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The Midwest’s Finest War of 1812 Publication

Madisonian Nationalism

by David M. Grabitske

James Madison was a hedgehog. 

Isaiah Berlin once wrote a famous essay describing Leo Tolstoy in the same terms. He explained that a hedgehog, although it seems uncomplimentary, is an appropriate description of someone who has a tunnel view of his goal. Tolstoy was able to make everything fit a central object. Madison was a hedgehog with his vision firmly set to achieve what every other republic to date had failed to do: attain longevity. Madison never wavered or strayed from his path throughout his lengthy public service. 

During the last four years of the American Revolution, James Madi�son of Virginia served in the Conti�nen�tal Congress sitting in Phila�del�phia, Pennsylvania. Although young and quite shy, he played an important role in the affairs of Congress, gaining both a good reputation and a loyal following.1 Madison very faithfully attended Congress, not missing a single day until after George Washington disbanded the Continental Army in November of 1783.2  It was here in Congress that Madison met other prominent leaders from that most remarkable generation, such as Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Franklin, Sam Adams, Dr. James Witherspoon, George Washington, John Jay and a great many others. It was in Congress where Madison became a national leader as he led debates and drafted legislation.

During the process of ratifying the Articles of Confederation, the French Minister Chevalier de la Luzerne and James Madison became close friends. Madison began to see the plight the French had put themselves in by supporting the American cause. “If Britain subdued her former colonies,” Ralph Ketchum wrote, “France would feel the full force of Britain’s emboldened power.”  Madison also realized that “French influence would in most ways help make the United States the kind of nation Madison wanted it to become: united, powerful, and able to play a significant role in world affairs.”3 The Americans had to win for two reasons. The first was for the grand experiment in popular government, and the other was to prevent Great Britain from becoming the overbearing single power in world affairs. 

From the start, Madison knew that the Articles of Confederation would never work well enough for the United States to be “united, powerful,” or “significant.” On March 12, 1781, he proposed an amendment to the Articles providing for the use of force to compel the states to abide by the wishes of Congress. This proposal came but twelve days after the Articles went into effect, and was promptly defeated.4 Time and time again he saw that the states were neglecting their apportioned responsibility, and that because of the time of national emergency, the Revolutionary War, their neglect was even more despicable. What would happen when the present affliction were lifted no one knew. And if a similar situation in the future arose after a long period peace, would these independent sovereigns band together for a “common defense” to at least the same extent as they were presently? Madison surely had grave doubts about the future under the Articles of Confederation if it went un-amended.



BRIGADE MINUTES

6 gathered at the Cheshire at 6:50.

Publications & Correspondence—DESPATCH arrived with quite a few articles. Of note was the touching tribute to the soldiers of Ft. Osage. There is inform�ation on the symposium. COTTONBALE was late in arriving and terribly small compared to its usual size. It has a timeline of 1812 happenings. JOURNAL OF THE WAR OF 1812 was also late, but has some good articles to recommend. MHQ has a wrap up of military events of the twentieth century, and basically for the millennium, and to the distress of the 6 of us at the Cheshire the War of 1812 was not even mentioned. Well, neither was the War of Jenkin’s Ear… 

Upcoming Events—WATERLOO 2000 is postponed till 2001, since 2000 conflicts with the 200th anniversary of Napoleon’s victory at Marengo in Italy. SYMPOSIUM definitely set for March 25-26 in Arrow Rock, MO. Lundgren will uphold the tradition of a Minnesota speaker! PINE CITY promises all new scenarios and activities. More information will be forthcoming from Schiffer�decker very soon. FT. SNELLING will have a time line event on Memorial Day. The camps will very likely be inside the fort proper between the Round Tower and Powder Magazine. Each participating unit will get a table to do recruiting on. Parade of the American Soldier will be at 12 noon, and participants are only required to be there from 11-3. The “Ladies’ War of 1812” will again be performed. SIBLEY HOUSE will host its first ever War of 1812 event in conjunction with its annual observance of St. Jean-Baptiste Day. More details are forthcoming from Lisa Krahn very soon.

Current Media—FOX network (locally channel 29) is showing Jack of All Trades which is set in 1801. The background is that the Jefferson Administration is at war with France. The last episode required the hero to rescue Jefferson’s niece from a French prison in Canada. By now you, the reader, have surmised the accuracy of this show. Tom Shaw reported on the latest Jane Austin film Mansfield Park, and pronounced it very good.



CAPT. ANDERSON’S COY. MEETING

Ferguson, Meyers, R. & B. Williams. 

Planning on attending Pine City, Ft. Snelling and Sibley House.

Hard to say who might go to Symposium.



CAPT. LUCAS’ COY. MEETING 

No new news to report.

Planning on a good showing at the Symposium to support James Lundgren.



CAPT. TAYLOR’S COY. MEETING

Grabitske, Shaw.

No new news to report. We are planning on attending the events at Pine City, Ft. Snelling, and Sibley House.



USS CAROLINA SCUTTLEBUTT

The brown waters of the west, the mighty rivers and majestic lakes, are solid in ice. And fish without water are just lutefisk. Therefore the sailors of the Carolina are all aboard local galleys, manning vessels which ply the fire waters. Tales of the old salts are peppered with insights, and even rumors of the gunner’s mate discovering a cutlass drill manual.

Madison was not alone in wanting a stronger central govern�ment. A few months previous, in September of 1780, James Duane received a letter from Alexander Hamilton which acknowledged that “the fundamental defect” of Congress was “a want for power.”5 He must have been glad to see the latter when Hamilton joined Congress in 1782. Throughout the Confederation period a battle was joined between those who wanted a stronger government and those who sought the statis quo. Over the years, many soon came to see that things were deteriorating and that something had to be done to shore up the collapsing house. Madison saw that the states rights agitators were causing a weak government and became “convinced that in the long run the United States required government over, not negotiation among, its constituent parts.”6 Madison would agree with Lincoln, nearly eighty years later, who said that the Union was greater than the sum of its parts.

For the Union to be worth anything, the Union had to be something; especially something more than it was, a conglomerate of feuding constituent members of dubious financial stability. Thus in 1786 James Madison settled down to discover what, based on history, were the good things in a republic to be emulated and what parts of historic republics were to be avoided at all costs. As is evident from his Federalist writings, he studied the Amphictyonic Confederation which had such notable powers as the right to administer for the common welfare, make war, admit new members, to be the final arbiter of controversies among its constituents and yet allowed the members to retain almost full sovereignty. He studied the competing Achaean League which was a much tighter confederacy. The Achaeans had a single civilian administrator who had command of the army, and could run the government when the senate was in recess. This League, unlike the present Confeder�ation, had uniform laws, weights and money. Madison felt that there was “infinitely more … justice” in its government “than were to be found in any of the cities exercising singly all the prerogatives of sovereignty.” The Amphictyonic Confederation had, after its spirited war with Xerxes’ Persia, been debilitated by infighting by its members, just as now the states were doing. And in this weakness, someone could step in just as Philip of Macedon had done with the Amphictyonics and destroy the republic. The Achaean League had succumbed to foreign military aid, the Romans.7 Madison learned that with out strong central authority a republic would fall victim to foreign powers playing games with “sovereign” members with the aim of gaining control of it. 

Madison continued in his careful review of historic confederacies by examining what might seem to be an unlikely source, the Holy Roman Empire. This confederation of autonomous German and North Italian kingdoms, principalities, municipalities, and bishoprics had a chief executive with veto power. Its judiciary had supreme jurisdiction of its members, and the Diet, or legislature, had to be followed or face sanction. In addition to veto power, the Emperor could propose legislation, name ambassadors, found universities, receive and apply revenue, and ensure public safety. Madison stated that despite being weak, the members “were unwilling to expose themselves to the mercy of foreign powers.” They needed to have mutual protection, and they probably realized that they could never be as strong independently of each other as they could be together.8 Napoleon later did what those constituent members were unwilling to do, namely, dissolve the Empire. Napoleon knew that the Holy Roman Empire was a useless relic, and that it was far easier to control these newly “German allies” without it. Napoleon, twenty odd years later, became the German’s Philip of Macedon.

Turning then to a more recent republic, Madison examined the Dutch Republic. Stemming from European traditional thought on republics, the Netherlands was structurally much the same as the Holy Roman Empire. But the worst thing about that confederation was that it required unanimous consent, which was totally unworkable for day-to-day affairs of state. Madison �could see a similar parallel to the Articles of Confederati�on’s provision for unanimous consent to all amendments. There might never be an amendment, just as there almost was not a Dutch government.9

It seemed to Madison that these were important lessons from history, and they were not to be ignored, especially if the United States were to become a nation rather than just a country. To differenti�ate the terms “country” and “nation” we can observe a modern country which is not a nation, Somalia. It is leaderless, aimless and has no real identity. A nation, on the other hand, has a central government which sets forth goals and fosters pride in its past. Madison wanted Union, wanted a nation. George Washington had given the people a country by virtue of armed victory over the British. Madison, therefore, armed with historical evi�dence, gave us a nation by virtue of vigilant study of republics. He compiled the facts and took them with him to the Constitutional Conven�tion, first at Annapolis in 1786, and then at Philadel�phia, May 3, 1787. Madison wanted a strong government of the people, and set out to create a government that would survive, strong and healthy. 

As is evident from the historical examples, Madison synthesized the admirable attributes of historical federative governments, and attempted to leave out those which became vices leading to weakness and destruction. The Constitution, largely drafted by Madison, contained a chief executive who had veto power over the Congress, command of the military, the ability to appoint officials with consent of the legislature, etc. It contained a bicameral legislature, which was not what Madison had wanted, that had both representation by population and equal state representa�tion. The latter is what Madison feared caused the disintegration of so many federal republics before, but it was a compromise he was willing to make if it meant that his country would be a unified nation.10

In all humility, however, James Madison would not take the credit alone for the Constitution. “It ought to be regarded as the work of many heads and many hands.” Adrienne Koch agreed that many of the other members of the convention “possessed political genius” and shaped the document. “But Madison outdistanced all the other delegates by his initial pre�paration and by his sustained and ubiquitous efforts in the Convention.”11  

Madison, along with Alexander Hamilton and John Jay, set out to defend the new Constitution in the crucial state of New York with a series of articles that have come to be known as the Federalist Papers. In the Federalist XXXIX Madison outlined the shape of the new government. It is “neither a national nor a federal Con�stitution, but a composition of both.” Its foundation is federal, its source of power is federal and national, but “in the operation of these powers it is national, not federal.”12 What is important to note is that Madison placed the word national before federal in the conclusion to XXXIX. He also buries the second phrase in the middle of that same paragraph so as perhaps to camouflage that remark from the state rights advocates. After all, power is useless unless implemented. And the operating powers of the new government were national, no matter where they were derived. Madison’s zeal for nationhood becomes even clearer in Federalist XLI. “Every man who loves peace, every man who loves his country, every man who loves liberty, ought to ever have it before his eyes, that he may cherish in his heart a due attachment to the Union of America, and be able to set a value on the means of preserving it.”13

One by one the states ratified the new Constitution. The founding fathers began to set up the new government in the summer of 1788. Madison proudly brought word that Virginia ratified in June, and was equally glad that New York, in July, also ratified.14 The only provision which brought about debate was the temporary location of the capital. New York City won the honor, although Madison preferred Philadelphia for its more centralized locale and its accessibility from the west, which was important owing to the tensions over navigation on the Mississippi River. He knew that “only deeds showing that national and not local interests would prevail” in the government would cement the sections of the country. Without that cement, “a pattern of petty, squabbling nations instead of a ‘United States’” would develop.15 As it was, New York was the capital.

Madison, despite the small setback, was hopeful towards the new government. Hopeful because all of the people everywhere he went were talking of the fall elections, discussing it among themsel�ves. This fit with Madison’s hope for nationalism. His goal for nationhood included a strong central government, certainly, but one that was run by the people, rather than a man. Even when Patrick Henry, Governor of Virginia, denied Madison a Senate seat, he was not disappointed. Madison preferred to have a seat in the House, as that position was granted by the people, and because he had wanted a government repre�sented in terms of population, not equality of states. Even so, Henry sought to keep Madison out by fixing the district in which Madison lived. Madison won by 334 votes.16

The greatest test came in the form of the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798. These bills enacted by a Federalist Congress and signed by President John Adams were clearly aimed at political opposition. The Alien Act permitted the President to detain and deport any unnaturalized person living in the United States. Since the Republican Party of Jefferson and Madison received most of its support from the new immigrants, this Act could hinder their political activity. The Sedition Act might rightly be considered worse yet. This Act allowed the President to shut down newspapers that printed slanderous and defamatory remarks about the Government. It seemingly ignored the First Amendment right to freedom of the press.

In response, Jefferson and Madison wrote the Kentucky and Virginia Resolutions, respectively. Madison’s Vir�ginia Resolution is much shorter and to the point than Jefferson’s. Virginia resolved �that the Alien and Sedition Acts were unconstitutional. Still, the resolution stated that the people had “the truest anxiety for establishing and perpetuating the union for all.” They had no intention of breaking up the union. Rather, Virginia sought to defend the constitutionally protected rights from those who would “transform the present republican system of the United States, into an absolute, or at best a mixed monarchy.” Virginia considered it “their duty to watch over and oppose every infraction of those principles which constitute the only basis of that Union, because a faithful observance of them, can alone secure its existence and the public happiness.”17 This might be considered another point to Madison’s vision of nationalism: to be an American Nationalist, one has to jealously guard and covet his constitutional freedoms. 

Madison later in life defended Virginia’s act of declaring Federal laws unconstitutional in a letter to Edward Everett, August of 1830. He was alarmed by the proponents of nullification who were using his Virginia Resolution to justify that doctrine. Madison stated that nullification was “extra-constitutional” and “inadmissible.” The Constitution provided a way to amend itself by three-fourths of the states ratifying a proposed amendment, and Madison saw no need to provide any other way. Nullification on the other hand presumed the decision of the state valid, over the laws of the United States, unless three-fourths of the states declared support for the Federal law in question. “But,” Madison wrote, “to establish a positive and permanent rule giving such a power, to such a minority, over such a majority, would overturn the first principle of free government, and in practice necessarily overturn the government itself.” The Constitution, after all, was “proposed to the people of the states as a whole, and unanimously adopted by the states as a whole.” To side-step constitutional pathways was therefore in and of itself unconstitutional.18  

How then is the Virginia Resolution which declared Federal laws unconstitutional with Madison’s view in 1830 justified? Madison was a people’s nationalist. He believed that the government governs by the consent of the governed. The Virginia Resolution, he said, invited “other states ‘to concur in declaring the acts to be unconstitutional, and to cooperate by necessary and proper measures in maintaining unimpaired the authorities, rights, and liberties reserved to the states respectively, and to the people.’”  He said that the necessary and proper measures meant measures within the Constitution. Everything must be done within constitutional guidelines, to neglect those guidelines would lead to anarchy, a fate worse than monarchy.19 Madison still believed in 1830, as much as in 1798, that a strong central government of the people was the best guarantor of freedom. In 1798, however, the people of Virginia asked the citizens of its sister-states to concur in its opinion that the Alien and Sedition Acts were unconstitutional for reasons specifically cited in the Constitution itself. Virginia, in the name of its people, hoped that a majority of people in the Union would agree, and thus by virtue of public opinion the Federal government would be forced to rethink its legislation. And if it did not, or would not, the Constitution provided for elections to the House of Representatives every two years, so that the people could voice their opinion at the ballot box. Newly elected representatives could introduce a constitutional amendment or a bill to repeal the odious legislation. Either way, these methods were clearly within the limits of the Constitution, unlike the doctrine of Nullification.

“The nullifiers,” Drew McCoy wrote of the crisis, “were undertaking nothing less than a fundamental redefinition of the Union, and Madison knew it.” In his determination to incorporate the best features and eliminate the vices of those historical republics in a synthesis, he hoped to achieve a perpetual Union, a nation. Madison did not want politicians who were “either willfully or carelessly ignorant of the past” amending the fragile synthesis to include some of those very same features which led to the demise of past republics.20

McCoy made a further point, that Madison, despite his lifelong concern for political minorities, was not against majority rule. “In 1787 and in the last decade of his life, his purpose remained consistent: to minimize the risk of majority abuse without abandoning the cause of popular government.” History backed James Madison up showing “that popular majorities had proved far more dangerous on the state level, during the Articles of Confederation, than at the federal level, under the Constitution.”21

Madison’s vision of American nationalism, as stated, was strong, central, but popular rule. This vision, like a prophesy, must have seemed fulfilled in the “Revolution of 1800.” The dissent became the majority with the election of Madison’s friend Thomas Jefferson as President. But success did not mean that Madison lost sight of his goal. He was still a hedgehog with his vision firmly set. This fact can most clearly be seen in his own administration.

During the Jefferson administration, the United States became decidedly involved almost exclusively with foreign affairs. War once again broke out between Britain and Napoleon’s France. The British declared a blockade of all French held ports by their Orders in Council. Napoleon retaliated by issuing the Berlin and Milan Decrees, forbidding the importation of British goods into Europe—sort of a blockade, but in reverse. The United States declared itself to be a neutral, and under the laws of nations were entitled to trade with both sides. However, neither Britain nor France wanted the United States trading with its enemy, and both sanctioned the capture of neutral shipping. Despite Jefferson’s best intentions to pay close attention to the people, he was inevitably distracted by distressing foreign affairs. It was international relations which brought him the Louisiana Purchase in 1803. The purchase was not only to keep the port of New Orleans open to western Americans, but to keep strategic property out of the hands of European rivals. When the Erskine Agreement (to end impressment) was repudiated by Erskine’s government, Anglo-American relations became first confused and then strained. What these anti-Hamiltonian Democrats were beginning to learn was the best domestic policy was a solid foreign policy.

�James Madison was inaugurated, March 4, 1809. His speech that day was almost entirely devoted to clarifying America’s international position in the Napoleonic struggle. He said that “it has been the true glory of the United States to cultivate peace by observing justice, and to entitle themselves to the respect of the nations at war by fulfilling their neutral obligations with the most scrup�ulous impartiality.”22 America was taking its Gospel of liberty to the world. Madison himself could not enforce their republican experiment abroad, Congress would have to take the lead by way of example. Congress had to pass legis�lation that was in all ways fair to both sides. And if neither side cooperated, then Congress had to decide what to do. In his First Annual Message to Congress, November 29, 1809, Madison stated that “it will rest with the judgment of Congress to decide how far the change in our external prospects may authorize any modifications of the laws relating to the army and navy establishments.”23 Madison was keeping with his principle that the people ran the government through their duly elected representatives, and that the office of the President while equal to Congress, was not superior to Congress. Henry Adams often criticized Madison for his lack of leadership, and his seeming decline as a statesman. What Adams may have missed was Madison knew how the Constitution and the republic were supposed to work. Madison learned well the examples from history, he rememb�ered that a strong man like Julius Caesar ended the Roman Republic. As Presi�dent, he was responsible for carrying out all legislation passed by Congress and signed by all of his predecessors. A case in point is found in Madison’s Second Annual Message to Congress, December 5, 1810. He noted “among the commer�cial laws still committed under the American flag, it appears that American citizens are instrumental in carrying on a traffic in enslaved Africans, equally in violation of the laws of humanity and in defiance of those of their own country.” Since the slave trade was abolished two years previously, he had been faithfully executing the laws meant to stop the trade. He again left it to Congress for “devising further means of suppressing the evil.”24

Madison clearly kept in mind the President’s role in war. Congress had to declare war, he had to carry it out. The President only waged war. It is evident from his First Annual Message that “it will rest with the judgment of Congress to ... authorize any modifica�tions of the laws relating to the army and navy establishments.” Again, in his Second Annual Message he reports “the Secre�tary of War and Secretary of the Navy will submit the statements and estimates which may aid Congress in their ensuring provisions for the land and naval forces.”25 Both of these passages point to the fact that Madison is well aware of the division of power. It was Congress’ responsibility to provide adequate funding and supplies necessary for war, the President was to make use of what Congress made available. Thus Congress had to prepare for and ultimately decide when to declare war. Madison acknowledged this in his message to Congress on the first of June, 1812. “Whether the United States shall continue passive under these progressive usurpations and accumula�ting wrongs, or, opposing force to force in defense of their national rights ... is a solemn question which the Constitution wisely confides to the legislative depart�ment of the Government.”26 He continued to follow the constitutional procedure in deferring the question to Congress, the people. The Constitution under these circumstances might correctly be viewed as James Madison’s vehicle to a national identity. The American custom is to follow both the letter and the spirit of the law, and this law provides for a strong, unified government of the peop�le; thus continuing and perpetuating the national government. Also note that his message tenders the question to Congress about what to do “in defense of their national rights,” rather than federal rights. He was not seeking redress for wrongs against a collection of sovereigns, but for a nation of citizens, wronged by foreign govern�ments on the high seas. The crime was committed against the people, and not the states. 

� EMBED PBrush  ���

James Madison made it a point to strictly observe the separation of church and state. But as Chief Executive, he was sworn to carry out the wishes of Congress. These two principles came into conflict a month after his message to Congress that same summer. Congress requested that he set aside a day of national fasting and prayer to petition the Almighty God for a favorable and just outcome of the impending battle with their old foe, Britain. “Whereas the Congress of the United States ...” was requesting the holiday, Madison walked a fine line. The year previous he vetoed a measure by Congress chartering the Episcopal Church of the District of Columbia on the grounds that it violated the constitutional separation of church and state. He would only “recommend as convenient” the third Thursday of August.27 Madison regarded religion both as a very personal matter and a potential pitfall to the republic. Religion corrupted the Achaean League and the Holy Roman Empire both.28

Even during the war, when most Presidents since have invoked their title to war powers, Madison did not, �believing Congress was able to legislate a war. In his Fifth Annual Message, December 7, 1813, he “recommended to Congress a revision of the militia laws for the purpose of securing more effectually the service of all detachments called into the employment and placed under the Government of the United States.”29  Madison could have issued an Executive Order stipulating how militia was to be incorporated into the army, but instead he followed the Constitution (vehicle of nationalism) as though the country were at peace. He was justified doing either, but left the matter to Congress as it dealt with citizen military organizations. Again, he deferred to a strong, central, but popular government.

And finally, grappling with a national debt after the war, Madison desperately sought some way of stabilizing the national currency and economy, to encourage a growth in treasury receipts. He earlier fought a national bank implemented by Alexander Hamilton, saying that such a bank was not essential to the operation of the government, merely a convenience. In his Seventh Annual Message to Congress, December 5, 1815, that “if the operation of State banks cannot produce this result [uniform national currency], the probable operation of a national bank will merit consideration.”30 Now he regarded a national bank as being essential to the business of the government.

� EMBED PBrush  ���

James Madison was a hedgehog, for he kept a clear vision of what he wanted America to enjoy: national identity. In order to achieve this end, Madison skillfully studied the historic record to better insulate America from the fate which had befallen so many other republics. Once the Constitution was ratified he stuck to its principles to inaugurate a precedent, further ensuring its survival. Most certainly, without James Madison’s dedicated work and adherence to the Constitution, we today might not still enjoy the blessings of liberty which it still showers forth. James Madison was a nationalist, the father of the ‘Nation’ and our nationalism.

Notes.

This was a paper written for Freshman Composition at Mankato State University, circa 1991, long before the author was interested in the War of 1812. Though I still believe in Madisonian Nationalism, this paper is not written terribly well to defend or propagate its truth. Jacksonians and Jeffersonians were wrong then, and they are still very, very wrong today.
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�War of 1812 Resources on the Web

by Eric Ferguson



�Presented to the assembled throngs of members on January 26, 2000, at the Cheshire Inn. It was received with adulation and euphoria uncommon to the august environs maintained by that esteemed establishment. The following is only the tip of the iceberg.

Our Site: See the front cover of the newsletter for the address. It features our own articles, book reviews, links page, reenactment.about.com search, War of 1812 webring, and American wars webring. Coming soon will be complete historical rosters for each of the companies in the brigade, War of 1812 day by day, and event information. Updates are done monthly with each newsletter. 

Historical Information Sites.

War of 1812-14: http://war1812.tripod.com/ Some articles appear on this site, with links to others. There is a varying quality of articles, and good photographs.

The Discriminating General: http://www.military heritage.com/ is a combination of articles, sutler and reenacting information.

The War of 1812 Homepage: http://warof1812.napoleonic wars.com/ The War of 1812 section has good articles on individual battles.

1812 Central: http://www.historyserver.org/1812.central/ is still being built. Many of the same articles as the War of 1812 Homepage but worth watching in the future.

The Mudcat Café: http://mudcat.org/threads.cfm has a collection of folk song lyrics with many MIDI files. A search for “war of 1812” turned up 12 songs.

Reenactor Groups.

Coy. A, Seventh Infantry, the Cottonbalers: http://www. cottonbalers.lynchburg.net/  Some historical material, photos and event information.

93rd Sutherland Highland Regiment: http://members.aol. com/_ht_a/ninety3rd/ has a unit history and extensive information on uniforms.

The Discriminating General reenacting site: http://www. militaryheritage.com/1812reen.htm  Information on events and organizations. Also at http://www3.sympatico.ca/dis general/1812reen.htm can be found links to (British) 1st Foot, 6th Foot, 8th Foot, 41st Foot, 89th Foot, 93rd Foot, 3/95th Rifles, and the Regiments of De Mueron and De Watteville; Royal Newfoundland Regt., Canadian Regt. of Fencibles, Glengary Light Inf., Michigan Fencibles, Canadian Corps of Voyageurs, Battalion of Incorporated Militia, Kent Militia Rifle Coy., and Kent Volunteers; Royal Marines, Hamilton’s Ship Coy., HMS Detroit, and HMS Endeavour; (American) Corps of Artillery, 1st Infy., 7th Infy., 17th Infy., 25th Infy., 27th Infy., and 1st Rifle Regt.; Baltimore Fencible Artillery, Missouri Rangers, Steeles Rifles, Virginia Militia; Sea Fencibles, Marine Brigade, and USS Niagara.

First Infantry/Missouri Rangers: http://www.rollanet.org/ ~harris4t/ Unit history, parts of the Despatch reprinted.

Historic Sites.

There are many, many sites out there. Mississinewa’s site could not be found at the time of preparation for this talk. Other sites not listed, such as Chalmette, Horsehoe Bend, etc., can be found through the National Park Service (NPS).

Nancy Island: http://www2.georgian.net/~nancyisland/ Museum of the HMS Nancy has a good history of the ship.

Fort Atkinson, Nebraska: http://www-dial.jpl.nasa.gov/~ steven/casde/atkinson/ Articles on site history.

Old Fort Madison: http://www.fort-madison.net/oldfort/ Fort history and visitor information.

Fort McHenry: http://www.bcpl.lib.md..us/~etowner/ Articles relate the history of the fort through the 20th century, with a focus on the War of 1812. This is one of two sites for Ft. McHenry.

Historic Fort Snelling: http://www.mnhs.org/fortsnelling Though not constructed or garrisoned during the war, Snelling was built as a result of the war. Many of their officers fought in the war, and many of their wives did too. There is much historical information and a virtual tour, as well as visitor information.

Sutlers.

I’ve done business with some of them and would again. Others I have yet to try, contact me or Tom Shaw for an evaluation of individual service.

The Discriminating General: http://www.militaryheritage. com/p_index.htm  Mostly uniforms, mostly British.

Loyalist Arms and Repairs: http://www.loyalistarms.free servers.com/ Big selection of blackpowder guns and swords.

G. Gedney Godwin: http://www.gggodwin.com/  Both camp and soldier equipment.

Sullivan Press: http://members.aol.com/sullpress/index. htm  18th and 19th century reproduction documents. Pay vouchers, etc.

Northwest Traders: http://www.nwtrader.com  Fur trade era blankets and capotes.

Jas. Townsend & Son, Inc.: http://www.jastown.com/ They carry just about everything, both civilian and military.

Fox River Traders: http://www.foxrivertraders.com Mostly 18th century, both civilian and military.

The Blackpowder Shooter’s Resource Guide: http://www. sky.net/~bfinch/blackpdr.htm  This site is a collection of store links and information. The webmaster isn’t necessarily recommending this one.

Track of the Wolf: http://www.trackofthewolf.com Blackpowder supplies.

Dixie Gun Works: http://www.dixiegun.com/  Shooting supplies, pushes its print catalog instead of online sales.



The web is always changing, so this is only a start for those of us interested in the War of 1812 on the Web.



�UMB Regional Calendar of War of 1812 Events

February 23	WINTER TALK, David Grabitske on MHS Library Resources	Cheshire Inn, Hwy 55

	Nominations for Brigade level posts of Aide-de-Camp & Adjutant

March 22	WINTER TALK, Brenda Williams or Thomas Lawrence	Cheshire Inn, Hwy 55

	Elections for Brigade Aide-de-Camp & Brigade Adjutant

March 25-26	Tenth Annual War of 1812 in the West Symposium	Arrow Rock, Missouri

	AdC James Lundgren to Speak!

	Grady Manus, Erik Hansen, Michael D. Harris, David Bennett & a surprise speaker

	Some of the UMB planning to go early to see sites in Kansas City.

May 20-21	Northwest Co. and the War of 1812	Pine City, Minnesota

	All new Vignettes for 2000!

	More Canadians!

May 29	Memorial Day Time-Line	Ft. Snelling

	Inside the Fort, a table provided for recruitment

	“Ladies’ War of 1812” by Pamela A. Larson to be presented

June 24-26	Fete du St. Jean Baptiste at Sibley Historic Site	Mendota, Minnesota

	Brand New Event, Encampment at Faribault House

	The Role of J-B Faribault in the War of 1812

July 14-16	BATTLE OF PRAIRIE DU CHIEN	Prairie du Chien, WI

	John Fenner is the military coordinator















Office of the Brigade Adjutant

Upper Mississippi Brigade, 1812

Historic Fort Snelling

Fort Snelling History Center

Saint Paul, Minnesota  55111
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