
The Era of Good Feelings- Source Materials and 
Periodization Prompt

Document 1- Rufus King- The Debate of the Tallmadge Amendment, 1819

The constitution declares “that congress shall have power to dispose of, and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory and other property of the United States.” Under this power congress have passed laws for 
the survey and sale of the public lands, for the division of the same into separate territories; and have ordained for 
each of them a constitution, a plan of temporary government, whereby the civil and political rights of the 
inhabitants are regulated, and the rights of conscience and other natural rights are protected.

The power to make all needful regulations, includes the power to determine what regulations are needful; and if a 
regulation prohibiting slavery within any territory of the United States be, as it has been, deemed needful, congress 
possess the power to make the same, and moreover to pass all laws necessary to carry this power into execution.

The territory of Missouri is a portion of Louisiana, which was purchased of France, and belongs to the United 
States in full dominion; in the language of the constitution Missouri is their territory or property, and is subject, like 
other territories of the United States, to the regulations and temporary government, which has been, or shall be 
prescribed by congress. The clause of the constitution, which grants this power to congress, is so comprehensive, 
and unambiguous, and its purpose so manifest, that commentary will not render the power, or the object of its 
establishment, more explicit or plain.

The constitution further provides that “new states may be admitted by congress in the Union” – time, terms, and 
circumstances of the admission of new states are referred to the discretion of congress; which may admit new 
states, but are not obliged to do so – of right no new state can demand admission into the Union, unless such 
demand be founded upon some previous engagement of the United States.

When admitted by congress into the Union, whether by compact or otherwise, the new state becomes entitled to 
the enjoyment of the same rights, and bound to perform the like duties as the other states; – and its citizens will be 
entitled to all privileges and immunities of citizens in the several states.

Document 2- John Q. Adams- Reflections on the Debates of the Missouri Compromise- 
1819 

Jan.24.—I walked with R. M. Johnson to the Senate chamber and heard Mr. Pinkney close his Missouri speech. There 
was a great crowd of auditors. Many ladies, among whom several seated on the floor of the Senate. His eloquence 
was said to be less overpowering than it had been last Friday. His language is good, his fluency without interruption 
or hesitation, his manner impressive, but his argument weak, from the inherent weakness of his cause.

Feb.11.—I went up to the Capitol and heard Mr. King in the Senate, upon what is called the Missouri question. He 
had been speaking perhaps an hour before I went in, and I heard him about an hour. His manner is dignified, grave, 
earnest, but not rapid or vehement. There was nothing new in his argument, but he unravelled with ingenious and 
subtle analysis many of the sophistical tissues of the slave-holders. He laid down the position of the natural liberty 
of man, and its incompatibility with slavery in any shape. He also questioned the Constitutional right of the 
President and Senate to make the Louisiana Treaty; but he did not dwell upon those points, nor draw the 
consequences from them which I should think important in speaking to that subject. He spoke, however, with great 
power, and the great slave-holders in the House gnawed their lips and clenched their fists as they heard him . . . We 
attended an evening party at Mr. Calhoun's, and heard of nothing but the Missouri question and Mr. King's speeches. 
The slave-holders cannot hear of them without being seized with cramps. They call them seditious and 
inflammatory, when their greatest real defect is their timidity. Never since human sentiments and human conduct 
were influenced by human speech was there a theme for eloquence like the free side of this question now before 
Congress of this Union. By what fatality does it happen that all the most eloquent orators of the body are on its 



slavish side? There is a great mass of cool judgment and plain sense on the side of freedom and humanity, but the 
ardent spirits and passions are on the side of oppression. Oh, if but one man could arise with a genius capable of 
comprehending, a heart capable of supporting, and an utterance capable of communicating those eternal truths that 
belong to this question, to lay bare in all its nakedness that outrage upon the goodness of God, human slavery, now 
is the time, and this is the occasion, upon which such a man would perform the duties of an angel upon earth!

Feb.13.—Attended the divine service at the Capitol, and heard Mr. Edward Everett, the Professor of the Greek 
language at Harvard University, a young man of shining talents and of illustrious promise. His text was from I Cor. 
vii. 29: "Brethren, the time is short," and it was without comparison the most splendid composition as a sermon 
that I ever heard delivered. . . . Mr.Clay, with whom I walked, after the service, to call upon Chief-Justice Marshall, 
told me that although Everett had a fine fancy and a chaste style of composition, his manner was too theatrical, and 
he liked Mr. Holley's manner better.

Clay started, however, immediately to the Missouri question, yet in debate before both Houses of Congress, and, 
alluding to a strange scene at Richmond, Virginia, last Wednesday evening, said it was a shocking thing to think of, but 
he had not a doubt that within five years from this time the Union would be divided into three distinct 
confederacies. I did not incline to discuss the subject with him. We found Judges Livingston and Story with the Chief 
Justice.

*   *   *
February23.—A. Livermore and W. Plumer, Junr, members of the House of Representatives from New Hampshire, 
called upon me, and, conversing on the Missouri slave question, which at this time agitates Congress and the Nation, 
asked my opinion of the propriety of agreeing to a compromise. The division in Congress and the nation is nearly 
equal on both sides. The argument on the free side is, the moral and political duty of preventing the extension of 
slavery in the immense country from the Mississippi River to the South Sea. The argument on the slave side is, that 
Congress have no power by the Constitution to prohibit slavery in any State, and, the zealots say, not in any 
Territory. The proposed compromise is to admit Missouri, and hereafter Arkansas, as States, without any restriction 
upon them regarding slavery, but to prohibit the future introduction of slaves in all Territories of the United States 
north of 36º 30' latitude. I told these gentlemen that my opinion was, the question could be settled no otherwise 
than by a compromise.

Feb.24.—I had some conversation with Calhoun on the slave question pending in Congress. He said he did not 
think it would produce a dissolution of the Union, but, if it should, the South would be from necessity compelled to 
form an alliance, offensive and defensive, with Great Britain.

I said that would be returning to the colonial state.

He said, yes, pretty much, but it would be forced upon them. I asked him whether he thought, if by the effect of this 
alliance, offensive and defensive, the population of the North should be cut off from its natural outlet upon the 
ocean, it would fall back upon its rocks bound hand and foot, to starve, or whether it would not retain its powers 
of locomotion to move southward by land. Then, he said, they would find it necessary to make their communities all 
military. I pressed the conversation no further: but if the dissolution of the Union should result from the slave 
question, it is as obvious as anything that can be foreseen of futurity, that it must shortly afterwards be followed by 
the universal emancipation of the slaves. A more remote but perhaps not less certain consequence would be the 
extirpation of the African race on this continent, by the gradually bleaching process of intermixture, where the 
white portion is already so predominant, and by the destructive progress of emancipation, which, like all great 
religious and political reformations, is terrible in its means though happy and glorious in its end. Slavery is the great 
and foul stain upon the North American Union, and it is a contemplation worthy of the most exalted soul whether 
its total abolition is or is not practicable: if practicable, by what it may be effected, and if a choice of means be 
within the scope of the object, what means would accomplish it at the smallest cost of human suffering. A 
dissolution, at least temporary, of the Union, as now constituted, would be certainly necessary . . . [.] The Union 
might then be reorganized on the fundamental principle of emancipation. This object is vast in its compass, awful in 
its prospects, sublime and beautiful in its issue.

Document 3- John Marshall- Decision in McCulloch vs. Maryland, 1819

The power of Congress to create and, of course, to continue the bank was the subject of the preceding part of this 
opinion, and is no longer to be considered as questionable.



That the power of taxing it by the States may be exercised so as to destroy it is too obvious to be denied. But 
taxation is said to be an absolute power which acknowledges no other limits than those expressly prescribed in the 
Constitution, and, like sovereign power of every other description, is intrusted to the discretion of those who use 
it. But the very terms of this argument admit that the sovereignty of the State, in the article of taxation itself, is 
subordinate to, and may be controlled by, the Constitution of the United States. How far it has been controlled by 
that instrument must be a question of construction. In making this construction, no principle, not declared, can be 
admissible which would defeat the legitimate operations of a supreme Government. It is of the very essence of 
supremacy to remove all obstacles to its action within its own sphere, and so to modify every power vested in 
subordinate governments as to exempt its own operations from their own influence. This effect need not be stated 
in terms. It is so involved in the declaration of supremacy, so necessarily implied in it, that the expression of it could 
not make it more certain. We must, therefore, keep it in view while construing the Constitution.

The argument on the part of the State of Maryland is not that the States may directly resist a law of Congress, but 
that they may exercise their [p428] acknowledged powers upon it, and that the Constitution leaves them this right, 
in the confidence that they will not abuse it. Before we proceed to examine this argument and to subject it to test 
of the Constitution, we must be permitted to bestow a few considerations on the nature and extent of this original 
right of taxation, which is acknowledged to remain with the States. It is admitted that the power of taxing the 
people and their property is essential to the very existence of Government, and may be legitimately exercised on 
the objects to which it is applicable, to the utmost extent to which the Government may choose to carry it. The 
only security against the abuse of this power is found in the structure of the Government itself. In imposing a tax, 
the legislature acts upon its constituents. This is, in general, a sufficient security against erroneous and oppressive 
taxation.

The people of a State, therefore, give to their Government a right of taxing themselves and their property, and as 
the exigencies of Government cannot be limited, they prescribe no limits to the exercise of this right, resting 
confidently on the interest of the legislator and on the influence of the constituent over their representative to 
guard them against its abuse. But the means employed by the Government of the Union have no such security, nor 
is the right of a State to tax them sustained by the same theory. Those means are not given by the people of a 
particular State, not given by the constituents of the legislature which claim the right to tax them, but by the people 
of all the States They are given by all, [p429] for the benefit of all -- and, upon theory, should be subjected to that 
Government only which belongs to all.

Document 4- James Monroe- The Monroe Doctrine, 1823

The occasion has been judged proper for asserting, as a principle in which the rights and interests of the United 
States are involved, that the American continents, by the free and independent condition which they have assumed 
and maintain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future colonization by any European powers....

The citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the liberty and happiness of their 
fellow-men on that side [the European side] of the Atlantic. In the wars of the European powers in matters relating 
to themselves we have never taken any part, nor does it comport with our policy so to do. It is only when our 
rights are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or make preparation for our defense. With the 
movements in this hemisphere we are of necessity more immediately connected, and by causes which must be 
obvious to all enlightened and impartial observers. The political system of the allied powers is essentially different in 
this respect from that of America.... We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing between 
the United States and those powers to declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their 
system to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety. With the existing colonies or 
dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the Governments 
who have declared their independence and maintained it, and whose independence we have, on great consideration 
and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them, or 
controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation of 
an unfriendly disposition toward the United States. In the war declared between those new Governments and Spain 
we declared our neutrality at the time of their recognition, and to this we have adhered, and shall continue to 
adhere, provided no change shall occur which, in the judgment of the competent authorities of this Government, 
shall make a corresponding change on the part of the United States indispensable to their security....



Our policy in regard to Europe, which we adopted at an early stage of the wars which have so long agitated that 
quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same, which is not to interfere in the internal concerns of any of its 
powers; to consider the government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to cultivate friendly relations 
with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and manly policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of 
every power, submitting to injuries from none.

Document 5- Historians Steven Mintz and Sarah McNeil- The University of Houston- The 
Panic of 1819, 2016

In 1819 a financial panic swept across the country. The growth in trade that followed the War of 1812 came to an 
abrupt halt. Unemployment mounted, banks failed, mortgages were foreclosed, and agricultural prices fell by half. 
Investment in western lands collapsed.

The panic was frightening in its scope and impact. In New York State, property values fell from $315 million in 1818 
to $256 million in 1820. In Richmond, property values fell by half. In Pennsylvania, land values plunged from $150 an 
acre in 1815 to $35 in 1819. In Philadelphia, 1,808 individuals were committed to debtors' prison. In Boston, the 
figure was 3,500.

For the first time in American history, the problem of urban poverty commanded public attention. In New York in 
1819, the Society for the Prevention of Pauperism counted 8,000 paupers out of a population of 120,000. The next 
year, the figure climbed to 13,000. Fifty thousand people were unemployed or irregularly employed in New York, 
Philadelphia, and Baltimore, and one foreign observer estimated that half a million people were jobless nationwide. 
To address the problem of destitution, newspapers appealed for old clothes and shoes for the poor, and churches 
and municipal governments distributed soup. Baltimore set up 12 soup kitchens in 1820 to give food to the poor.

The downswing spread like a plague across the country. In Cincinnati, bankruptcy sales occurred almost daily. In 
Lexington, Kentucky, factories worth half a million dollars were idle. Matthew Carey, a Philadelphia economist, 
estimated that 3 million people, one-third of the nation's population, were adversely affected by the panic. In 1820, 
John C. Calhoun commented: "There has been within these two years an immense revolution of fortunes in every 
part of the Union; enormous numbers of persons utterly ruined; multitudes in deep distress."

The panic had several causes, including a dramatic decline in cotton prices, a contraction of credit by the Bank of 
the United States designed to curb inflation, an 1817 congressional order requiring hard-currency payments for 
land purchases, and the closing of many factories due to foreign competition.

The panic unleashed a storm of popular protest. Many debtors agitated for "stay laws" to provide relief from debts 
as well as the abolition of debtors' prisons. Manufacturing interests called for increased protection from foreign 
imports, but a growing number of southerners believed that high protective tariffs, which raised the cost of 
imported goods and reduced the flow of international trade, were the root of their troubles. Many people 
clamored for a reduction in the cost of government and pressed for sharp reductions in federal and state budgets. 
Others, particularly in the South and West, blamed the panic on the nation's banks and particularly the tight-money 
policies of the Bank of the United States.

By 1823 the panic was over. But it left a lasting imprint on American politics. The panic led to demands for the 
democratization of state constitutions, an end to restrictions on voting and office holding, and heightened hostility 
toward banks and other "privileged" corporations and monopolies. The panic also exacerbated tensions within the 
Republican Party and aggravated sectional tensions as northerners pressed for higher tariffs while southerners 
abandoned their support of nationalistic economic programs.

Document 6- Dr. Daniel Preston, The University of Mary Washington, James Monroe- The 
Controversy Concerning Spanish Florida, 2016



Spanish Florida

For years, southern plantation owners and white farmers in Georgia, Alabama, and South Carolina had lost runaway 
slaves to the Florida swamps. Seminole and Creek Indians offered refuge to these slaves and led raids against white 
settlers in the border regions. The U.S. government could do little about the problem because the swamps lay deep 
within Spanish Florida. If the United States moved decisively against the Seminoles, it would risk war with Spain. 
Although the United States had tried to convince Spain to cede the territory on various occasions (including during 
Monroe's stint as special envoy to Spain in 1805), its efforts had failed.
With the end of the War of 1812, the U.S. government turned its attention to the raids. President Monroe sent 
General Andrew Jackson, the hero of the Battle of New Orleans, to the Florida border in 1818 to stop the 
incursions. Liberally interpreting his vague instructions, Jackson's troops invaded Florida, captured a Spanish fort at 
St. Marks, took control of Pensacola, and deposed the Spanish governor. He also executed two British citizens 
whom he accused of having incited the Seminoles to raid American settlements.
The invasion of Florida caused quite a stir in Washington, D.C. Although Jackson said he had acted within the 
bounds of his instructions, Secretary of War John C. Calhoun disagreed and urged Monroe to reprimand Jackson 
for acting without specific authority. In addition, foreign diplomats and some congressmen demanded that Jackson 
be repudiated and punished for his unauthorized invasion. Secretary of State John Quincy Adams came to Jackson's 
defense, stating that Jackson's measures were, in fact, authorized as part of his orders to end the Indian raids. 
Monroe ultimately agreed with Adams. To the administration, the entire affair illustrated the lack of control Spain 
had over the region. Secretary of State Adams thought that he could use the occasion to pressure Spain to sell all 
of Florida to the United States. Preoccupied with revolts throughout its Latin American empire, Spain understood 
that the United States could seize the territory at will. Adams convinced Spain to sell Florida to the United States 
and to drop its claims to the Louisiana Territory and Oregon. In return, the United States agreed to relinquish its 
claims on Texas and assume responsibility for $5 million that the Spanish government owed American citizens. The 
resulting treaty, known as the Adams-Onís Treaty of 1819—named after John Quincy Adams and Luis de Onís, the 
Spanish minister—was hailed as a great success.
Questions about the Florida raids resurfaced during Jackson's presidency. In 1830, a rift opened up between 
President Jackson and his vice president, John C. Calhoun. One of the issues involved Jackson's prior conduct in 
Florida and Calhoun's reaction as secretary of war. At the time of the invasion, Jackson claimed that he had received 
secret instructions from Monroe to occupy Florida. Weeks before his death, Monroe wrote a letter disclaiming any 
knowledge of the secret instructions that Jackson claimed he had received.

Document 7- Henry Clay- In Defense of the American System, 1823

I have now to perform the more pleasing task of exhibiting an imperfect sketch of the existing state of the 
unparalleled prosperity of the country. On a general survey, we behold cultivation extended, the arts flourishing, the 
face of the country improved; our people fully and profitably employed, and the public countenance exhibiting 
tranquility, contentment and happiness. And if we descend into particulars, we have the agreeable contemplation of 
a people out of debt, land rising slowly in value, but in a secure and salutary degree; a ready though not extravagant 
market for all the surplus productions of our industry; innumerable flocks and herds browsing and gamboling on 
ten thousand hills and plains, covered with rich and verdant grasses; our cities expanded, and whole villages 
springing up, as it were, by enchantment; our exports and imports increased and increasing; our tonnage, foreign 
and coastwise, swelling and fully occupied; the rivers of our interior animated by the perpetual thunder and 
lightning of countless steam-boats; the currency sound and abundant; the public debt of two wars nearly redeemed; 
and, to crown all, the public treasury overflowing, embarrassing Congress, not to find subjects of taxation, but to 
select the objects which shall be liberated from the impost. If the term of seven years were to be selected, of the 
greatest prosperity which this people have enjoyed since the establishment of their present constitution, it would 
be exactly that period of seven years which immediately followed the passage of the tariff of 1824. 

This transformation of the condition of the country from gloom and distress to brightness and prosperity, has been 
mainly the work of American legislation, fostering American industry, instead of allowing it to be controlled by 
foreign legislation, cherishing foreign industry. The foes of the American System, in 1824, with great boldness and 
confidence, predicted, 1st. The ruin of the public revenue, and the creation of a necessity to resort to direct 
taxation. The gentleman from South Carolina, (General Hayne,) I believe, thought that the tariff of 1824 would 
operate a reduction of revenue to the large amount of eight millions of dollars. 2d. The destruction of our 
navigation. 3d. The desolation of commercial cities. And 4th. The augmentation of the price of objects of 
consumption, and further decline in that of the articles of our exports. Every prediction which they made has 
failed-utterly failed. Instead of the ruin of the public revenue, with which they then sought to deter us from the 



adoption of the American System, we are now threatened with its subversion, by the vast amount of the public 
revenue produced by that system. . . .

Document 8- Historians Interviewed- Topic: The Corrupt Bargain and the Election of 1824, 
2007

Narrator: The presidential election of 1824 was a highly contested race between three candidates that resulted in a 
bitter scandal known as the “Corrupt Bargain.” The top three candidates, John Quincy Adams, Henry Clay, and 
Andrew Jackson, were all from the Republican Party, the only party that existed at the time. Compared to Adams 
and Clay, Andrew Jackson was a political outsider. Born into poverty, he had risen to national fame as a military hero 
in the War of 1812. His reputation as a self-made man appealed to a majority of American voters, and on Election 
Day, they turned out in droves.

Professor EDWARD T. O’DONNELL (Holy Cross College): He doesn't own a huge plantation. Yeah, he's very 
wealthy because he's a very successful lawyer and land speculator. But he's come from virtually nothing. So there's a 
kind of a connection that people feel with him. And his great power base is going to be these newly empowered 
white male Americans from northern cities and also from western farms. And they're going to see him as their guy.

Narrator: Jackson won the majority of the popular vote, but he did not win the presidency.

JOHN STEELE GORDON, author: He didn't get enough electoral votes to be elected, in fact nobody did. And so, 
under the Constitution, when that happens, it goes into the House of Representatives.

Narrator: The 12th amendment to the Constitution provides that if no candidate receives a clear majority of 
electoral votes, it is up to the House of Representatives to choose the president. Each state receives one vote. 
Henry Clay was Speaker of the House. He immediately dropped out of the race, turning it into a contest between 
two men, Andrew Jackson and John Quincy Adams. Clay convinced his supporters in the House to vote for Adams, 
and when Adams won the presidency, he promptly made Clay his Secretary of State, a traditional stepping-stone to 
the White House. The Jacksonians were furious.

GORDON: And Jackson just went, to use a modern term, ballistic. And he vowed that this was not gonna happen 
again.

Narrator: Jackson’s supporters accused Adams of making a secret deal with Clay, rewarding him with the office of 
Secretary of State in exchange for his votes for president. The deal became known as the “Corrupt Bargain.” 
Jackson’s supporters split off from the Republican Party and forged a new party called the “Democratic-
Republicans.”

Professor MATTHEW WARSHAUER (Central Connecticut State University): You get National Republicans who 
follow John Quincy Adams and then you get Democratic-Republicans who follow Andrew Jackson. And what ends 
up occurring is that ultimately Jackson's followers drop the “Republican” part of Democratic and they just become 
known as the Jacksonian Democratic Party or the Jacksonian Democrats.

Narrator: Public outrage over the Corrupt Bargain boosted Jackson’s image even further with voters. Four years 
later, in the presidential election of 1828, Jackson won the outright majority.

Long Essay Question- Skill: Periodization

Prompt

The period after the War of 1812 is commonly referred to as the “Era of Good Feelings.” 
Support, modify, or refute this interpretation, providing specific evidence to justify your 

response. 




