and misunderstanding. Consequently, the judges, by
a vote of sixteen to seven, had declared that the whole district vote should
be thrown out, which resulted in the election of the Democratic Ticket.3
Stevens, in a speech to citizens of Adams County, claimed the judges could
not do this, but rather it was a matter for the legislature to decide. 4 After
the election board had met, the Whigs held a meeting of their own at which
time a return had been made out and forwarded to Harrisburg to Secretary
of the Commonwealth Burrowes. 5 On the other hand, the return sent by
the Democratic judges was received by an agent of the sheriff and not by
the official in person. 6 Therefore, the Secretary of the Commonwealth was
in a position to exercise his authority upon the controversy.

As the situation developed, Secretary Burrowes was not exactly im-
partial concerning this dispute. This could be expected from one who was
appointed to his position by an Antimasonic governor, and who, himself,
was a supporter of the Exclusive faction of Antimasons. 7 On October 15,
1838, Burrowes had a circular published which questioned the legality of
the recent election 8 and recommended that the friends of Ritner should
"treat the elections as if they [the Antimasons and Whigs] had not been
defeated. . . ."9 Secretary Burrowes received the Whig return and by it
the Whig ticket was declared elected. 10 Needless to say, considerable dif-
ference of opinion was expressed as to the legality of this action. McCarthy
says "there seems to be no denial that the Whigs acted within the technical
meaning of the law, and there is no doubt that the secretary had a technical
right in considering the returns which he received in the legal manner as
the correct ones."" Geary states that "while the majority [Democratic]
report had been reported in the legal way, Thomas H. Burrowes, Secretary



of the Commonwealth and State chairman of the coalition forces of Whig
and Antimason, withheld it from both houses and submitted the minority
[Whig] report only." 12 This author does not explain why she thought the
Democratic report was legal and the Whig report illegal. According to
Mohr, "Burrowes presented only those election reports which he consid-
ered to have been presented to him in a legal manner," referring, of course,
to the Whig returns. 13 In doing this, Mohr claims Burrowes exercised ju-
dicial instead of ministerial authority, thus exceeding the authority of
his office.' 4

Despite the difference of opinion regarding the legality of Burrowes'
action, the question still remained as to who would decide upon the cor-
rectness of these returns. According to Stevens, the members designated
in the returns recognized by Burrowes should be seated inasmuch as the
House was not official until its members were sworn in (See Appendix U) .15

As the time approached for the organization of the legislature, wild threats
were heard in various quarters. The Democrats said that if Van Buren
members did not have their seats on the first day of the session, "twenty-
thousand bayonets should bustle at Harrisburg." 16 There were also threats
against Burrowes for not turning over the election returns to the clerk of
the House of the previous session upon his demand,1 7 as well as for stating
that the election should be treated by the Coalition as if there had been no
defeat.' 8

Consequently, as December 4 (the day the legislature met) drew near,
the Democrats began to organize. Squads of men from Philadelphia, "com-
mittees of safety" were formed, leaders appointed, and extensive prepara-
tions were made. The result was that on the day the legislature was to
meet, the then rather small town of Harrisburg was full of armed belliger-
ents, most of whom came from Philadelphia County. When the session
convened in the House of Representatives, the hall was crowded to the
doors with outsiders.1 9

Secretary Burrowes appeared and delivered to the House "the official
returns of the late election for the members of the House of Representa-
tives." 20 Whereupon the clerk commenced to read these returns. When he
reached Philadelphia County, a gentleman arose and claimed that he had
the certified legal returns. This, of course, precipitated a heated debate
and much commotion. Thaddeus Stevens proposed that they should pro-
ceed to organize and that the names in the returns delivered by Burrowes
should be called. Then, if at that time "any gentleman thought any other
mode legal, they would call such names as they pleased, and if in so doing
two speakers should happen to be chosen, they certainly would be courte-
ous enough to find room for both on the speaker's platform until the law
decided between them." 21 Thus, as a result of Stevens' proposal, the
Whigs elected General Cunningham as Speaker and the Democrats elected
Mr. Hopkins; both gentlemen then proceeded to the platform and occupied
it jointly. But because no business could be transacted, both houses, now
known as the "Hopkins House" and the "Stevens' Rump," adjourned until
the following day.22

The leaders of both groups then went to the Senate, which had been
organized using the Whig returns. Upon their arrival, a Mr. Brown of



Philadelphia County, one of those who had been excluded, was trying to
speak, but had been called to order. This action brought cries of objection
as well as threats from the overflow crowd (presumably mostly Democrats)
in the gallery and lobby, in consequence of which Mr. Brown was allowed
to speak. He proceeded to loudly and persistently demand his rights, which
further agitated the bad mood of the crowd against Speaker Penrose, Sec-
retary Burrowes, and Mr. Stevens. 23 Finally, these three gentleman were
forced to flee for their lives," and escaped through a window in the rear
of the Senate Chamber and under the friendly shelter of darkness fled from
the capitol grounds."24

The mob then held a meeting in the Senate rooms where much emo-
tional oratory was heard. 25 The mob also frustrated an attempt made by
the Whig members of the lower house to hold a meeting by pulling the
temporary chairman from his seat. The scattered fragments of the House
adjourned to a hotel. After this the Whig officers did not dare appear on
the streets, and it was publicly proclaimed that if they should try to or-
ganize a legislature again, Harrisburg "would be smothered in blood."26

It was evident by this time that the whole city was under the control
of the rioters. A rumor that Ritner had seized the arsenal caused a rude
multitude assembled in the area to make an attack on it. This disturbance
was quelled when the mob was assured that the Governor had no intention
of distributing arms. 27 The lawless crowd next organized a provisional
government which ran things as it pleased. Upon this action Stevens re-
marked: "They prefer provisional governments! Next will come the 'revo-
lutionary tribunal' and the guillotine, and [from] these leaders of the
`people' will shine forth the Dantons and Robespierres of the age!"28

In the meantime, Governor Ritner had issued a proclamation in which
he described the existing disturbance and state of lawlessness, called upon
all good citizens to help suppress these conditions and ordered the militia
to be in readiness. 29 That part of the proclamation which called on the
citizens produced no impression because the sheriff of the county was a
Democrat, and he insisted in a counter statement that there was no

riot-ing.3D Therefore, Ritner made a special requisition of Major General Pat-
terson, commander of the first division of the Pennsylvania militia, who
obtained a quantity of ammunition then used by the Regular Army, con-
sisting of buckshot cartridges (hence Buckshot War), and proceeded to
Harrisburg with his troops. 3 1 Upon his arrival on December 9, Patterson
quieted the opposing forces, although he did nothing to decide the dispute.
Consequently, a large number of men from Philadelphia were arrested and
many more were forced to leave town. 32 It is noteworthy that Ritner had
also applied for the United States Regulars stationed at Carlisle, but was
refused. 33 Patterson's troops were superseded several days later by a new
detachment commanded by 'a Whig General.34

According to McClure
... the appearance of the military had little effect as the mob was discreetly
careful to avoid conflict with the troops. With the mob practically control-
ling 'the legislative halls inside, and the militia keeping peace outside, the
house 'kept up the farcical contest between the two speakers until, after a
considerable period of disorder, Senator John Strohm of Lancaster, an
Anti-Mason of high character and intelligence, deserted his party and gave
the casting vote in favor of recognizing the Hopkins house.35



JOHN STROHM
16 October 1793 — 12 December 1884

Strohm's vote had been in favor of a resolution to recognize the Democratic
(Hopkins) House, the resolution passing by a vote of seventeen to sixteen.36
Mr. Strohm explained his action by stating that he could only recognize
the House when it was legally assembled, and that he had done so accord-
ing to his oath. Furthermore, he had wanted especially to end this con-
fusion and restore peace and order.37

So ended the infamous "Buckshot War." McCarthy states that "from
all evidence . . . the Democrats did elect their members, but the matter is
hidden by conflicting statements and affidavits." 38 On the other hand,
there seems to be little doubt of the guilt of the Democrats in causing the
riot at Harrisburg and in using illegal and extreme methods.39

Most important to the Antimasons was the effect this fiasco had on
the Antimasonic-Whig Coalition. Mueller relates that

. . . the Whigs were now no longer willing to entrust their political fortunes
to the direction of the remnant of the Anti-Masonic Party. In particular,
they shunned the extremist Stevens, who never rose to great influence in the
Whig Party. The Whigs did not hesitate to coalesce with the Anti-Masons,
but control from this time rested in the hands of the Whigs. The result of
the adoption of this policy was the creation of an independent Whig state
organization and the ultimate absorption of the Anti-Masonic Party.40



CHAPTER XIII

THE ATTEMPTS AT REVITALIZATION

The Antimasonic spirit did not immediately die in the state, but re-
mained rather strong in some counties, such as Adams, Allegheny, and
Lancaster, for some years to come.' In Lancaster County, the first reaction
to the so-called Buckshot War was one of complete disgust. The Examiner
and Herald was very quick to condemn John Strohm for his vote to sup-
port the Hopkins House, 2 and also reprinted the following headline and
article from the Pennsylvania Telegraph:

The Deed done — Pennsylvania Disgraced — Mob rule triumphant 
—The Constitution and Laws trampled under foot by the Senate.

The Senators that have recorded their solemn votes on both sides of this
question — who, while influenced by a conscientious regard for the rights
of the people, the law and the welfare of the country, stood to their duty
and their oaths — but who have now basely bowed to mob rule — proved
recreant to their trust — disgraced their constituents — degraded the Com-
monwealth — and dishonored their country, are John Strohm, Midler of the
city [Harrisburg], M'Conkey, Michler, Case and "Old Granny Fullerton."3

A week or so later, the Union also castigated Strohm for his vote on this
matter.4

Then a movement began in Lancaster County to attempt to force
Strohm's resignation. A series of local Democratic Antimasonic Meetings
were held throughout the county in which resolutions were passed calling
for Senator Strohm 'to resign.5 The only dissent among Antimasons con-
cerning this feeling, of which there is evidence, was a meeting held, on Jan-
uary 19, supposedly by the Antimasons of Lampeter Township and adjoin-
ing townships. Those who attended this meeting saw "no reason to cen-
sure the conduct of John Strohm," rather they congratulated him for vot-
ing his conscience.° However, at a meeting of the Democratic Antimasons
of Lampeter, Martic and adjoining townships on February 16, Strohm's
resignation was demanded, and the following resolution was passed, calling
the meeting of January 19 "a Strohm gathering . . . a conglomeration of
Strohm-men, Loco Focos, Masons, Jacks and Van Buren men, actuated by
no fixed principles, and stimulated by no other motive than the advance-
ment of John Strohm, and the ultimate destruction of the Democratic Anti-
masonic party." 7 The same issue of the Examiner and Herald also con-
tained an editorial stating that the Strohm affair would be dropped inas-
much as he refused to resign. 8 Although Strohm did not resign his Senate
seat, this affair served to kill any gubernatorial ambitions he might have
had.9

The leader of the Antimasonic Party in Pennsylvania, Thaddeus Ste-
vens, was quite upset over the defeat of all his plans. Consequently, he
stayed away from the House in protest until May, and, at the same time,
filled the newspapers with denunciations of the Democrats. The House
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finally expelled him for disrespectful language, and, in addition, declared
he had forfeited his seat by his extended absence. 1 0 He was, however, tri-
umphantly returned by his constituents. 11 As was mentioned previously,
Stevens lost out as leader of the Coalition as a result of the Buckshot War,
and, he was destined never to rise to a position of great influence in the
Whig Party. Nevertheless, he worked during the subsequent years to keep
pure Antimasonry alive, an effort that on the whole met with little success.

Prior to the outbreak of violence in Harrisburg, the Democratic Anti-
masonic Party had held their National Convention in Philadelphia in ac-
cordance with a resolution they had passed at a previous meeting on Sep-
tember 11, 1837, in Washington, District of Columbia. 12 The delegates
nominated William H. Harrison for President and Daniel Webster for Vice
President. 13 The selection of Harrison was not too surprising, inasmuch as
the Examiner and Herald had put his name at the head of their columns
as early as November 1837, 14 and the Pennsylvania Antimasons had an-
nounced his nomination at their gubernatorial convention of March 5,
1838. 15 The National Convention also chose a National Antimasonic Com-
mittee of Correspondence, which included Thomas H. Burrowes, Amos Ell-
maker and Samuel Parke from Lancaster County.1 6

The Antimasonic cause in Lancaster County received a decided boost
on April 16, 1839, when the ownership and editorship of the Lancaster
Union passed from Carpenter McCleery to Alexander H. Hood, who pur-
chased the paper at that time. 17 Although Mr. McCleery had supported
the Antimasonic cause, Mr. Hood seemed to give the movement more ve-



hement support during his editorship, which lasted until October 1842.18
The tone of Hood's tenure was well illustrated in the closing sentence of
his first editorial which said: "While our object on the one hand shall be
to sacrifice everything but our honesty to preserve the integrity and pro-
mote the triumph of our cause; on the other we shall sacrifice everything;
forego every consideration; and disregard every personal feeling for Prin-
ciple." 19 Soon after Hood took over, the Union also began to list Harrison
and Webster as the Democratic Antimasonic candidates.20

On May 22, a Democratic Antimasonic State Convention was held
in Harrisburg, Lancaster County having nine delegates in attendance.21
Two local Antimasons, Samuel Parke and Amos Ellmaker, were honored
at this convention. Mr. Parke was chosen as permanent President of the
Convention and Mr. Ellmaker as a Presidential Elector for the election of
1840. 22 One of the highlights of the summer's revitalization efforts in Lan-
caster County was the annual Antimasonic 4th of July celebration, at
which Theddeus Stevens was the main speaker.23

The Party held its annual county nominating convention on August 28
at the house of Joel Sharp in Lancaster, where the ticket was agreed upon
for the fall election (See Appendix V). Early the following month, a
Pennsylvania Anti-Van Buren State Convention was held in Harrisburg.24
Undoubtedly, this meeting was an attempt to unify the opposition forces
for the next year's Presidential election. Among the Lancaster County dele-
gation to this convention were such prominent Antimasons as William Hie-
ster, 'Samuel S. Patterson, Joseph Konigmacher, and Isaac B. Burrowes.25
The fact that these Antimasons attended this meeting is some indication
that they intended to cooperate with the Whigs in 1840.

Any doubts as to which party controlled Lancaster County politics in
1839 were dispelled by the conclusive Antimasonic victory in October. The
entire Antimasonic slate carried by an average majority of approximately
1000 votes. 27 However, according to Antimasonic sources, the picture on
the statewide scene was not as bright. The Democrats in 1839-1840, would
control the House by a sixty-eight to thirty-two margin and the Senate by
seventeen to sixteen over the Whigs and Antimasons.27



CHAPTER XIV

THE ELECTION OF 1840

Since the Antimasons had lost control of the Pennsylvania Coalition
in the preceding session, they concentrated their efforts during this political
year on the forthcoming Presidential election with the hope they could
regain some of the prestige and influence they had previously lost. As has
been noted in the preceding chapter, the Antimasons had already nominated
Harrison and Webster as their National Ticket. On December 4, 1839,
the Whigs held a National Convention in Harrisburg where they chose
Harrison and John Tyler of Virginia as their candidates for President and
Vice President.1 Inasmuch as the Antimasons had secured their major
goal, the nomination of Harrison, they quickly discarded Webster for
Tyler.2

As might be expected, the Antimasons dominated the Harrison move-
ment in Lancaster County and also played an important role throughout
the state. Several prominent Antimasons were members of the committee
to select delegates from Lancaster County to the National Harrison Con-
vention slated for Baltimore on the first Monday in May. 3 Moreover,
Thomas H. Burrowes, former Secretary of the Commonwealth, an influ-
ential Lancaster Antimason, was selected as Chairman of the Harrison
State Committee. 4 Finally, the Harrison Electoral Ticket, as eventually
selected through county conventions, was predominently Antimasonic.
That party had succeeded in naming twenty-three out of the thirty elec-
toral candidates, including Amos Ellmaker of Lancaster.5

Most of the late spring and summer months were occupied by a
series of local, state and national meetings promoting the candidacy of
Harrison. The first of these was the National Harrison Convention held
on May 5 in Baltimore. Lancaster County was represented by more than
ninety delegates, a large number of whom were Antimasons.° The pri-
mary purpose of this convention was to unify the efforts of the Whigs
and Antimasons, both of which had previously nominated Harrison at their
respective conventions. 7 In mid-May, there was a meeting in Lancaster
of 200 persons who had supported Van Buren in 1836, but who were sup-
porting Harrison in 1840. 8 There were other local meetings, such as the one
at Columbia (Lancaster County) on July 4 of "Democratic Antimasons and
others friendly to the election of William Henry Harrison."29

As the election drew nearer, one notices a decided decrease in the local
Antimasonic press of the terms "Antimason" and "Antimasonic." In
early August, there was a "Democratic Harrison County Meeting" and
numerous local meetings which excluded any mention of Antimasonry,
although the column head of the Examiner and Herald still carried the
"Democratic Antimasonic Nomination for President . . . " 10 The annual
convention for nominating the local Antimasonic candidates for the fall



election held on August 26, was headlined in the Examiner and Herald as
the "County Convention of friends of Harrison, Tyler and Reform.""
The story that accompanied the headline did mention that the "Harrison
Democratic Antimasonic Delegates met," but the convention did not pass
its usual resolutions against Masonry. 12 The local candidates were chosen

for the "Democratic Harrison Ticket" at this time (See Appendix W).

The campaign in Pennsylvania reached a climax with a Harrison
State Convention, which was held in Lancaster on September 18, with an
estimated attendance of between 20,000 and 30,000. 13 By September, the
Democratic Harrison Party (official title in Pennsylvania) had stepped up
its attack on the Democrats. They held Porter and the Democrats re-
sponsible for a more than $6,000,000 debt increase in less than two years."
Van Buren was criticized for his stand on the Sub-Treasury Bill and also
was accused of favoring Negro suffrage, a relatively unpopular position
at this time. 15 And finally, the Harrison people charged a Democratic vic-
tory would lower wages. They based this claim on Buchanan's speech in
the Senate supporting an Independent Treasury, in which he had urged
the adoption of a hard money currency in the ordinary transactions of
business and in payment of wages and labor. The Coalition press removed
his reference to wages from context, made it appear to be a movement
to reduced wage levels, and circulated it widely.16

The local election, which was held on October 13, 1840, resulted
in an overwhelming victory for the Democratic Harrison Ticket which
carried the county by more than 3600 votes." Although the term "Anti-
masonic" was almost completely absent in the local press, there remains
little doubt that the county Antimasonic organization was responsible for
this conclusive victory. Early the following month, the Presidential elec-
tion was held with Harrison obtaining a majority of 4206 in Lancaster
County and a majority of 343 in Pennsylvania (See Appendix X).18
When the Electoral College met in December, Harrison polled 234 votes
to Van Buren's 60.19

However, the Antimasonic efforts on Harrison's behalf did not yield
the expected results. When it was determined that Harrison's election
was an actuality, those who led the campaign began to anticipate the divi-
sion of the spoils. Burrowes, Stevens, and Parke conferred with other
Antimasons as to the distribution of offices for Pennsylvania. Burrowes
told Penrose that he (Burrowes) did not want a Cabinet appointment, but
that Stevens must be Postmaster General. Stevens had been promised
that position prior to the election, but when the honor was conferred upon
Francis Granger of New York, the Pennsylvanians seeemed satisfied and
made no attack upon Harrison. 20 There were several individuals, Stevens
being one, who thought Harrison wanted to degrade all Antimasons of
any note. 21 The failure of the Pennsylvania Antimasons to obtain any of
the spoils had a dual effect. First, it definitely stifled the revitalization
attempts of the Antimasonic Party at the state level, the party after this
election practically being confined to local organization in several counties,
one of the strongest being Lancaster. Secondly, it probably contributed to
the defeat of the Whig gubernatorial candidate in the 1841 election.22



CHAPTER XV

CONTINUED STRENGTH IN LANCASTER COUNTY, 1841-1842

Following the Presidential election, the Lancaster County Democratic
Antimasonic Party began to prepare for the gubernatorial election of
1841. On February 24, 1841, the Party held a County Convention to
nominate delegates to the Democratic (Antimasonic-Whig) State Con-
vention. After the passage of several Antimasonic resolutions, one of
which took note of the recent local Masonic reorganization, the following
delegates were selected: George Ford, Jr., Nathaniel Ellmaker, Samuel S.
Patterson, George Mullin, Thomas H. Burrowes, Jonathan Owen, Samuel
W. Groff, and David Hartman.' In addition, a letter was read from
Senator John Strohm who withdrew from consideration as a gubernatorial
candidate. 2 As has been noted previously, Strohm's popular support
had been seriously damaged by his controversial vote during the Buckshot
War.

The Coalition State Convention met early in March with two Lan-
caster County delegates being chosen as officials, David Hartman as a
Vice President and Nathaniel Ellmaker as a Secretary. 3 Another Lan-
caster Countian, George Ford, Jr., was appointed to the State Committee
for the coming year. 4 The convention nominated John Banks for Gov-
ernor, the nomination being made unanimous on the motion of the dele-
gates from Allegheny County and one delegate from Westmoreland
County, who had originally voted for Mr. Harmar Denny of Allegheny
County.5

During the spring and summer, the Antimasonic press of Lancaster
County began to attack the Democrats. Early in May, Porter was con-
demned for vetoing a bill to provide relief for the Gettysburg Railroad,
and the following week the revenue bill was criticized. 6 Probably the
most repeated charge the Coalition leveled during this campaign was the
tremendous increase in the state debt under Porter. ? Some of the other
issues of note can be determined from a notice of Township Meetings and
a County Convention of "the Democratic Antimasonic citizens of the city
and county of Lancaster, and all other friends to the election of John Banks,
the One Term System, a Protective Tariff, Retrenchment and Reform, and
opposed to the administration of D. R. Porter . . ." 8 which was run in the
Examiner and Herald on July 28. On August 25, the "Lancaster County
Democratic Antimasonic Delegates" met and chose a ticket "to be sup-
ported by friends of John Banks and Reform" in October (See Appendix
Y).

The election of 1841 provided verification of the continued strength
of Antimasonry in Lancaster, although for the sake of unity the term "Anti-
masonic" was played down to the point it almost disappeared. 9 The local
"Democratic" (Antimasonic-Whig) candidates won by an average major-
ity of more than 2900 votes, some margins exceeding 3100, while John



Banks carried the county by 3171 votes. 10 Despite the fine showing in Lan-
caster County, Banks lost the gubernatorial election to Porter by 23,003
votes " Coalition sources claimed control of the Senate with sixteen mem-
bers to fifteen for the Loco Focos (Democrats) and two independents,12
while John Strohm of Lancaster County was elected Speaker of the Senate
for the 1841-1842 session." However, the opposition controlled the lower
house overwhelmingly, sixty-six to thirty-four." It is significant to note
that "the Antimasons attempted to maintain an independent State organiza-
tion in the campaign for this election, but failed, though they did succeed
in continuing their party in Lancaster, Adams and Allegheny counties as
an independent affiliation."' 5

The period between the elections of 1841 and 1842 was one of relative
insignificance in Lancaster County. Due to the defeat of the Coalition
candidate for governor, as well as not having been included in the division
of the spoils after the Harrison victory, the party in Lancaster County once
again openly utilized the Antimasonic title in 1842. One of the interesting
developments of this political year was a boom for General Winfield Scott
for President within the ranks of those Antimasons who had not been ad-
mitted to positions of influence in the Whig Party. A Scott meeting was
held on October 30, 1841, resulting in the selection of a Central State Com-
mittee, which included Amos Ellmaker and Thaddeus Stevens." It ap-
pears the Examiner and Herald had some inside information on this devel-
opment since they had come out for Scott the previous summer. 17 This
movement was to grow and later threaten to break up the Antimasonic
Whig Coalition."

Another event of some considerable significance to Lancaster County
Antimasons took place in the summer of 1842 when Thaddeus Stevens
moved to Lancaster from Gettysburg. By late August, he was settled to the
extent that he opened his law office and advertised for business." Main-
taining his usual manner, it did not take Mr. Stevens long to become em-
broiled in a political controversy, as shall be discussed subsequently.

When the Lancaster County Antimasons met in the late summer of
1842 to select a slate for the coming election, the candidates they chose
were clearly labeled "Antimasonic" (see Appendix Z). The Examiner and
Herald contributed a series of Antimasonic articles to the campaign which
followed, the likes of which had not been seen in Lancaster County for the
several years of the national and state coalition.20

Once again in 1842, the election results certified the political domina-
tion of Lancaster County by the Antimasonic Party. Of the candidates on
the local ticket, all but two were elected, with some majorities of almost
5000 votes. David Hartman was beaten in the race for Sheriff by John Eh-
ler, the vote being 5460 to 4859, 21 while John Lovett lost to Benjamin
Champneys for the Senate even though he carried Lancaster County by
over 800 votes. The Senatorial District at this time was still composed of
Lancaster and York counties, and Champneys carried York County by
more than 1100 votes. 22 On the state level, the outcome was not nearly as
encouraging. The Democrats controlled both houses of the legislature, al-
though the Lancaster County delegation, with the exception of Champneys,
was solidly Antimasonic.23



CHAPTER XVI

THE DYING GASP

As was the case previously with the Pennsylvania Democrats in 1835,
an irreparable split in the ranks of the Lancaster County Democratic Anti-
masonic Party in 1842-1843 proved to be fatal. However, unlike the state
Democratic Party, the Antimasonic Party in Lancaster County, which was
the last stronghold of pure Antimasonry, did not recover from its political
malady.

Shortly after the election, on October 22, 1842, the County Antima-
sonic Party held a meeting in Lancaster, the main objective of which was
to reorganize.1 The meeting was addressed by Thaddeus Stevens, now a
resident of Lancaster, and attempts were made to analyze the recent losses
in the elections for Sheriff and Senator. At the same meeting a new County
Committee was chosen, which included many of the old guard "pure" Anti-
masons, such as Samuel Parke, Emanuel C. Reigart, George Ford, Jr., Na-
thaniel Ellmaker, and H. G. Long. 2 The Examiner and Herald quickly
opposed the new organization of the party and recommended the status quo,
which meant, of course, that Antimasons should continue to work within
the Whig Party. 3 The Union replied that no honest Antimason could have
Henry Clay's name at the head of the columns of a newspaper.4

For the remainder of 1842 and the early months of 1843, the pure
Antimasons, led by Stevens, attempted to rebuild the party in Lancaster
County. Many meetings were held to promote this cause, which in turn
led to rebuttal meetings by the Clay people in the county. 5 Charges were
made by both sides regarding the use of names of people not actually sup-
porting one cause or the other, as claimed in newspaper articles.° The Co-
alitionists (Antimasons who had by this time been assimilated into the Whig
Party on the state level) claimed that Stevens was trying to take over the
movement in Lancaster County, 7 an accusation that apparently was not
without validity.

The Whigs moved swiftly in 1843 to insure that the pure Antimasonic
leaders, who had not been admitted to positions of influence, would not
upset the favorable political climate. At the convention held on February
22, 1843, the Whigs unified the party organization which they hoped would
result in the nomination and election of Henry Clay in 1844. 7 The insur-
gents, led by Thaddeus Stevens, saw the need for decisive action if the en-
dorsement of Clay was to be stopped. However, they thought that if they
used the committee appointed at the Scott Convention of October 30, 1841,
it would discredit their movement. Therefore, these Antimasonic irrecon-
cilables decided to use the committee which had directed Bank's campaign
for governor in 1841, and which was subject to their influence.8 Thus, it
was under the banner of the Democratic Harrison Party that Stevens tried
to rally his forces throughout the state.9



Law office of Thaddeus Stevens (second building from left) about
1862. East side of South Queen Street, near Vine Street.

The period between May and August, 1843, was one of great political
activity in Lancaster County. The degree to which the former Democratic
Antimasonic Party in the county was split is well exemplified by checking
delegates lists at the respective Antimasonic and Clay meetings during this
period. The former group containued such dyed-in-the-wool Antimasons
as Samuel Parke, George Ford, Jr., Nathaniel Ellmaker, Emanuel C. Rei-
gart, Henry G. Long, Jacob Foreman, and the two dominant figures Tho-
mas Burrowes and Thaddeus Stevens,'° while the latter group included
such prominent former Antimasons as William Hiester, Jeremiah Brown,
John Strohm and Roland Diller."

The Stevens-dominated group of Antimasons held a local Scott Con-
vention on August 14. Although the attendance was somewhat disappoint-
ing, they did nominate a slate of candidates for the fall election (See Ap-
pendix AA). At the same time the following men were chosen as delegates
to the Whig State Convention scheduled to be held September 6, for the
purpose of making nominations for canal commissioners: Thaddeus Stevens,
Joseph McClure, George Ford, W. B. Reed, James Wilson, and Nathaniel
Ellmaker.12

The Clay County Convention, called the "Antimasonic and Whig Con-
vention," met on August 30 and also chose candidates for the fall election
and delegates to the Whig State Convention. 13 These delegates were in-



structed by this convention to withdraw from the State Convention if the
Stevens delegation received any recognition." Not too surprisingly, the
committee on contested delegations at the Whig State Convention rejected
the Stevens delegation. After this development, the former Antimasonic
counties came over to the Whig allegiance, hence the effort to revive Anti-
masonry in Pennsylvania had failed.1 5 Nevertheless, the Stevens faction
did run its own ticket for canal commissioners in Lancaster County.16

The election of 1843 dealt the final death blow to Antimasonry in Lan-
caster County. The Clay Party (referred to as the regular Antimasonic
and Whig Party in the Clay press) carried the election, its candidates ob-
taining majorities of between 900 and 1800 votes, while averaging in the
neighborhood of 5000 votes. The Antimasonic candidates (called the ir-
regular Antimasons in the Clay press) polled an average of between 1300
and 1500 votes, although their candidates for Canal Commissioner each re-
ceived fewer than 300 votes.17

Further efforts by Thomas H. Burrowes to revive Antimasonry under
the banner of the Democratic Harrison Party met with failure, although
the Whigs, not desiring any further agitation from the former Antimasons,
identified the Whig cause in Pennsylvania with Harrisonism.18 Burrowes
himself acknowledged the death of the Antimasonic Party, both locally in
Lancaster County and state-wide in Pennsylvania, in the following letter of
March 1, 1844, to Joseph Wallace:

I never was— am not — and never wild be a Whig. Ergo, I must
be and am a Locofoco, because Antimasonry being now extinct
even to the last spark, I have no other party to go to, and vote
I will while possessed of strength to go to the polls.19

Following the decline of the Antimasonic Party, Thaddeus Stevens be-
came a Clay supporter. Those who would choose neither the Whig nor the
Democratic Party, frequently found their way into one of the rising minor
parties, such as the Native American, which was built upon sectarian and
anti-foreign appeal, and another party rooted in anti-slavery agitation. The
latter party appeared as early as the election of 1840 when it polled 7,000
votes; it became known as the Liberty Party in 1844, and evolved into the
Free Soil Party of 1848.20



CHAPTER I

1. William Hesseltime, Third-Party Movements in the United States (New York: D.
Van Nostrand Co., Inc., 1963), p. 13.

2. Ibid., pp. 15-16.
3. George R. Welchans et al., 175 Years of Ancient York Masonry in the Western

World, 1785-1960; History of Lodge No. 43, F.&A.M. Lancaster, Pennsylvania
(Lancaster: Published by the Lodge, 1961), p. 74.

4. Idem.
5. For an excellent account of the Morgan incident, a swell as of Antimasonry in New

York, see Charles McCarthy, "The Antimasonic Party: A Study of Political Anti-
masonry in the United States, 1827-1840," Annual Report of the American His-
torical Association (Washington: American Historical Association, 1902), Volume
I, 371-426.

6. Welchans, op. cit., p. 74
7. Whitney R. Cross, The Burned-Over District quoted by Lee Benson, The Concept

of Jacksonian Democracy: New York as a Test Case (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1961), p. 15.

8. Lancaster Journal, January 30, 1829.
9. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, August 25, 1836.

10. Benson, op. cit., p. 15.
11. Milton W. Hamilton, "Anti-Masonic Newspapers, 1826-1834," The Papers of the

Bibliographical Society of America, XXXII (1932), 74-75.
12. Albany Evening Journal, March 1, 1831, as quoted by McCarthy, op. cit. p. 429.
13. Hamilton, op. cit., p. 75.
14. Sister M. Theophane Geary, A History of Third Parties in Pennsylvania, 1840-

1860 (Washington: The Catholic University of America, 1938), p. 3.
15. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 429.
16. Ibid., p. 427.
17. Ibid., pp. 427-428.
18. Ibid., p. 427.
19. Charles M. Snyder, The Jacksonian Heritage: Pennsylvania Politics, 1833-1848

(Harrisburg: The Pennsylvania Historical Museum Commission, 1958), p. 27.
20. Thomas F. Woodley, Thaddeus Stevens (Harrisburg: The Telegraph Press, 1934),

p. 51.
21. Hamilton, op. cit., p. 74.
22. Bethania Palladium, April, May, June and July, 1833.
23. New Holland Anti-Masonic Herald, June 26, July 25, August 22, September 12,

26 and October 10, 1828.
24. Idem.
25. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 429.
26. Lancaster Journal, October 3, 1828.
27. New Holland Anti-Masonic Herald, November 7, 1828; Lancaster Journal, Novem-

ber 14, 1828.
28. New Holland Anti-Masonic Herald, November 8, 22, December 19, 1828, January

2, 9, February 13, 27, March 6, 13, 20, 27, April 10, 1829.

CHAPTER II

1. New Holland Anti-Masonic Herald, March 27, 1829.
2. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, April 10, 17, 1829.
3. The Proceedings of the General County Anti-Masonic Meeting Held in Lancaster,

Pennsylvania, April 23, 1829 (Lancaster: Fenn and Fenton, 1829), p. 3.
4. Idem.
5. Idem.
6. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, April 24, 1829.
7. Idem.
8. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, May 15, 1829. See also Lancaster Journal, June

5, 1829.



9. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, May 22, 29, 1829.
10. F. R. Diffenderfer, "Politics 75 Years Ago," Lancaster County Historical Society

Papers, VIII (November 1903), 37.
11 Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, June 12, 1829.
12. Ibid., June 19, 1829.
13. Ibid., July 3, 1829.
14. Idem.
15. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 431.
16. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, July 3, 1829.
17. Lancaster Journal, July 31, 1829.
18. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, July 10, 31, August 14, 1829.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 432.
20. Pennsylvania Reporter, August 21, 1829.
21. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, September 11, 18, 1829.
22. Philip S. Klein, "Early Lancaster County Politics," Pennsylvania History, III (April

1936), 113-114.
23. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, October 9, 1829.
24. Ibid., October 16, 1829.
25. Idem.; Lancaster Journal, October 16, 1829.
26. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, November 6, 1829.
27. Pennsylvania Reporter, December l, 1829.
28. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, October 16, 1829.
29. Idem.
30. Idem.
31. H. M. J. Klein, Lancaster County, Pennsylvania: A History (New York: Lewis

Historical Publishing Co., 1924), Volume II.
32. Welchans, op. cit., p. 75.
33. Lancaster Journal, October 16, 30, 1829.
34. Philip S. Klein, "Early Lancaster County Politics," pp. 113-114.
35. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, October 16, 1829.

CHAPTER III
1. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 1, 1829.
2. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, November 13, 1829.
3. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 433.
4. Idem.
5. Pennsylvania Reporter, February 28, 1830.
6. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, November 13, 1829.
7. Pennsylvania Reporter, February 16, March 19, 1830.
8. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 433-434.
9. Ibid., p. 434.

10. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, January 8, 1830.
11. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 435.
12. Pennsylvania Reporter, February 9, 1830.
13. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 434.
14. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, January 8, 1830.
15. McCarthy, op. cit., says February 26.
16. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, March 5, 1830.
17. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 435.
18. Idem.
19. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, March 5, 1830.
20. Idem.
21. Lancaster Examiner, April 29, 1830.
22. Ibid., May 6, 1830.
23. Ibid., May 20, 1830.
24. The Anti-Masonic Herald had carried the following quote from Washington's Fare-

well Address in the subheading of its first copy as well as subsequent copies:
"Beware of Secret Associations Under Whatever Plausible Character."-New
Holland Anti-Masonic Herald, June 26, 1828.

25. Lancaster Journal, August 6, 1830.
26. Ibid., August 27, September 3, 1830.
27. Lancaster Examiner, September 9, 1830.



28. The Proceedings of the United States Anti-Masonic Convention, Held at Philadel-
phia, September 11, 1830 (Philadelphia: J. P. Trimble, 1830), page number un-
known.

29. Welchans, op. cit., p. 74.
30. Lancaster Examiner, September 30, 1830.
31. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, October 1, 1830.
32. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 9, 1830.
33. Lancaster Examiner, October 21, 1830.
34. Lancaster Journal, October 15, 1830.
35. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 13, 17, 22, 1830.
36. Lancaster Examiner, October 28, 1830.
37. Ibid., November 4, 1830.
38. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, November 12, 1830.

CHAPTER IV

1. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 10, 1830.
2. Lancaster Journal, December 17, 1830.
3. Lancaster Examiner, December 23, 30, 1830.
4. Lancaster Journal, December 17, 1830.
5. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 10, 1830; Samuel Hazard (ed.), Register of

Pennsylvania, VI, p. 388.
6. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 10, 1830.
7. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 438.
8. Idem.
9. Pennsylvania Reporter, March 24, 1831.

10. Lancaster Examiner, March 31, 1831.
11. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 438.
12. Lancaster Examiner, May 5, 1831.
13. Ibid., June 2, 1831.
14. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 439.
15. Idem.
16. Pennsylvania Reporter, May 31, 1831.
17. Lancaster Examiner, August 18, 1831.
18. Richard B. Morris, Encyclopedia of American History (New York: Harper and

Row, 1953), p. 171.
19. Lancaster Examiner, October 6, 1831.
20. Samuel R. Gammon, Jr., "The Presidential Campaign of 1832," Johns Hopkins

University Studies in Historical and Political Science, XL (1922), 46.
21. Lancaster Examiner, October 6, 1831.
22. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 439.
23. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 28, 1831.
24. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 440.
25. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 21, 1831.
26. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 440.
27. Lancaster Journal, October 14, 1831.
28. Lancaster Examiner, October 20, 1831.
29. Lancaster Journal, February 4, 1831; February 10, 1832.
30. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 28, 1831.
31. Lancaster Examiner, October 27, 1831.
32. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 441.

CHAPTER V

1. Hazard, op. cit., VIII, p. 385.
2. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 442.
3. Pennsylvania Reporter, Maroh 30, 1832.
4. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 443.
5. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 3, 1832.
6. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 443.
7. Pennsylvania Reporter, September 14, 1832.
8. Idem.
9. Pennsylvania Telegraph, May 7, 1832.



10. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 9, 16, 1831.
11. Lancaster Examiner, February 23, March 8, 1832.
12. Pennsylvania Telegraph, February 25, 1832.
13. Niles' Weekly Register, XLII, p. 274.
14. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 444.
15. Ibid., p. 445.
16. Albany Evening Journal, June 8, 1832, as quoted by McCarthy op. cit., p. 445
17. McCarthy, op. cit., 445.
18. Ibid., p. 446.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 446.
20. Pennsylvania Telegraph, July 4, 1832.
21. ldem.
22. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 446.
23. Idem.
24. Snyder, op. cit., p. 30.
25. Letter from Zephaniah McLenegan to Joseph Wallace, September 13, 1832,

Brigadier General William MacPherson Papers, quoted by Snyder, op. cit., p. 30.
26. Diffenderfer, op. cit., p. 40.
27. Lancaster Examiner, March 1, 1832.
28. Ibid., March 22, 1832.
29. Ibid., June 7, July 5, 1832.
30. Ibid., April 5, 1832.
31. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 447.
32. Idem.
33. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 5, 1832.
34. Pennsylvania Telegraph, May 2, 1832; Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, August 28,

1832; Pennsylvania Reporter, September 7, 1832.
35. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 448.
36. Ibid., p. 445.
37. Ibid., p. 446. The editor of the Lancaster Journal (Jackson paper) disapproved of

Jackson's veto of the Bank Bill but did not think it would change politics in Penn-
sylvania when he related that "there is no hope of it, particularly when the people

are satisfied that General Jackson is in favor of a bank with guards and limitations
which the safety and happiness of the people require . . . ." -Lancaster Journal,
July 20, 1832.

38. Snyder, op. cit., p. 37.
39. Pennsylvania Reporter, June 19, 1835.
40. Pennsylvania Telegraph, September 26, 1832; Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald,

August 21, 1832; Lancaster Examiner, August 9, 1832.
41. Harrisburg Chronicle, February 7, 1831, April 4, 1832; Pennsylvania Telegraph,

March 31, August 1, September 19, 1832.
42. Pennsylvania Whig quoted by the Albany Evening Journal, May 7, 1832, as quoted

by McCarthy, op. cit., p. 449.
43. McCarthy op. cit., p. 448
44. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, August 21, 1832.
45. Lancaster Examiner, September 13, 1832.
46. Idem.
47. Ibid., September 20, 1832.
48. Ibid., October 18, 1832; Lancaster Journal, October 12, 1832.
49. Lancaster Examiner, October 18, 25, 1832.
50. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 19, 1832.
51. Hazard, op. cit., X, p. 265.
52. Lancaster Examiner, October 18, 1832.
53. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 451-452.
54. Snyder, op. cit., p. 68.
55. Ibid., p. 52.
56. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 451-452.
57. Ibid., p. 452.
58. Pennsylvania Telegraph, August l, 1832.
59. New York Commercial Advertiser quoted by McCarthy, op. cit., p. 452.
60. Lancaster Journal, November 23, 1832.
61. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 452; Lancaster Journal, November 23, 1832.



62. Morris, op. cit., p. 174.
63. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 452.
64. Pennsylvania Telegraph, November 21, 1832.
65. Lancaster Examiner, November 15, 1832.
66. Lancaster Journal, November 23, 1832.

CHAPTER VI

1. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 454.
2. Ibid., p. 455.
3. Idem.; Lancaster Journal, November 7, 1832; Lancaster Examiner, December 6,

1832.
4. Hazard, op. cit., IX, p. 221.
5. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 455.
6. Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald. November 22, 1832.
7. York Antimasonic Republican quoted in Pennsylvania Reporter, December 18, 1832.
8. Lancaster Examiner, January 17, 1833.
9. Ibid., February 28, 1833.

10. Ibid., December 12, 1833; Lancaster Journal, December 13, 1833.
11. Pennsylvania Intelligencer, December 9, 1833.
12. Lancaster Examiner, May 7, 1833.
13. Ibid., March 14, 1833.
14. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 456.
15. Idem.
16. Idem.
17. Lancaster Examiner, October 17, 1833; Lancaster Journal, October 11, 1833.
18. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 18, 1833.

CHAPTER VII

1. Lancaster Examiner, December 19, 1833.
2. Ibid., December 5, 1833; McCarthy, op. cit., p. 457.
3. Lancaster Examiner, December 19, 1833; Pennsylvania Reporter, December 20,

1833.
4. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 457.
5. Idem.
6. Pennsylvania Telegraph, August 1, September 19, 1832.
7. Pennsylvania Reporter, January 24, 1834.
8. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 458.
9. Idem.

10. Pennsylvania Reporter, March 4, 21, 1834.
11. Ibid., March 21, 1834.
12. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 459.
13. Hazard, op. cit., XII, p. 373 and XI, p. 316.
14. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 459.
15. Ibid, p. 460; Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 25, 1834.
16. Pennsylvania Reporter, July 31, 1834.
17. Ibid., February 11, 1834.
18. Idem.
19. Ibid., February 21, 1834.
20. Ibid., February 25, 1834.
21. Ibid., February 27, 1834.
22. Ibid., March 1, 4, 1834.
23. Ibid., March 27, 1834.
24. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 463.
25. Snyder, op. cit., p. 46. Democratic accounts claimed that only fifteen counties were

represented-Pennsylvania Reporter, May 30, 1834.
26. Lancaster Union, June 4, 1834.
27. Snyder, op cit., p. 47.
28. Niles' Weekly Register, XLVI, p. 243.
29. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 461.
30. Pennsylvania Reporter, May 30, 1834.
31. Lancaster Union, October 7, 1834.



32. Ibid., October 21, 1834.
33. Ibid., October 28, 1834.
34. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 28, 1834.
35. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 464.

CHAPTER VIII

1. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 3, 9, 1834.
2. Lancaster Union, December 9, 1834.
3. Fawn M. Brodie, Thaddeus Stevens: Scourge of the South (New York: W. W. Nor-

ton and Inc., 1959), pp. 39, 47, 57; T. Richard Witmer, "Some Hitherto Unpub-
lished Correspondence of Thaddeus Stevens," Lancaster County Historical Society
Papers, XXXV (June 1931), 51-52.

4. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 12, 1834.
5. Ibid., March 9, 12, 20, 1835; McCarthy, op. cit., p. 465.
6. Pennsylvania Telegraph, April 2, 1835.
7. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 466.
8. Idem.
9. Idem.

10. Pennsylvania Intelligencer, January 27, 1834.
11. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 466.
12. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 2, 1834; Lancaster Union, November 18, 1834.
13. Pennsylvania Intelligencer, May 7, 1835.
14. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 14, 1835.
15. Ibid., April 15, 1835; Samuel W. McCall, Thaddeus Stevens (New York: Hough-

ton, Mifflin and Co., 1899), pp. 41-45.
16. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 466-467.
17. Ibid., p. 467; Hazard, op. cit., XVI, p. 370.
18. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 7, 1835.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 467.
20. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 14, 1835.
21. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 467.
22. Idem.
23. Idem.
24. Ibid., p. 468.
25. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 3, 1835.
26. Ibid., May 6, 1835.
27. Ibid., May 1, June 5, 26, August 28, 1835.
28. Ibid., April 7, June 19, 1835.
29. Jackson's letter of July 1, 1835, referred to by McCarthy, op. cit., p. 468.
30. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, May 14. 1835.
31. Lancaster Union, March 17, 1835.
32. Ibid., April 7, 1835.
33. Pennsylvania Reporter, June 10, 19, 1835.
34. Snyder, op. cit., p. 65.
35. Lancaster Union, June 30, July 14, September 22, October 6, 1835; Lancaster

Examiner and Herald, August 6, September 24, 1835.
36. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 24, 1835. It is interesting to note that

this was referred to as a meeting of "Young Men Favorable to Ritner in Lancaster
County" in the Union.—Lancaster Union, September 22, 1835.

37. Lancaster Union, December 22, 1835; Pennsylvania Reporter, October 30, 1835.
38. Lancaster Union, December 22, 1835.
39. Pennsylvania Reporter, October 23, 1835.
40. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, October 22, 1835; Lancaster Union, October 20,

1835.
41. Idem.
42. Lancaster Union, October 20, 1835.

CHAPTER IX

1. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 4, 1835.
2. Idem.
3. Niles' Weekly Register, XLIX, p. 230.



4. Snyder, op. cit., p. 68.
5. Idem.
6. Idem.
7. Idem.
8. Letter from Harmar Denny to William Hiester, October 19, 1835, quoted in the

Lancaster County Historical Society Papers, XV (September 1911), 228.
9. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, November 26, 1835.

10. Ibid., December 3, 1835.
11. Snyder, op. cit., p. 70.
12. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, December 24, 1835; Pennsylvania Reporter,

December 18, 1835.
13. Letter from Thaddeus Stevens to Joseph Wallace, October 24, 1835, John William

Wallace Collection, quoted by Snyder, op. cit., p. 71.
14. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 22, 1835; Lancaster Examiner and Herald, Janu-

ary 28, 1836.
15. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 481.
16. Pennsylvania Reporter, December 18, 1835.
17. Ibid., December 8, 1835.
18. Harrisburg Chronicle, January 11, 1836.
19. Ibid., January 14, 1836.
20. Idem.; McCarthy, op. cit., p. 474
21. Harrisburg Chronicle, January 21, 1836.
22. Ibid., January 18, 1836; McCarthy, op. cit., p. 474.
23. Harrisburg Chronicle, January 28, 1836.
24. Idem.
25. Idem.
26. Ibid., February 4, 22, March 3, 1836; McCarthy, op. cit., p. 475; Journal of the

Pennsylvania House of Representatives, 1835-1836, II, pp. 810-921.
27. Snyder, op. cit., pp. 78-79.
28. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 475, 476, 478.
29. McCarthy says the bonus was $4,500,000-McCarthy, op. cit., p. 476.
30. Henry R. Mueller, The Whig Party in Pennsylvania (New York: Columbia Uni-

versity Press, 1922), p. 40.
31. Idem.
32. Idem.
33. Snyder, op. cit., p. 80.
34. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 24, 1835.
35. Harrisburg Chronicle, May 30, 1836.
36. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 476.
37. Ibid., p. 477.
38. Pennsylvania Reporter, January 12, 1836.
39. Niles' Weekly Register, L, pp. 16, 291.
40. Snyder op. cit., p. 74; Laws of the State of Pennsylvania, 1835-1836, pp. 794-795.
41. Snyder, op. cit., p. 75.
42. Ibid., p. 81.
43. Lancaster Union, May 10, 1836.
44. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, June 16, 1836.
45. Ibid., June 28, 1836.
46. Ibid., April 7, May 19, 1836.
47. Ibid., June 16, 1836.
48. Ibid., August 11, 1836.
49. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, October 20, 1836.
50. Idem.
51. Harrisburg Chronicle, October 26, December 7, 1836.
52. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 482.
53. Snyder, op. cit., p. 102.
54. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, November 10, 1836.
55. Ibid., December 1, 1836.
56. Ibid., December 29, 1836.
57. Ibid., October 20, 1836.
58. Snyder, op. cit., p. 102.
59. Idem.; Lancaster Examiner and Herald, March 23, 1837.



60. Harrisburg Chronicle, October 26, 1836.
61. McCarthy, op. cit., pp. 482-483.
62. Ibid., p. 483.

CHAPTER X

1. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, December 8, 1836.
2. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 485.
3. Pennsylvania Intelligencer, March 23, 1837.
4. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 483
5. Niles' Weekly Register, LII, p. 104.
6. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, April 6, 1837.
7. Franklin Repository, December 20, 1836.
8. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 486.
9. Idem.

10. Harrisburg Chronicle, January 25, 1837. Earlier there had been charges of bribery
regarding the chartering of the Bank, but a committee acquitted the accused (a
State Senator), although he was publicly reprimanded.-Harrisburg Chronicle, Feb-
ruary 15, March 14, 1836.

11. Ibid., March 1, 1837.
12. Niles' Weekly Register, LII, pp. 69, 94; McCarthy op. cit., p. 488.
13. Idem.
14. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 488.
15. Niles' Weekly Register, LII, p. 200.
16. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 487.
17. Pennsylvania Reporter, January 31, 1837.
18. Franklin Repository, December 20, 1836.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 487.
20. Idem.
21. Pennsylvania Reporter, January 31, 1837.
22. Niles' Weekly Register, LII, p. 34.
23. Franklin Repository, December 20, 1836.
24. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 487.
25. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, March 23, 1837.
26. Snyder, op. cit., p. 103; Lancaster Examiner and Herald, May 4, 1837.
27. Idem.
28. Snyder, op. cit., p. 103.
29. Idem.
30. Ibid., p. 104.
31. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, June 22, 1837.
32. Lancaster Union, July 11, 1837.
33. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, June 1, 1837.
34. Idem.
35. Snyder, op. cit., p. 114; Harrisburg Telegraph, August 16, October 2, 1837.
36. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 19, 1837.
37. Ibid., September 7, 1837; Lancaster Union, September 12, 1837.
38. Lancaster Union, September 12, 1837.
39. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 14, 21, 28, 1837.
40. Lancaster Union, October 10, 1837.
41. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, October 19, 1837; Lancaster Union, October 17,

1837.
42. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, October 26, 1837. The Democratic press claimed

that eighteen Coalition candidates were elected to the Senate and forty to the
House.-Pennsylvania Reporter, October 27, 1837.

43. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 489.

CHAPTER XI

1. Snyder, op. cit., p. 104.
2. Ibid., pp. 104-105.
3. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, March 1, 1838.
4. Snyder, op. cit., pp. 104-105.
5. Ibid., p. 105.



6. Niles' Weekly Register, LIII, p. 325.
7. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 490.
8. Harrisburg Chronicle, January 10, 13, 1838.
9. Pennsylvania Reporter, March 20, 1838.

10. Ibid., February 6, 1838. More wood for the Democratic political fires was pro-
vided when Stevens was appointed as President of the Board o Canal Commissioners
in May 1838.-Lancaster Examiner and Herald, May 24, 1838.

11. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 491.
12. Pennsylvania Reporter, April 30, 1838.
13. Ibid., May 11, 1838.
14. Ibid., July 26, 1838.
15. Ibid., April 27, July 20, 26, 1838.
16. Ibid., July 20, 1838.
17. Idem.
18. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, July 26, 1838.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 492.
20. Niles' Weekly Register, LIII, p. 354.
21. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 492.
22. Pennsylvania Reporter, May 25, 1838.
23. Pennsylvania Intelligencer, August 21, 1838.
24. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, December 28, 1837. John Erb and John Lovett

were replaced later as delegates by George Ford, Jr., and Dr. Simon Meredith-
Lancaster Examiner and Herald, March 15, 1838.

25. Ibid., March 8, 1838.
26. Snyder op. cit., p. 124.
27. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, May 3, 1838.
28. Ibid., August 23, 1838.
29. A. K. McClure, Old Time Notes of Pennsylvania (Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott Co.,

1905), I, pp. 23-24.
30. Pennsylvania Reporter, May 25, 1838.
31. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 494.
32. Idem.
33. Pennsylvania Intelligencer quoted in the Lancaster Union, July 24, 1838.
34. Snyder, op. cit., p. 129.
35. Lancaster Union, June 5, 1838.
36. Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 6, 1838.
37. Letter from William C. McPherson to John B. McPherson quoted by Snyder, op.

cit., p. 126.
38. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, October 4, 1838.
39. Ibid., October 18, 1838.
40. Idem.
41. Ibid., December 20, 1838. Democratic accounts say the margin was 9152 votes.-

Pennsylvania Reporter, October 26, 1838.
42. Ibid., November 1, 1838. This claim later proved to be false when some of the re-

turns from Philadelphia County were contested.
43. Snyder, op. cit., pp. 108-109.
44. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, December 20, 1838; Snyder, op. cit., p. 108.
45. McClure, op. cit., I, p. 29.
46. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 494.

CHAPTER XII

1. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, December 20, 1838; Pennsylvania Reporter
October 26, 1838.

2. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 495.
3. Ibid., p. 496.
4. Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 17, 1839.
5. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 495.
6. Idem. Mohr states that these returns had been sent to the Speaker of the Senate.-

Robert L. Mohr, Thomas Henry Burrowes, 1805-1871 (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1946), p. 30.

7. Mohr, op. cit., pp. 18-19.



8. Ibid., pp. 23-24.
9. Geary, op. cit., p. 10.

10. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 495.
11. Ibid., p. 496.
12. Geary, op. cit., p. 10.
13. Mohr, op. cit., p. 28.
14. Idem.
15. Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 17, 1839.
16. Pennsylvania Reporter, November 3, 1838.
17. Idem.
18. Niles' Weekly Register, LV, p. 205.
19. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 497
20. Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 17, 1839.
21. Idem.
22. Idem.
23. Idem.
24. Adams Sentinel, December 10, 1838, quoted by Mohr, op. cit., p. 32.
25. Pennsylvania Telegraph, December 10, 1838.
26. Ibid., January 17, 1839.
27. Ibid., December 6, 1838.
28. Ibid., January 17, 1839.
29. Ibid., December 10, 1838.
30. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 499.
31. Pennsylvania Telegraph, December 10, 1838.
32. Idem.
33. Niles' Weekly Register, LV, pp. 268-294.
34. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 500.
35. McClure, op. cit., I, p. 54; Pennsylvania Telegraph, December 13, 19, 27, 28, 1838,

January 14, 1839.
36. Niles' Weekly Register, LV, p. 273.
37. Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 22, 1839.
38. McCarthy, op. cit., p. 501.
39. Niles' Weekly Register, LVII, p. 27.
40. Mueller, op. cit., pp. 54-55.

CHAPTER XIII

1. Geary, op. cit., p. 18; Mueller, op. cit., p. 90.
2. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, January 3, 1839.
3. Pennsylvania Telegraph quoted in Lancaster Examiner and Herald, January 3, 1839.
4. Lancaster Union, January 15, 1839.
5. Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, January 10, 17, February 14, 21, 1839.
6. Ibid., February 7, 1839.
7. Ibid., February 21, 1839.
8. Idem.
9. Ibid., March 3, 1841.

10. Pennsylvania Telegraph, June 12, 1839.
11. Niles' Weekly Register, LVI, pp. 216, 277.
12. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, November l, 15, 1838.
13. Ibid., November 15, 1838; Lancaster Union, November 20, 1838.
14. Lancaster Examiner and Herald, November 2, 1837.
15. Snyder, op. cit., p. 141.
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25. Idem.
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Union began to refer to members of the Coalition as "Democrats" and to the
Democrats as "Loco Focos" or "Federalists."

CHAPTER XIV

1. Lancaster Union, January 21, 1840.
2. Snyder, op. cit., p. 143. Naturally, Harrison and Tyler were run as Democratic

Antimasonic candidates in Lancaster County.-Lancaster Union. January 21, 1840.
3. Lancaster Union, March 31, 1840.
4. Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, April 8, 1840. Burrowes is best re-

membered as ex-officio Superintendent of Common Schools (part of the job of the
Secretary of the Commonwealth) in the Ritner Administration with the responsi-
bility of administering Pennsylvania's first common-school law.-Mohr, op. cit.,
p. 41.

5. Mueller, op. cit., p. 61; Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, April 8, 1840.
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8. Lancaster Union, May 26, 1840.
9. Ibid., July 7, 1840.
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CHAPTER XV
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7. Ibid., July 20, 1841; Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, August 25, 1841.

The Examiner and Democratic Herald said there had been an increase of $8,196,000
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CHAPTER XVI
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2. Idem.
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7. Mueller, op. cit., p. 89; Geary, op. cit., p. 22.
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9. Idem.
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11. Ibid., July 5, 1843.
12. Idem.
13. Ibid., September 6, 1843; Mueller, op. cit., p. 90.
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APPENDIX A

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1829

Governor: Joseph Ritner
Assembly: John Long

Benjamin Linville
Samuel Parke
Samuel Landis
Samuel Hathorn
Daniel Hamaker

Commissioner: Jacob Kurtz
Directors of the Poor: Martin Shreiner

Peter Reed
Auditor: John Caldwell

Lancaster Anti-Masonic Herald, August 21, 1829.

APPENDIX B



APPENDIX C

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1830

Congress: William Hiester
Senator: John Robinson
Assembly: Samuel Parke

John Long
Benjamin Linville
Samuel Hathorn
Samuel Landis
Daniel Hamacher

Sheriff: Adam Bare
Jacob Hibshman

Coroner: Peter Reed, Jr.
Jacob Snyder

Commissioner: Michael Musselman
Directors: George Bard

Cornelius Collins
Auditor: William McCreary

Lancaster Examiner, August 19, 1830.

APPENDIX D

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1831

Assembly: John Lovett
John Strohm
James Mackey
Thomas H. Burrowes
Dr. Michael Kauffman
James Whitehill

Commissioner: Christian Groh
Directors: John Warfel

Abraham Cassel
Auditor: Samuel Grosh

Lancaster Examiner, August 25, 1831.

APPENDIX E

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1832

Congress: William Hiester
Senator: Henry Hibshman
Assembly: Thomas H. Burrowes

John Strohm
Levin H. Jackson
James Patterson
Michael Kauffman
James Mackey

Commissioners: John Erb (3 years)
Jacob McAllister (l year)

Director: Peter Reed, Jr.
Ferree Brinton

Auditor: Benjamin Hoover

Lancaster Examiner, August 30, 1832.
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APPENDIX F

Vote for governor of Pennsylvania, 1832

APPENDIX G

Vote for president, 1832



APPENDIX H

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1833

Assembly: John Strohm
Levin H. Jackson
Jacob Erb
Frederick Hipple
James Patterson
William Noble

Sheriff: Hugh Mehaffy
David Miller
Anthony McGlenn

Commissioner: Jacob McAllister

Lancaster Examiner, September 5, 1833.

Directors: Martin Shreiner
Christian Brackbill

Coroner: George Daly
Auditor: Jehu House

APPENDIX I

Excerpts of the Report of Mr. Stevens' Committee Upon
the Investigation of Masonry

"It was particularly desirable that the Governor of the Commonwealth should be
a witness. It was thought that the papers in his possession might throw much light
on the question, how far Masonry secures political and executive favor. Their inspec-
tion would have shown whether it be true, that applications for officers have been
founded on Masonic merit and claimed on Masonic rights. Whether in such applications
the 'significant symbols' and the 'mystic watchwords' of Masonry have been used, and
in how many cases such applications have been successful in procuring executive patron-
age. It might not have been pardoned by the present governor, are "brethren of the
mystic tie' and connected by block or politics, with members of that institution; and how
few of those who could boast of no such connections, have been successful in similar
applications."

Mr. Stevens also desired to question judges to determine "whether .. . the grand
hauling sign had been ever handed, sent, or thrown to them by either of the parties liti-
gant, and if so, what had been the result of the trial."

Hazard, Register of Pennsylvania, XIII, p. 223.

APPENDIX J

Excerpts of the Report of Mr. Patterson's Committee
Upon the Investigation of Antimasonry

"We are not Masons and have no peculiar motive or inclination to support the
institution, except those to which we are drawn by that unjust principle of Antimasonry
which includes all in the general proscription who will not join in the chase and assist
in running down their prey. Antimasonry owes its origin to the same latitudes which
produced the celebrated blue lights and blue laws, and Gallen Bibles and Mormon re-
ligion, and seems akin to the similar infatuation instituted against the fairer sex of
Salem for witchcraft, who were tied by their legs and arms and thrown into deep water—
to swim if witches, [and] be burnt; if innocent simply to drown. The ordeal and justice
of Antimasonry seems equally equitable and wise. The annals of our country have con-
demned such past folly, and your committee cannot sanction it. Antimasory comes from
the land of notions and is quite unadapted to the climate, common sense, and sober
feelings of Pennsylvania. It aspires to public honors without the stamp of merit. It envies
the possession of office, and influences that power and respectability which it feels not
to be its own."

Pennsylvania Reporter, April 3, 1834.



APPENDIX K

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1834

Congress: William Hiester
Senate: John Strohm
Assembly: Emmanuel C. Reigart

Jacob Erb
Levin H. Jackson
Frederick Hipple
Edward Davis
Samuel S. Patterson

Lancaster Union, September 2, 1834.

Commissioner: Adam Bare
Directors: Martin Swar

John Miller
Auditor: Thomas C. Collins

APPENDIX L

Stevens' Speech (Excerpts) and Resolution
Upon Extra-Judicial Oaths, December 10, 1834

"Whereas it is alleged and believed by a large and respectable portion of the
Commonwealth; that the Masonic institution is injurious to the rights, and dangers to
the liberty of the people; that it imposes on its members oaths and obligations un-
authorized, by and inconsistent with the laws of the country; that it binds its members
to give a preference to each other in all things over the rest of their fellow-citizens; to
`appraise each other of all danger,' whether such danger arise from the legal prosecution
of their own crimes and misdemeanors or otherwise; to conceal the secrets and crimes
of each other, not excepting even murder or treason; to espouse each other's cause,
and if possible extricate them from all difficulties, whether they be right or wrong; to
avenge even to death, the violation of any Masonic oath, and the revelation of any
of their secrets; that the rules and ceremonies of the lodges are of a degrading, im-
moral, and impious character; that the candidates are stripped nearly naked, and led
to the imposition of their awful oaths, hoodwinked, and with a rope or cord around
their necks, called a 'cable tow'; that in the Royal Arch degree, the effect to enact
the sublime and sacred scene 0f God appealing to Moses in the burning bush of Mount
Horeb."

[There followed a long statement accusing the Masons of intemperance, drinking
wine out of a skull, etc.]

"That it is an antirepublican and an insidious and dangerous enemy to our demo-
cratic form of government; that it creates and sustains secret orders of nobility, in
violation of the spirit of the Constitution; that it is a regular organized kingdom within
the limits of the Republic, assuming and secretly exercising all the prerogatives and
powers of an independent kingdom; it has its knights, its grand commanders, its kings,
its high priest, and its great grand high priests; it has established a central and con-
trolling government, extending its branches over all the civilized world, which they
denominate the 'holy empire'; the seat of this government in America, is in what, in
Masonic language, is called the 'Valley of New York.' This branch of Masonic power
is called 'The Grand Supreme Council of the Most Puissant Sovereign Grand Inspectors
General of the Thirty-third Degree at the Grand Orient of New York'; it sends
ambassadors to and receives them from all the Masonic kingdoms on earth; it forms
secret treaties and alliances offensive and defensive with those powers, continues its corres-
pondence and relation with them, although our own Government may act at the same
time, be at open war with the governments in which such Masonic kingdoms are located;
it secures an undue, because unmerited, advantage to members of the fraternity over the
honest and industrious uninitiated farmer, mechanic, and laborer, in all the ordinary
business transactions of life; it prefers a corrupt 'brother' to honest citizens, in appoint-
ments to office; it prevents the wholesome enactment and due administration of laws;
it enters and corrupts our legislative halls, our executive affairs, our courts of Justice;
the trial by jury, instead of being the palladium of our rights, it converts into an
engine of favoritism and Masonic fraud; its whole tendency is to cherish a hatred of
democracy and a love of aristocratic and regal forms and power.
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"The trust of all these things has been repeatedly proclaimed to the world under
the signatures of thousands of honest men by authentic documents procured from the
lodges themselves, and by the testimony under oath, of numerous adhering Masons
of good character; and it .has never yet been contradicted by the sworn testimony of a
single witness: Therefore, Resolved, that the committee on the judiciary system be
instructed to bring in a bill effectively to suppress and prohibit the administration and
reception of Masonic, Odd Fellows, and all other secret extrajudicial oaths, obligations,
and promises in the nature of oaths."

Pennsylvania Reporter, December 12, 1834.

APPENDIX M

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1835

Governor: Joseph Ritner
Assembly: Edward Davies

Colonel George Mayer
Samuel S. Patterson
Abraham Kauffman
Colonel Thomas Neal
Colonel Maxwell Kennedy

Commissioner: John Long
Directors: Dr. John Witmer

Jacob Peters
Auditor: Jacob Frantz, Jr.

Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 3, 1835

APPENDIX N

Vote for governor of Pennsylvania, 1835 (Phila. City for Ritner,

Phila. County for Wolf)



APPENDIX 0

Address of Committee of Delegates of Exclusive Antimasons Upon
Antimasonic State Convention Held at Harrisburg,

December 14, 1835

"A Masonic Whig or Harrison convention was called to meet in Harrisburg at the
same time with the Antimasonic convention. It met and organized by electing a
Masonic president, and one or more Masonic vice presidents. A large number of their
body were adhering Masons, and most of the others the strenuous defenders of the
lodge. A regular inter-communication was kept up between the members of the Masonic
convention and such of those of the Antimasonic convention as were privy to the plans
of both. James Todd, esq., who, it was well known, was to be appointed attorney-
general under the new administration, caused his son, as is believed, who was a delegate,
to create a vacancy, and came into the [Antimasonic] convention as his substitute,
notwithstanding the solemn remonstrances of those who believed that the purity of
deliberative bodies could be preserved only by excluding from them all official
influence. It is ascertained that sixty-four members of the convention were applicants
for office, either to the governor or attorney-general for themselves or relations. Mr.
Todd was believed to possess the special confidence of the governor, and was known to
hold the patronage of more than fifty appointments. Without any authority, and as
we believe in express violation of the feelings and intentions of the governor, he had
induced the belief that the sure road to Executive favor lay through the immediate
nomination of General Harrison without regard to his political Antimasonry. .. . The
coalition with the Whig convention was completed and resulted in their nomina-
tion of the same candidates for President and Vice President. . . . a motion was made
to read the instructions of the several counties to their delegates, which was opposed by
the amalgamation party, and rejected. We shall not pretend to state what occurred in
the Masonic convention, as it sat with closed doors a considerable part of the time.
After General Harrison was nominated, Mr. Gest offered the following resolution, which
was rejected by a large majority: 'Resolved, that if General William H. Harrison will
give such unequivocal expressions—declarative that he will not knowingly appoint
adherents of oath-bound secret societies to office—that such expressions will be evidence
that he is sufficiently Antimasonic to be the Democratic Antimasonic candidate for
the Presidency of the United States and consequently, as such, ought to be unanimously
sustained by the Antimasonic party of Pennsylvania.' It is firmly believed that every
true Antimason in the State will refuse to sanction this coalition, but hold himself
bound by the decisions of the national convention about to be held. In addition to
the sixty-four applicants for office, the convention contained, as we believe, twenty-
four Whigs and one Mason. Fellow-citizens, after much toil and some suffering in your
company, in defense of 'equal rights,' we had hoped to be permitted to repose from
our labors. But the enemy has assumed a new, and most dangerous shape. Permit us
therefore to exhort you to buckle on anew your armor, as we have already done, to
meet and again overthrow the evil monster whose slightest tough is pollution." Signed,
Thaddeus Stevens, W. W. Irwin, Samuel Parke, committee of delegates.

Pennsylvania Reporter, January 5, 1836.

APPENDIX P

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1836

Congress: Edward Davies
Senate: Dr. Samuel Houston
Assembly: Abraham Kauffman

Andrew I. Kauffman
Cornelius Collins
John Lehman
Solomon Diller
George Ford, Jr.

Lancaster Examiner and Herald, August 25, 1836.

Sheriff: Peter Reed, Jr.
Jacob Erb

Coroner: Jacob Eshleman
Anthony McGlinn

Commissioner: Christian Hershey
Director: Feree Brinton

John Ehler
Auditor: Joseph Landis (3 years)

Jehu House (2 years)



APPENDIX Q

Excerpts from an Editorial in the Pennsylvania Reporter Concerning
Antimasonry and the Abolition Movement

"That this hobby [abolition] which the friends of the existing State administration
now intend to mount for the purpose of retaining their ill-gotten power can not be dis-
puted. . . . The decided ground assumed by Governor Ritner is his message, . . . the
incendiary articles which have from time to time appeared in the organ of his admin-
istration here, . . . the vehemence with which Mr. Stevens and Mr. Burrowes, his
excellency's confidential advisers, are urging the promulgation of their dogmas, and
the fidelity with whioh the presses owned and controlled by officeholders in various coun-
ties of the State reecho the doctrines, and obey the orders of the masters, and combine
to show, that this is hereafter to be regarded as the leading policy of that body of
individuals who formerly ranged themselves under the equally proscriptive but less
bloody banner of Antimasonry."
Pennsylvania Reporter, January 31, 1837.

APPENDIX R

Excerpts from Governor Ritner's Message to the
Legislature of 1836-1837, Concerning the Evils of Masonry

"What was comparatively restricted aand harmless in his day has assumed the
dangerous character of regularly organized oath-bound, secret-working, widespread,
and powerful societies. Of these . . . the society of Freemasonry is the fruitful mother.
Their efforts are: The propagation and support of principles and doctrines by concen-
tration of influence, . . . to the justification or even avowal of which individual char-
acter and responsibility would shrink; the disregard of all law and right, both con-
situtional and legislative which, if unchecked, is the sure precursor of anarchy and
the first step to despotism; the demoralization of society by the administration of un-
lawful and wicked oaths, which, if kept produce the result for which they were intended;
and if broken, accustom our citizens to make light of that which is the great agent of
justice, and one of the bonds of society: the promotion of monopoly and prostration of
the uninitiated man of business. These inevitable and indisputable results are sufficient
to arouse, and, I have no doubt will receive the attention of the legislature. Permit
me to recommend the subject to your early and deliberate consideration. At the last
session it was partly acted upon. The question of the constitutional right of the legis-
lature to investigate and legislate on the subject of secret, oath-bound societies was
settled, after a full and deliberate discussion. You meet under different and, permit
me to say under peculiarly favorable auspicies for the final disposal of this unpleasant
matter. Whatever you do will not be attributed to party zeal or excitement. You
have in your power by a full investigation of the nature of secret societies, and by the
passage of proper laws for their suppression or control forever to remove the stumbling
block. The people of the State expect the emergency to be met by the legislature, not
as partisans, but as freemen, determined, to perform their duty to the country, regard-
less of mere political consequences, and of every obligation except those which bind us
all to support of the Constitution."

Franklin Repository, December 20, 1836.

APPENDIX S

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1837

Assembly: George Ford, Jr.
Cornelius Collins
Solomon Diller
Abraham Kauffman
Benjamin Herr
Jacob Reddig, Jr.

Lancaster Examiner and Herald, August 31, 1837.

Commissioner: Joseph Hartman
Directors: George Webster

John Dentlinger
Auditor: Martin Hoover



APPENDIX T

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1838

Governor: Joseph Ritner
Congress: Edward Davies
Senator: John Strohm
Assembly: Benjamin G. Herr

Henry G. Long
Joseph Konigmacher
Solomon Diller
Abraham N. Cassel
John Herr

Lancaster Examiner and Herald, September 6, 1838.

Commissioners: John Landis
Joseph Paxson

Directors: Jacob Peters
John Rohrer

Auditor: Christian N. Rouch

APPENDIX U 

Excerpts from Thaddeus Stevens' Address to Citizens
of Adams County Upon the Disputed Election of 1838.

"Until then [the organization of the House], no parties exist between whom to
form the issue. It is absurd to say that the prima facie decision of the contested seats
in the house of the representatives can be postponed until all the undisputed returns
are read and those members decide the disputed ones; because until the speaker is
elected and the members duly qualified they are not a body competent to entertain any
question. . . . Everything anterior to that is a mere consentable agreement among so
many gentlemen. And by the constitution and laws there must be one hundred mem-
bers capable of voting for speaker and taking their seats at the organization. If the
disputed seats are to be postponed until such organization is perfected, it would be easy
to defeat it altogether, by contesting all the seats and leaving none as umpires. . . .
The house is competent to take no vote as to the right of members to seats. They
must, in every instance, be sitting members upon the returns furnished by the
Secretary of the Commonwealth; and the only way which they can be unseated, is
by a petition presented by the claiming members, and that petition referred to a
committee selected by lot, according to the act of 1791; whose report is final and con-
clusive."

Pennsylvania Telegraph, January 17, 1839.

APPENDIX V

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1839

Senate: Thomas E. Cockran
Assembly: Abraham N. Cassel

Benjamin G. Herr
James G. Henderson
Joseph Konigmacher
George Ford
Benjamin Kauffman

Sheriff: Anthony E. Roberts
Commissioner: John Miller

Lancaster Union, September 3, 1839.

Prothonotary: Zephaniah McLenegan
Register: James B. Ferree
Recorder: Samuel Eberly
Clerk of Quarter Sessions: Jacob L. Hoffmeir
Clerk of Orphans Court: Alexander H. Hood
Coroner: George Daly
Directors: Timothy Rogers

Dr. John Witmer
Auditor: John Mayer



FOR HARRISON	 A

APPENDIX W

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election 1840
(Democratic Harrison Ticket)

Congress: Jeremiah Brown
Senate: 	 William Hiester
Assembly: Benjamin Pennell

Joseph McClure
Philip Voneida
Christian Kieffer
Jacob Foreman
Hugh Andrews

Commissioner: Joseph Paxson
Auditor: Levi Miller
Directors: Jacob Reist

James Cresson

Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, September 8, 1940

APPENDIX X

Presidential election in Pennsylvania in 1840

APPENDIX Y

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1841
(Democratic [Antimasonic-Whig] Ticket)

Assembly: Christian Kieffer
Jacob Foreman
Joseph McClure
Philip Voneida
Benjamin Pennell
Hugh Andrews

Commissioner: Benjamin Breckbill
Treasurer: John F. Long
Auditor: Jacob B. Tschudy
Directors: John Rohrer

Jacob Peters

Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, September l, 1841.



APPENDIX Z

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1842

Congress: Jeremiah Brown
Senate: John Lovett
Assembly: Daniel Balmer

Alexander H. Hood
Charles Carpenter
Andrew Thompson
Jacob Foreman
John Warfel

Sheriff: David Hartman
Commissioner: Frederick Hipple
Prothonotary: Rudolph F. Rouch
Register: David Lebkicker
Clerk of Quarter Sessions: John Fondersmith
Clerk of Orphans' Court: Washington Righter
Auditor: John Mecartney
Directors: Godfried Zahn

Frederick Pfeiffer
Coroner: Daniel Wentz

Lancaster Examiner and Democratic Herald, September 28, 1842.

APPENDIX AA

Lancaster County Antimasonic Party Candidates in the Election of 1843
(The Stevens-dominated pure Antimasons)

Congress: Anthony E. Roberts
Assembly: Alexander H. Hood

Thomas S. Wood
David Perry
Dr. S. Houston
Samuel Eberly

Treasurer: T. Rogers
Commissioner: John Peoples
Directors: Christian Engle

Michael Wenger
Auditor: Edward Davies

Lancaster Union and Republican Sentinel, August 16, 1843.



[Editor's Note: Thaddeus Stevens, who played a major role in the life and destiny of
the Antimasonic Party, was said to have been opposed violently to college fraternities
particularly Phi Beta Kappa, during his Dartmouth days, and his college roommate, Jo-
seph Tracey, said of him, "He [Stevens] was inordinately ambitious, bitterly envious of all
who outranked him as scholars, and utterly unprincipled." Stevens was born with a de-
formed or "club" foot. With this infirmity he would not have been qualified for the
Masonic brotherhood which requires its candidates to be "of able body and of limbs whole
as a man ought to be." This requirement, while seemingly cruel, actually has quite the
opposite effect when fully understood. Crippled children especially are aided by the ef-
forts of, and in the hospitals of, a Masonic affiliate.]
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EXPLANATORY NOTE CONCERNING MAPS ON FOLLOWING
PAGES

Maps showing comparative voting strengths of political parties in Lan-
caster County from 1818 to 1844 are to be found on the next five pages. From
these the reader can see the political complexion of the county's election dis-
tricts prior to and during the antimasonic excitement. Reference to similar
maps for the period 1799-1810 (Journal of the Lancaster County Historical
Society, Vol. 67, pp. 6-11) will reveal that antimasonic strongholds previously
had been Federalist to a large degree. After the Antimasonic Party declined,
these areas continued to support Whigs and, later, Republicans.



STRASBURG

1818 Congressional

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY FEDERALIST

MARGINAL FEDERALIST

MARGINAL DEMO-REPUBLICAN

STRONGLY DEMO–REPUBLICAN

John Whiteside, Fed. 2451
James Montgomery, Fed. 2489
Jacob Hibshman, D-R. 2324
James Wallace, D-R. 225

EASTLAMPETER

1828 State Senatorial

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY FEDERALIST

MARGINAL FEDERALIST

MARGINAL DEMO-REPUBLICAN

STRONGLY DEMO-REPUBLICAN

Hambright, Fed. 	 2562
Cheaper, D-R. 	 2333



1827 County
Commissioner

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY FEDERALIST

MARGINAL FEDERALIST

MARGINAL DEMO-REPUBLICAN

-STRONGLY DEMO-REPUBLICAN

Federallet 	 2389
Demo-Republican 3712

1828 Presidential

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY NAT'L REPUB.

 MARGINAL HAM REPUB.

 MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC

J. Q. Adams Nat'l Repub. 3119
Andrew Jackson, Democrat 5186



1832 Gubernatorial

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY ANTIMASONIC

MARGINAL ANTIMASONIC

MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC

Ritner, Antimasonic 	 6387
Wolf, Democrat 	 4124

1832 Presidential

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY ANTIMASONIC

MARGINAL ANTIMASONIC

MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC
Girt, Antimasonic 5140
Jackson, Democrat 4061
Clay 7



1840 Congressional &
1836 Presidential 	 County Commissioner

VOTING MAJORITIES

 STRONGLY WHIG-ANTIMASON.

MARGINAL WHIG-ANTIMASON.

MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

 STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC
Harrison, Whig 	 6250
Van Buren,Democrat 	 4143

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY WHIG-ANTIMASON.
HARRISON DEMOCRAT
MARGINAL WHIG-ANTIMASON.

HARRISON DEMOCRATS
 MARGINAL LOCO-FOCO DEMOCRATIC

- STRONGLY LOCO-FOCO DEMOCRATIC.



1840 Presidential

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY WHIG

MARGINAL WHIG

MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC
Harrison, Whig 9678
Van Buren, Democrat 5470

1844 Presidential

VOTING MAJORITIES

STRONGLY WHIG

MARGINAL WHIG

MARGINAL DEMOCRATIC

STRONGLY DEMOCRATIC

Clay, Whig 	 10,295
Polk, Democrat 	 5,944
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