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Carl Frederick Wittke, 13 November 1892- 24 May 1971

Carl Frederick Wittke, dean emeritus of the
graduate school of arts and sciences at Case Western
Reserve University, died in Cleveland on 24 May

- 1971 at the age of 78. A native of the German south
side of Columbus, Ohio, he was graduated from Ohio
State University and received his doctorate at Har-
vard where he was inspired by Charles H. Mcllwain,
-a brilliant and humane scholar of English legal insti-
tutions. He taught at Ohio State from 1916 to 1937,
and-at Oberlin from 1937 to 1947. At Ohio State he
was chairman of the department of history from
1925 to 1937; at Oberlin he was dean of the college.
He retired from Western Reserve University in 1963.

A prolific writer he was responsible for more
than a-dozen books, nearly a hundred articles, and
the six-volume sttory of the State of Ohio—easily
the standard work on the subject, of which he was
the general editor. A former president and life mem-
ber of the Ohio Academy of History, he twice won
the organization’s annual book award. From his early
absorption in English history, Dean Wittke first be-
came interested in the commonwealth to the north
of us; his History of Canada was engagingly written
and so comprehensive that it became the outstanding
text in the field, for many years serving both Cana-
dian and American classrooms. But he was best
known in the field of immigrant history, an interest
that came naturally from his family background.
Major emphasis in his articles and books was given
to men who struggled against the current for an ideal
—ifrom the Utopian communist Wilhelin Weitling to
the evangelical William Nast; from the German
Forty-eighters and the Irish who helped build Amer-
ica to the Know-Nothings and the McCarthyites who

-attempted to tear it down; from the cold and ideal-
istic Justice John Hessin Clarke to the torrid and
ebullient sans culotte whose name was Peter Witt,.

Beyond these special studies there was his gen-
eral history of immigrant groups, titled We Who
Built America, which covered most of these groups
since colonial days. This major work first appeared
in 1939. More than three decades later it is still sell~
ing upwards of a thousand volumes a year. The title
of the volume was obviously inspired by the memory
of his own immigrant father; Wittke wrote that his
parent had “unpretentiously, simply, and harmon-
iously blended his life into the American stream, and
had become a humble but honorable fragment of the
record of forgotten thousands who helped build this
nation.” Out of such immigrant experiences, the son
was convinced that the real epic of America must
come—and to this epic he was happy to make hls
scholarly contributions.

Dean Wittke served as president of the Mississip-
pi Valley Historical Association in 1940-41. He de-
voted massive energy and courage in fighting on be-
half of the American Association of University Pro-
fessors, particularly as chairman of its famous Com-
mittee “A” on Academic Freedom and Tenure at a
time when .professorial tenure was no more than an
aspiration. In the 1950°s he was noted for his artic-
ulate opposition to:non-Communist oaths and the
blight of McCarthyism. In 1951 he stated that non-
Communist oaths were useless in any form and warn-
ed that some congressional investigations were doing
little to safeguard liberty. He -asserted that demo-
cracy would die of creeping paralysis if its public
servants were forced to work in the “poisonous atmo-
phere of constant suspicion and surveillance.”

He took these stands -on behalf of the scholar’s
privilege to follow truth wherever it may lead, and
for the student’s right to learn and to make up his
own mind. He took these stands because he knew,
in a democracy, that liberty without learning is al-
ways in peril and that learning without liberty is
always in vain.

Dean Wittke’s continuing and close relations
with the problems of both students and faculty nar-
rowed the -divisive chasm that so often separates
teachers and administrators throughout the Amer-
ican educational system. In spite of heavy demands
on his time he taught at least one course each se-
mester. In recent years he often said that his pride
in the accomplishment of former students exceeded
the very real satisfactions he gained from nuinerous
publications. For his students, this was a high trib-
ute indeed.

Whether he spoke or wrote or acted, the ap-
proach was rational and humanistic. He was stead-
fast and courageous in controversies involving basic
principles and standards, but was never known to
raise his voice or to dip his pen in vitriol. His essen-
tial faith was that in the long run the achievement
of knowledge would result in a comparatively happy
and meaningful existence for those who sought it, a
much more happy and meaningful existence than
that experienced by those who pass their days in
ignorance. His essential religion was to be as kindly,
to the living and to the dead, as he could possibly be
—and he was frank to admit that from time to time
his heart overruled his head. Because of his stress
on virtue, endurance, and self-discipline—his death
marks the passing of a twentieth-century Stoic.

C. H. Cramer
Case Western Reserve University
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Sir William Paget and the Protectorate, I547-|549

By Barrett L. Beer, Kent State Univérsity'
Following the death of Henry VIII in 1547, Sir

William Paget advanced to a position of influehce.

held by no Tudor statesman since the fall of Thomas
Cromwell. Paget, an administrator and diplomat of
long experience, became confidential adviser to Ed-
ward Seymour, Duke of Somerset and Lord Protec-
tor. His standing with the Protector allowed him
to give detailed and often critical advice about a
wide range of foreign and domestic policies. This
paper examines Paget’s correspondence with Somer-
set between 1547 and 1549 and shows him to be a
practical and tough-minded conservative possessed
of great insight into the operation of Tudor govern-
ment.? Unfortunately, Somerset failed to heed most
of Paget’s advice, perhaps not so much because it
was unsound, but because the lofty Protector could
not stomach unpleasant truths. Although Paget’s
candor cost him his position, it was Somerset who
suffered the greater fall when he was toppled from
power in October, 1549.

Paget has long been recognized as one of the
most important Crown officials of the early Tudor
period but has received less attention from historians
than contemporaries such as Cromwell, William
Petre, and Thomas Smith. One of the few major
figures to survive the perils of Reformation politics,
he held high office under Henry VIII, Edward VI,
and Mary, retiring only after the accession of Eliza-
beth. In 1900, A. F. Pollard described Paget as a
man “of great ability and untiring industry” and
added that he knew “the inner workings” of Henry
VIII’s mind “as no other man knew them.” More
recently W. K. Jordan wrote in Edward VI: The
Young King that Paget was “possibly the most able
and certainly the most gifted of all the members” of
Edward’s government.* The only detailed study of
Paget’s career is “Master of Practices, A Life of Wil-
liam, Lord Paget of Beaudesert, 1506-1563,” a doc-
toral dissertation by S. R. Gammon IIL® Because
Gammon’s important work remains unpublished, the
only scholarly account readily available is William
A. J. Archbold’s article in the Dictionary of National
Biography. '

The Tudor dynasty faced its greatest political
crisis in 1547 when the throne passed to Edward VI,
a child of nine years.” The danger of a royal minor-
ity was all too well known in the sixteenth century,
for men remembered the bad old days of the Lan-
castrians and Yorkists. Strong leadership was es-
pecially necessary to steer the English ship of state
through the tempests of the Reformation. Whatever
his vices may have been, Henry VIII was a titan
among kings, and his role could not be filled by a
mere child. In the past the minorities of Richard
II, Henry VI, and Edward V had ushered in political
instability caused by a struggle for power among
royal cousins and over-great magnates. It was not
. unreasonable to expect a repetition of these miseries

in 1547.

Tudor government, like that of the Lancastrians
and Yorkists, provided no remedy for a royal minor-
ity. A mature and able King was required to provide
leadership and stability. The English aristocracy

lacked the experience and probably the political com-

petence to conduct the affairs of state without royal
initiative. They understood rebellion and practiced
the more primitive forms of factionalism, but most
of them were strangers to the conduct of responsible
government. The concept of a constitutional or loyal
opposition was over a century away.* Law and order
had prevailed for nearly four decades, because Henry
VIII inherited a secure throne and learned to manage
the political and religious factions within his council
with ruthless genius. In contrast, the King’s brother-
in-law, Somerset, with no royal blood to sustain his
power, rose from the ranks of the council to a vulner-
able position as Lord Protector which required him
to exercise royal authority without divine sanction.

In the final analysis Henry VIII failed to provide
for the future. His aggressive foreign policy left
England on the brink of bankruptcy. In spite of six
marriages, he was survived by only one son, and two
daughters whose legitimacy was open to question.
His only political legacy was his last will and testa-
ment, recently the subject of great controversy.” This
will called for government by a regency council of
equals, but excluded one formidable Henrician fig-
ure, Stephen Gardiner, Bishop of Winchester. Given
the experiences of the past, it was indeed doubtful
whether such a council could provide the country
with effective government.

Such distressing thoughts about the future hard-
ly could have escaped Paget as the King lay dying at
Westminster on January 28. During these last hours
of Henry’s life, Paget walked in the gallery with Sey-

‘mour, then Earl of Hertford, discussing the problems

of the new reign. According to Paget, the two de-
cided upon a protectorate in which Hertford assumed
full power, but agreed to follow Paget’s advice in all
matters “more than any other man’s.”™ A personal
compact was formed whereby Hertford, uncle to the
young Edward, might benefit from Paget’s exper-
lence in government. The decision to form a pro-
tectorate under Hertford was obviously contrary to
the terms of Henry’s will, and consequently, Paget
and Hertford decided that only parts of the document
would be made public immediately. Hertford asked
Paget to tell Parliament only which men were named
executors and members of the new council. Later
the two would meet and “agree therein as there may

be no controversy hereafter.”

The King’s death was officially announced to
Parliament on January 31, at which time Paget read
select portions of the will. Later the same day the
executors met and agreed upon the creation of the
Protectorate. Some historians have described this
act by Hertford, Paget, and their allies in the council
as a coup detat.” If “a sudden exercise of force
whereby an existing government is subverted” or
“an unexpected stroke of policy” are acceptable de-
finitions of a coup, it is doubtful whether the phrase
accurately explains the events of 1547. Hertford
clearly did not employ force to make himself Protec-
tor. Nor did he subvert an existing government, for
the council of equals called for by the will existed
only on paper. The leadership of any potential op-
position, Gardiner or the Duke of Norfolk, had al- .
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ready been removed by Henry VIII. Moreover, noth-
ing could have been more expected. Those familiar
with recent English history knew there were prece-
dents for one man rule during a royal minority. In-
deed, rule by a council of equals was more alien to
the English constitution than a protectorate. The
aged Imperial ambassador, Eustace Chapuys, writing
from retirement in Louvain, and his earnest, but
mediocre successor, Van der Delft, saw the direction
events were moving before learning of the King’s
death.” The decision of Hertford and Paget in the
gallery then was neither sinister nor diabolical;
rather it was a practical solution to the problem of
Edward’s minority. .

Later Paget played a leading role in the distri-
bution of rewards to Edward’s councillors. Paget
and Sir Anthony Denny and Sir William Herbert,
both gentlemen of the late King’s privy chamber,
were requested to declare Henry’s intentions. Paget
stated that the King “devised with me apart (as it
is well known he used to open his pleasure to me
alone in many things”) for disposing of lands belong-
ing to the Duke of Norfolk and his son, Surrey. Henry
asked Paget to prepare a book listing those who
should be favored. Hertford was to become Lord
Treasurer and Earl Marshal and be given the title
Duke of Somerset, Exeter, or Hertford: He was also
to receive lands worth 1000 marks per year, Other
councillors were to be similarly rewarded and ad-
vanced in rank. The King commanded Paget to pub-
licize these grants, “but before this.could be achieved,
God took him from us.” Denny and Herbert confirm-
ed Paget’s testimony, and consequently, the Protector
and council proceeded to carry out the late King’s
wishes.” ) o ,
~ Paget received no peerage, but was rewarded
with a legacy of £ 300.¥ .He was reappointed one of
the King’s two principal secretaries along with Sir
William Petre, who was regarded as junior to Paget.
In May, Paget was installed as Knight of the Garter.
It was probably during June or July that he relin-
quished the secretaryship, which he had held since
1543, to become controller of the King’s household.
The reasons for this change are not clear. The secre-

taryship had declined in importance after the fall of.

Thomas Cromwell and came to rank below the con-
troller, who was one of three leading household offi-
cers. Paget’s appointment as controller was then a
promotion, and it may have been intended to free
him from routine duties so that he could devote
more attention to higher level policy making.

That Paget held a position of great influence
with the Protector during the first months of the
new reign is supported by a variety of sources. In
February Ambassador Van der Delft observed that
the leading men were Somerset, Paget, Thomas
Wriothesley, Earl of Southampton, and John Dudley,
Earl of Warwick. He believed that Somerset and
Warwick would have the “honors and titles of rul-
ers,” but Paget and Southampton would in reality
have “the entire management of affairs.”” Two days
later Van der Delft was convinced that Paget was
“the person most-in authority.” = Paget assured the
ambassador that just before Henry’s death the King
“insisted upon having him with him alone; they pass-
ing entire nights in conversation together.” Accord-
ing to Paget, it was at his request that the Earl of

Hertford was called to the King’s bedside. Then the
three, Henry, Hertford, and Paget, conferred for sev-
eral hours before the other councillors were summon-

- ed.® Van der Delft was not always a reliable report-

er of the Edwardian political scene, but his estimate
of Paget’s position can scarcely be questioned. At
one point he wrote that Somerset was acting entire-
ly on the advice and counsel of Paget.” Paget’s per-
sonal influence with the Protector obviously gave
him a leading role in the conduct of government busi-
ness.. He was not merely a clever administrator
working in the wings; he was sharing the spotlight
with the Protector during the first months of the new
regime,

The once-powerful Stephen Gardiner, Bishop of
Winchester, felt the sting of Paget’s authority. Af-
ter Henry’s death, Gardiner, as well as the other bis-
hops, had to renew their commissions. To do this
they applied to Secretary Paget, who held the seal
ad causas ecclesiasticas, the symbol of royal control
over the Church. Gardiner disliked the form of the
comimission and asked Paget for amendments.® Pa-
get’s reply shows exactly how far Gardiner’s prestige
had fallen. In unequivocal terms he informed Gar-
diner, “Your lordship shall have your commission in
as ample manner as I have authority to make out the
same; and in an ampler manner than you had it be-
fore, which I think you may execute now with less
fear of danger than you have had cause hitherto to
do. No man wishes you better than.I do, which is as
well as to myself; if you wish me not like, you are
in the wrong.” Paget defended himself against
charges .of usurping power and warned Gardiner
that he must comply with all religious reforms.”

The death of Henry VIII raised a multitude of
questions about the future course of English policy.
Those who expected the Protectorate to be a period
of consolidation and inactivity could not have been
more in error, for Somerset lost no time in showing
that he intended to give the country dynamic leader-
ship. In September he invaded Scotland with an
army of 18,000 and won an overwhelming victory at
Pinkie. The conquest of Scotland had been an Eng-
lish goal for centuries, but in the past England had
lacked the will and the resources required for per-
manent subjugation.” Furthermore, the Scots could
always depend on the assistance of England’s historic
enemy, France. Whereas Henry VIII had followed
up his Scottish victories with nothing more than de-
vastating raids, Somerset sought to garrison large
parts of the defeated country. While this was an
intelligent strategy, it also ran the risk of French
intervention and undermined England’s already
shaky finances.” An aggressive foreign policy was
always popular and exciting until the time came to
pay the bills. Henry VIII had been troubled by de-
lusions of grandeur about England’s position among
the European powers, and it would appear that
Somerset was stricken with the same malady.

The Protector’s first Parliament, which met after
his triumph in Scotland, initiated both secular and
ecclesiastical reforms. An act repealing the most
oppressive features of the Henrician treason legisla-
tion brought Somerset great favor from the country,
but Parliament did not respond to his benevolence
by providing adequate financial support for his for-
eign policy. Also repealed was the Act:of Six Ar-
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ticles, the most effective instrument of the Henrician
religious reaction. The institution of communion in
both kinds for the laity troubled conservative church-
men and foreshadowed the full-blown Protestant
program of 1549. Somerset’s liberalism brought him
well-deserved popularity, but his experiments in re-
ligious innovation demanded a realistic assessment
of the country’s spiritual inclinations. The great
majority of Englishmen remained Catholic and had
been little affected by Reformers such as Archbishop
Cranmer, who were active at the court of Henry
VIII. While many were opposed to religious changes
for any reason whatsoever, others believed that Hen-
rician settlement should remain intact at least until
Edward VI came of age®

As the Protectorate began to encounter difficul-
ties in achieving its objectives, Sir William Paget be-
came the most influential exponent of moderation
and political realism. Perhaps better than any other
man in the Protector’s council, Paget understood the
limitations of politics, or in more modern terms, the
simple fact that politics is the art of the possible.
He lacked the vision and energy of a creative states-
man, but his wisdom made him an apostle of com-
monsense. In 1547 he undoubtedly agreed with Gar-
diner who, advised the Protector to “let the Scots be
Scots” until Edward VI was mature enough to con-
duct his own foreign policy.® In March, Paget, War-
wick, Lord Russell, and Thomas, Lord Seymour ne-
gotiated a defensive league with France. Henry
VIII’s conquest of Boulogne left the French eager for
revenge. Their opportunities for retaliation against
England included attacks on Boulogne, harassment
of the English garrison at Calais, and intervention in
Scotland. The defensive alliance with Francis I,
which included an agreement on the boundaries of
Boulogne, was definitely a move in the right direc-
tion, but on March 31, Francis died and was succeed-
ed by his son Henry II, who refused ratification.

Paget was anything but dazzled by Somerset’s
victories in Scotland and saw very clearly the lurk-
ing dangers. At Candlemas, February 2, 1548, he sent
the first of several remembrances or letters of advice
to the Protector.” Paget’s forthrightness shows that
he unquestionably enjoyed the fullest confidence of
Somerset; he was a councillor who held a unique
position and was bold enough to exploit it to the
utmost. Paget advised Somerset “to pass over this
summer without new fortifications and by your good
wisdom and experience to appoint such a number of
horsemen and footmen to serve for the North.,” For-
tresses in Scotland may have opened the way to total
conquest, but they also served to provoke French in-
tervention. Consequently, Paget recommended that
Somerset should tread lightly and follow more in the
footsteps of Henry VIII; he should, said Paget, con-
tent himself to “waste the country.” He also thought
the navy should be placed in a better state of readi-
ness. The Lord Admiral should give order “for the
description of two or three thousand mariners; I
mean,” Paget explained, “not o give them any prest,
but to cause a view to be taken of so many and bill-
ing their names in writing to charge them not to be
out of the way and a like description to be made of
a like number of soldiers in such places as where
they may be best taken to furnish the ships.” Cau-
tion and preparedneess were the watchwords of Pa-

get in the midst of winter when there was ample
time for serious reassessment of English foreign
policy.

Paget’s appraisal of the situation was only too
correct. As Professor Wernham has observed, “Som-
erset’s Scottish policy had thus precipitated the very
danger that it was designed to avert.” For the Scots
Henry IP’s proposal that Mary, their young Queen,
should marry his son and heir was more attractive
than Somerset’s scheme for marrying her to Edward
VI. “They knew well enough that a united Great
Britain was not likely {o make Edinburgh its capital.®
Although the French had recaptured St. Andrews
Castle before Somerset’s invasion, the fuil force of
their intervention was not felt until six thousand
troops arrived in June, 1548. At the ruined Abbey
of Haddington the Scots accepted the French mar-
riage treaty and promptly sealed the bargain by per-
mitting their Queen to take up residence in France.
Meanwhile, a combined Franco-Scottish army be-
seiged the English position at Haddington.

In an attempt to relieve Haddington an English
force led by Sir Thomas Palmer and Sir Robert
Bowes was annihilated and the two commanders
captured.” Palmer, who was executed in 1553 for his
role in the Northumberland conspiracy, was a close
friend of Paget® His capture prompted Paget to
write a most critical letter to the Protector. “I loved
the man in particular friendship,” said Paget. “We
have provoked him too much forward with letters
accusing his stillness, slackness, and slovenliness
without doing anything.” Paget then turned to Som-
erset’s execution of his high office as Lord Protector.
He reminded him that “you supply the place of a
King” and as such his words had great authority over
subordinates like Palmer, who took unnecessary risks
out of a strong sense of loyalty. “I am loth to offend
your grace,” wrote Paget, “glad to please you, and
desirous to tell you the truth because I believe you
trust me.”” : ’

Protector Somerset pushed forward with his do-
mestic reforms in spite of reversals in Scotland and
French hostility. In June, 1548, he issued a procla-
mation condemning enclosures. Parliament had de-
clined to legislate on this highly inflammable ques-
tion the previous year as might have been expected
from an assembly dominated by landlords. Somer-
set’s championship of the anti-enclosure movement
constitutes his chief claim to fame as a social reform-
er, but from the beginning his efforts were hindered
by powerful vested interests. Early in 1548 Arch-
bishop Cranmer, with the support of Somerset, began
to prepare the English church for changes in the cele-
bration of the mass. When Parliament met in No-
vember, 1548, there were heated debates over the
new doctrine of the Eucharist, which was embodied
in Cranmer’s first Book of Common Prayer.

While Parliament was in the midst of its debate
over religion, Paget wrote a letter to Somerset that
can bé interpreted only as a comprehensive indict-
ment of the Protectorate.¥ On Christmas Day, 1548,
Paget implored Somerset to: '

look backward, whether at your first setting forward you
took not a wrong way as (saving your favor) I think you
did; or you have cared to content all men (which is im-
possible and specially being subjects in such a subjection
as they were left) and be loth or rather afraid to offend
any. Extremities be never good, and for my part I have
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always hated them naturally to which in our old master’s
time (I speak with reverence and in the loyalty of a true
heart to my sovereign lord that was and that now is) and
to which in our master’s time that now is hath and doth
hurt. Then all things were too straight and now they are
too loose; then was it dangerous to do or speak though
the meaning were not evil, and now every man hath lib-
erty to do and speak at liberty without danger. What are
and were the causes? Mary, then the prince thought it
not convenient for the subject to judge or to dispute or
talk of the sovereign his matters and had learned of his
father to keep them in due obedience by the administra-
tion of justice under the law and now the ministers of
the prince mislike not that every man judge and dispute
of their doings upon ‘supposall’ that all men shall be

pleased.

Paget thus agreed with modern historians who spoke
of Tudor despotism under Henry VIII. He was also
critical of the Protector’s enthusiasm for religious
reform. In Paget’s opinion, the most pressing need
of the country was additional tax revenue, not relig-
ious innovation. Indeed Paget said most people ex-
pected a subsidy to be the Protector’s first request to
Parliament. ‘This was the only reason for summon-
ing Parliament before Christmas. He further advis-
ed Somerset to release members of the council from
foreign affairs so they might better assist him “for
the oversight of the whole in general.” Paget left
little doubt that he favored closer consultation be-
tween Somerset and his colleagues in the council, for
these men were as devoted as Somerset to the welfare
of the Commonwealth and could provide valuable as-
sistance in conducting the King’s government. Paget
was obviously disappointed with the Protector’s pol-
icies, yet he held out hope that improvement was
possible if Somerset would only. heed his advice.

A week later Paget took the extraordinary step
of sending the Protector a. formal discourse on the
conduct of affairs of state. Sent as a New Year’s gift,
this “schedule” instructed Somerset in a manner that
can be compared only to a lesson given to a schoolboy
by his master” Paget explained that “because the
‘determination to renew gifts of the New Year was
sudden, I could not prepare such a New Year’s gift
for your grace as the fashion of the world required.
Yet considering the favor of your grace to be special
towards me, ... me thought it best to send your
grace though no rich gift, yet a token of my heart
" which wishes both this and all other years hereafter
happiness and luck unto you.” “My token,” said Pa-
get, “is this schedule here enclosed wherein as in a
glass if your grace will daily look and by it make
you ready, you shall so well apparel yourself as each
man shall delight to behold you.” Whereas Paget’s
earlier letters had dealt with specific matters of pol-
icy, his tone became philosophical or even professor-
ial. The lofty Lord Protector of England was told
by his counciller that he must deliberate maturely
in all things and execute quickly the deliberations.
He must do justice to all without respect for a man’s
position. In the conduct of government the Protec-
tor should consult with “assured and stayd wise
men.” Moreover, he must follow their advice in
council; and if he does all these things “God will
prosper you, the King will favor you, and all men
love you.” If one reads between the lines, it is dif-
ficult to avoid the conclusion that Paget believed
Somerset had not even mastered the rudiments of
government. Paget, like Sir Thomas Elyot in The
Boke named the Governour, wrote “to the intent that

men ... will be studious about the weale publike.”®
There was but one difference: Elyot was an educator
of children, whereas Paget addressed the most pow-
erful statesman in England.

The new year, 1549, did not favor the Protector-
ate as Paget had hoped. On the contrary, it was a
year of violent political and social upheaval. Somer-
set’s prestige was first of all sabotaged by a senseless
family quarrel. His brother, Thomas, Lord Seymour,
a rash and irresponsible man, was the prisoner of
many vices, not least of which was an overpowering
lust for women. Had he contented himself with in-
nocent young maidens or the experienced ladies of
the court, he would have been remembered primarily
as a romantic adventurer; but when his eye turned
to the royal family, he became a positive menace.
Seymour’s interests included Henry VIIT’s two dau-
ghters, Mary and Elizabeth, as well as his wife,
Queen Catherine Parr.® Diverted from the royal
princesses, Seymour married Queen Catherine in
“indecent haste” shortly after Henry’s death.* The
Protector was scandalized by his brother’s behavior,
and as brotherly love soured into hafred, the Earl of
Warwick made a futile attempt to bring about a
reconciliation.¥ Seymour and Catherine, believing
themselves slighted by the Protector, placed their
hopes in Catherine’s unborn child, who would some-
how avenge the wrongs committed against its par-
ents.® But, as was so frequently the case in the six-
teenth century, neither Catherine nor her son surviv-
ed childbirth. Not one to linger in mourning, Sey-
mour quickly renewed his suit for Elizabeth, plotted
to gain influence over the King, his nephew, and
intrigued against his brother. In January, the coun-
cil committed him to the Tower; and he was subse-
quently attainted and executed for high treason. Pa-
get prepared a memorandum for Somerset reminding
him to make necessary preparations for imprisoning
Seymour and his accomplices,” but it appears that
his role in the affair was that of a councillor, neither
more nor less. ’

If Paget’s earlier advice to Somerset tended to-
ward pessismism, he soon became an outright pro-
phet of doom. Indeed, in February, before the at-
tainder of Seymour, Paget feared he was becoming
a Cassandra. He begged the Protector to:

... weigh and ponder my writing again and again, and
make me not to be a Cassandra, that is to say, one that
told the truth of dangers before and was not believed;
sorry would I be to live to be such a one. But your grace
may do much that I be not such a one. And now, Sir,
lift up, lift up the eyes of your heart, and look in what
terms and in what compases (sic) you stand and look not
near at hand only, but also aloof and far off.
Paget did more than utter a cry of anguish. In this
letter, as well as in others, he showed a remarkable
grasp of the realities of Tudor politics, and it is diffi-
cult to fault his counsel on a single issue. He knew
full well that finance was the key to all the problems
of the Protectorate. “We have no imoney at all to
speak of in a King’s case,” Paget said; and he quoted
an old saying that “it is evil having a lord’s heart and
a beggar’s purse together.” To deal with the finan-
cial crisis he recommended Sir Edward Wootton and
Sir Walter Mildmay.® Thus he not only lamented
the state of the realm and diagnosed problems, but
also suggested positive remedies.

It was crystal clear to Paget, if not to Somerset,

that a shortage of money prevented a dynamic for-
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eign policy. In Scotland peace was the only realistic
alternative. As Paget put it, the Scots wanted “lib-
erty not domination by England.”® France had grown
too strong to be resisted singlehandedly; consequent-
1y he wished Somerset to feign friendship with the
Emperor. To appease Charles, Somerset could argue
that only the form, not the substance of Religion had
been changed. If the matter were well debated, the
Emperor might be convinced. If not Somerset could
at least dally and gain time, and in Paget’s opinion
“time bringeth forth many things.”®

Paget’s competence was by no means limited to
the orthodox questions of finance and diplomacy, for
"he also had a keen understanding of the social basis
of effective government. Machiavelli had not dis-
covered that it was more important for a ruler to be
feared and respected than loved by his people. This
was a lesson that all successful statesmen had master-
ed. Since the formation of the Protectorate, Paget
observed that “the greater officers were not greatly
feared, the people presuming much of their good-
ness.” Throughout England the common people were
“too liberal in speech, too bold and licentious in their
doings and too wise and well learned in their own
conceits.”" What was required was rigorous enforce-
ment of all laws, a policy that would result in obed-~
ience, “which now is clean gone.” Paget obviously
recalled Henry VIII’s memorable last speech to Par-
liament when he told Somerset, “We shall no more
say thou Papist and thou heretic, for your law the
last year for the sacrament and this year for the cere-
monies will help much the matter if they be well
executed.”” Both Paget and Somerset had entered
political life under Henry VIII and were therefore
students of the same master. But it was Paget alone
who understood that easy popularity was no substi-
tute for effective control over the unruly masses.

Not until the end of March did Paget give any
hint that his role as confidential adviser to Somerset
might be in jeopardy. On the 21st he wrote, “I have
been informed that your grace has conceived some
displeasure towards me ...” The dispute concerned
Paget’s activities at the close of Parliament, but de-
tails are unfortunately lacking. Although Parliament
passed the first Act of Uniformity, Somerset encount-
ered strong opposition to his social legislation in the
House of Commons;® and he may have had differ-
ences with Paget. Earlier Paget had begged Somer-
set to end Parliament as soon as possible. . He thought
Parliament should have been ended before Christ-
mas, “for then your grace should have had leisure in
the dead time of the year, which is now past, in mak-
ing acts not so necessary but they might have been
deferred til a more quiet time to provide for the
things that shall be needful in summer.”® Whatever
the problem may have been, Paget had heard that
Somerset’s wife was his accuser, but subsequently
learned, much to his pleasure, that this was not true.
Paget, however, was convinced that he had enemies
who were envious of his position and sought to dis-
credit him with the Protector.®

At the end of March, when Paget received the
first inkling of Somerset’s disfavor, there was no
reason fo believe that the Protectorate would col-
lapse within six months. In spite of the execution
of his brother, Somerset remained as firmly at the
helm as he had been a year before. By speaking out

in unequivocal terms, Paget undoubtedly endangered
his career. A man of less integrity would have play-
ed at flattery or at least sugar-coated his advice to
make it more palatable. The extent to which other
members of the council shared his critical views
about the Protector’s policies is not clear. Sir Tho-
mas Smith, who became the second secretary in 1548,
advised Somerset against debasing the .eoinage in
June and probably wrote the critical social treatise,
A Discourse of the Commonweal of England, about
the same time.* On the other hand, as late as July,
Warwick was still writing friendly letters to Sir John
Thynne, Somerset’s steward, the man whom Paget
later cited as a primary cause of the Protector’s un-
popularity.” Warwick apparently did not fully com-
mit himself to opposing Somerset, his life-long friend,
until September when he returned from Norfolk af-
ter defeating Robert Kett.® By the end of the sum-
mer, the failures of the Protectorate were self-evi-
dent, and one did not have to be a sage to offer criti-
cism. Paget, however, had stood at Somerset’s right
hand since Henry VIII lay dying, and he gave honest
advice that would have permitted Somerset to change
his policies months before his friends and enemies
were forced to risk civil war in order to deprive him
of his power. -

‘When Somerset was overthrown by the council,
his former colleagues charged him with despotism
and with refusing to accept the advice of other ex-
perienced councillors.” In October this.line of argu-
ment sounded all too much like the special pleading
of a faction that had grown jealous of his power, and
to some historians the charges against Somerset were
little more than the cant of grasping and self-seeking
individuals.® Consequently, Paget’s growing concern
about Somerset’s use of his vast power is of particu-
lar importance. In July, 1548, Paget had reminded
the Protector that hé supplied the place of a King
and must exercise his authority with great care® At
Christmas he recommended that councillors should
be allowed to work more closely with Somerset and
that he should listen carefully to the opinions of
others before making a decision.® " Paget’s didactic

New Year’s “schedule” included the suggestion that

Somerset should give commissions in the King’s
name when he was attending to the King’s causes.®
He obviously felt Somerset was exposing himself to
unnecessary danger by assuming a royal posture. As
Somerset discovered too late, his position had been
created by his peers, and it could also be abolished.

On several occasions Paget recommended specif-
ic persons for governmental matters which required
careful attention. As shown above, he named Woot-
ton and Mildmay as men who could devise financial
reforms. In March, 1549, he asked Somerset to dis-
patch Warwick and Lord Russell to the North and
West, respectively. In the same letter Paget indicat-
ed that he himself might be capable of greater re-
sponsibility. He would go anywhere, “to the north,
east, west, or south,” if he might better serve Somer-
set and his country.®* It is difficult to.avoid the-con-
clusion that Paget felt Somerset was concentrating
too much power in his own hands. The council in-
cluded men whose experience in government was as
great as Somerset’s, and commonsense dictated that
the country should make fullest possible use of its
talent. . ' :
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The notion that Somerset was growing despotic
was no longer implied or couched in subtlety in Pa-
get's letter of May 8. He said quite bluntly that the
duke must debate more willingly with his colleagues
and “hear them again graciously,” or “your grace
shall have first cause to repent.” Affairs were reach-
ing a point where “no man shall dare speak to you
what he thinks.” Paget conceded that Somerset
listened to him “very gently” out of council, but sel-
dom acted on his advice. -According to Paget, at
least one adviser had been reduced to weeping as a
result of Somerset’s harsh treatment. He reminded
the Protector that if in times past a king or cardinal
had spoken to him in this way, “it would have prick-
ed you at the stomach.” “If I knew not certainly
how much men of service that have to do with your
grace be troubled withall,” said Paget, “I would
never write this much.”® Paget knew that success-
ful statesmanship demanded more than the formula-
tion and execution of policy; it also included a hu-
man dimension. A ruler needed to manage his ad-
visers skillfully so they would feel free to voice their
honest opinions without fear of reprisal. No.man
could govern by himself, and he who rode roughshod
over his councillors did so at his peril.

In one respect at least Somerset responded to:the
mountains of advice he received. 'In June he sent
Paget to the Emperor with instructions to reaffirm
Anglo-Imperial unity, to negotiate the marriage of
Princess Mary to the Infante of Portugal, and to seek
assistance against France.® It is difficult in.retro-
spect to decide whether Somerset had serious hopes
that these objectives could be achieved or whether
he merely wanted to free himself from the meddle-
some Paget. England was scarcely the major.diplo-
matic concern of Charles V, whose interests were in
Germany where the recently. defeated Lutheran
princes were growing restive. Located on the peri-
phery of the Reformation political arena, heretical
England could not expect to command much atten-
tion from a Holy Roman Emperor who was intent on
restoring Catholicism in central Europe.” What the
Protector needed was Imperial support against
French pressure in Scotland and along the highly
vulnerable frontier of Boulogne. The other prere-
quisite for successful diplomacy was ‘missing, for
England had little or nothing of value to contribute
to the bargain. »

Although his own appraisal of the situation is
not known, Paget set to work quickly after arriving
in Brussels on June 19. He was received agreeably
by the Emperor’s officials, and on the 22nd, Paget
and Sir Philip Hoby were granted an audience by
Charles himself® Paget’s line of argument was that
Henry II of France was reserving the greatest part
of his forces at home in anticipation of the Emperor’s
death.” Perhaps because he realized the weéakness
of his position, Paget wrote to Secretary Petre on the
24th for additional directions. He explained that he
wanted “a quick dispatch for these folks here, as they
use no delays, so they look for speedy answers.”®
After considering the Emperor’s attitude, Paget was
prepared to accept a realistic compromise. He
thought that if the Emperor would agree to confirm
the treaty of 1543, his friendship could be relied on.
However, if Charles went further and promised to
protect Boulogne, in spite of its “doubtful -position

in regard to an attack,” he was undoubtedly planning
war with the French “in regard of his own affairs,”
and would proceed accordingly regardless of Eng-
land’s action® Unfortunately, the speedy answers
that Paget wanted from Somerset and the council
were not forthcoming. On July 4, the council re-
quested Paget to hesitate since it had learned that
the French had appointed commissioners to discuss
the boundary questions at Boulogne. In the event
that Paget had become troubled about affairs at
home, the council sought to put his mind at ease by
stating that the revolis in Devon, Hampshire, Kent,
and Essex were nearly suppressed.®

The council, of course, grossly underestimated
the importance of the uprisings which extended from
Cornwall to Norfolk. In the West there was violent
opposition to the new Book of Common Prayer, while
in Norfolk the commons were motivated by a variety
of economic grievances. If Paget’s letters are a re-
liable guide to his thoughts, he was deeply troubled,
indeed almost despondent, over the news and was
altogether unimpressed by the council’s disclaimers.®
On July 7, he reminded Somerset of their agreement
in the gallery when Henry VIII lay dying and ac-
cused 'him of failing to keep his promise. He laid
the blame for the revolts squarely at the feet of the
Protector. On many occasions Somerset had not only
ignored Paget’s advice, but over-ruled the “whole
council” “I know,” he said, “in this matter of the
commons every man of the council has misliked your
proceedings.” At this point, Paget was, of course,
being wise after the event; yet his pleas to Somerset
were based on principles that he had supported since
the establishment of the Protectorate. While Paget
praised Somerset’s concern for the poor, he urged
him to worry also about the King, himself, and his
own family. The “new religion” was also at fault
because, in Paget’s opinion, it was “not vet printed
in the stomachs of the eleven of twelve parts in the
realm.” . Paget, from his distant post of Brussels, vir-
tually demanded that Somerset revert to Henrician
policy and restore law and order without delay.
Given his absence from England, it is astounding
that he was bold enough to specify in considerable
detail the precise course Somerset should follow in
putting down the rebellions and then add that he
wished to be dismissed from the council, if his advice
was not wanted. Paget further prophesied that
Somerset would one day have to account for his
actions and for the way he gained authority.*

The troubles at home undeniably weakened Pa-
get’s efforts to reach an agreement with the Emperor.
Moreover, the council’s instructions to delay negotia-
tions, while there was the possibility of a separate
agreement with the French over Boulogne, hardly
assisted him.* It was not until July 22 that Paget
acknowledged the total failure of his embassy. “As
touching my proceedings here,” he wrote, “you may
perceive the whole by our common letter, which in-
deed is nothing.” This letter contained Paget’s bitter
dénunciation of Sir John Thynne and concluded that
England’s diplomatic problems could be solved only .
after peace was restored at home.

With the Emperor himself I have not treated but at my
first coming, which in all this time of delay I would not
‘have missed if your first determination there contained
in mine instructions had continued; but a1l is for the best,
and I trust for our benefit, if we may appease our things
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at home, and lean not too much to such new fantasies as
set forth innovations which be dangerous, and little
known to the setters forth what good or ill will come of
them. To alter the state of a realm would ask ten years’
deliberation.
Paget departed from Brussels troubled in body as
well as mind. He intended to return by the “long
seas,” because he needed to purge himself “being
well farced with Rhenish wine.”®

In the two months between his return and the
overthrow of the Protectorate, Paget played a rela-

tively minor role in government, His correspondence’

gives the impression that he fell from Somerset’s
high favor and no longer served as confidential ad-
viser.” Somerset himself provided uninspiring lead-
ership to the country during the revolts in Devon
and Norfolk;® rather military leaders like Warwick
and Russell seized the initiative and restored law and
order by force of arms. By the end of the summer
the policies of Somerset were wholly discredited, and
the charges made against him were almost identical
to the criticism contained in Paget’s correspondence.”
The Protector’s enemies did nothing more than take
over issues that had been raised by his friend. The
actual process by which the opposition within the
council developed is poorly documented, but it ap-
pears that they did not unite to depose Somerset un-
til his policies had brought the country to the brink
of ruin”

From the outset of the political erisis of October,
1549, Somerset’s opponents held the upper hand. The
councillors who gathered in London included War-
wick, Southampton, St. John, Rich, Northampton,
and Arundel. Returning from a bloody victory in
the West, Russell and Herbert denied the Protector
the assistance of their veteran iroops.”” The city of
London also threw its lot with the opposition.” For
his part Somerset’s greatest strength lay in the pos-
session of Edward VI, who was brought to Windsor.
Paget was his most valuable supporter, but his allies
included Archhishop Cranmer, Sir Thomas Smith,
and Sir William Petre, who subsequently joined the
council in London. '

When it became obvious that Somerset’s caiise
was hopeless, Paget worked to ensure the safety of
the young King and to assist in an orderly transfer
of power from the Protector to the council in London.
Although we do not have his own word on it, there

can be little doubt that Paget supported Somerset.

out of personal loyalty rather than because he agreed
with his policies. Paget’s allegiance was divided, for
he had friends among the opposition who entreated
him to bring Somerset to terms.” In the very midst
of the crisis, the Duchess of Somerset wrote Paget
reminding him that he was her husband’s friend and
councillor and begging him to assist him in his hour
of peril. “What hath my lord done to any of these
noble men or others,” she asked, “that they should
thus rage and seek the extremity to him?”* While it
is true that both Somerset and the council in London
spoke freely of possible violence during the early
stages of the revolt, each party later moved to a more
rational position” Thus, it is unlikely that either
was eager for bloodshed or civil war. Paget then
cannot claim credit for having singlehandedly
brought matters to a peaceful conclusion, but his
efforts undoubtedly made the capitulation of the

Protector less distasteful to his supporters and less
vexing to his enemies. :

As confidential adviser to Somerset, Sir William
Paget was both a Henrician and a Cassandra. Paget,
the Henrician, remembered how Henry VIII had
maintained law and order during a reign that was
threatened by religious and social upheaval’” Like
the late King, Paget was a realist who understood
the limitations of sixteenth century politics. He
realized that his countrymen were still Catholic at
heart and feared the flood of Protestant reforms
would encourage resistance from the ignorant
masses. Like conservatives of all ages, Paget be-
lieved the political process was infinitely complex
and preferred a government that moved slowly and
cautiously, if at all. Throughout his correspondence
with Somerset, he was consistent and unambiguous.
Somerset’s determination to pursue different policies
show that Paget’s logic and personal appeals were
not enough, and in the end he became a Cassandra,
merely a voice crying in the wilderness. Men of
Paget’s stripe contributed mightily to the success of
Tudor government; they advised, administered, and
conducted diplomacy. What they lacked was the
power to put their policies into operation without
outside support. Edward Seymour, Duke of Semer-
set, was vested with the authority of Lord Protector
during the minority of Edward VI, and it was upon
his shoulders that responsibility for the conduct of
government rested. In the end Paget failed because
he could not overcome the limitations of his position.
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Bicentennial of the American Revolution
In 1970 President Richard Smith appointed an

-Academy Committee on the Bicentennial Commem-

oration of the American Revolution. The members

appointed at that time were John Cary, Chairman

(Cleveland State University), Lee Bennish (Xavier),

Bruce Steiner (Ohio University), Carl Ubbelohde

(Case Western Reserve), Richard Jellison (Miami),

Don Gerlach (Akron), and David Skaggs (Bowling

Green). The Committee has met twice and is con-

sidering the following projects:

1. The development of special programs on the Am-
erican Revolution at Academy meetings in the
Spring with a special program in 1975 or 1976.

2. The encouragement of colleges and universities
in. sponsoring institutes and workshops on the
American Revolution for high school teachers.

3. The publication of a teacher’s guide to printed and
audio-visual materials dealing with the American
Revolution.

4. A survey of manuscripts, printed, and filmed
sources dealing with the American Revolution
that are located in the state of Ohio. :

The Committee will welcome suggestions on
these or other appropriate Academy activities related
to the Bicentennial Commemoration.

John Cary, Chairman

Minutes of the Annual Meeting
Sheraton Motor Inn, Worthington, Ohio
Saturday, April 3, 1971

President Richard W. Smith called the business
meeting to order at 1:25 P.M. and opened the meeting
with a few remarks. He announced that the Fall
Meeting would be held on October 15-16 at the Uni-
versity of Cincinnati with the University of Cinecin-
nati and Xavier University as co-hosts. Professor
Erving Beauregard, reporting for the Membership
Committee, summarized their efforts this past year
and indicated membership of more than 300. The
Secretary-Treasurer gave the Treasurer’s Report
which showed a balance of $1,088.86 as. of April 1,
1971, with bills outstanding of $464.66. He also read
a brief necrology report noting the deaths of three
longtime members of the Academy: Foster Rhea
Dulleg, William D. Overman, and Hasting Eells.
Dulles won the book award twice and Overman and
Eells were past presidents of the Academy.

Professor Dwight Smith (Miami) offered for the
Nominating Committee the following slate of officers
for 1971-72:

President—George W. Knepper (Akron)
Vice President—Erving E. Beauregard (Dayton)
Secretary-Treasurer—
Carl G. Klopfenstein (Heidelberg)

No further nominations being presented from the
floor, the nominations were closed, and the Secretary
instructed to cast a unanimous ballot for the propos-
ed slate. Professor Smith then submitted the names
of William L. Fisk (Muskingum) and Hilmar G.
Grimm - (Capital) . as nominees for the Executive
Council. Professor Emily Geer (Findlay) was placed
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in.nomination from the floor. The balloting resulted
in the election of Professor Geer to a three-year ferm
on the Council.

President Smith next presented the incoming
President, Dr. George Knepper, who delivered an
mterestmg and enhghtemng address entitled, “Bur-
goyne for the Prosecution.” Following the presi-
dential address, Professor Arnold Schrier (Cincin-
nati) announced that the Distinguished Service
Award Committee after due deliberation had decid-
ed to present three awards this year. The recipients
were Professors Harris G. Warren (Miami), Clayton
Ellsworth (Wooster) and Randolph Downes (Tole-
do).

) President Smith introduced Mr. Daniel R. Port-
er, Director of the Ohio Historical Society, who spoke
briefly on the new society facilities and their advan-
- tages. He expressed optimism in regard to the future
and stated he locked forward to working more close-
ly with the historical profession and its scholars.
Professor Robert Jones (Case-Western Reserve)
gave a brief report for the Standards Committee con-
cerning new state certification standards for teachers
of history and social studies.

Professor Kerr (Ohio State) presented the an-
nual book award for the Publications Award Com-
mittee to Professor Jacob Marcus (Hebrew Union
College) for his study, The Colonial American Jew.
Following this award, President Smith offered a few
concluding remarks and the meeting adjourned.

Respectfully submitted:
Carr G. KLOPFENSTEIN
Secretary-Treasurer

Report of the Standards Committee
April 3, 1971 '

Last fall the State Board of Education adopted
new certification requirements that affect History
and Social Studies. The new requirements are sche-
duled to go into effect January 1, 1972, and will have
an impact not only upon the.training of teachers but
also upon college programs and presumably upon
“standards.” Rather briefly, the new state require-
ments contrast with the current ones by increasing
the number of hours of college study required and
by increasing the number of areas for certification.

Current certification requirements deal with a
Social Studies Comprehensive Major composed of 45
semester or 68 quarter hours of course work, or a
History and Government plan that ineluded 27 se-
mester or 41 quarter hours of work. The new plan
includes Comprehensive Social Studies (60 s.h./90
d.h.) ; Humanities (60 s.h./90 q.h.); Economics (20
s.h./30 q.h.) ; Geography (20 s.h. or 30 g.h.); History
(30 s.h./45 q.h.); Political Science (20 s.h./30 q.h.);
Social Psychology (20 s.h./30 g.h.); and Sociology
(20 s.h./30 q.h.). The committee still has not seen
the complete list of all requirements that will go into
effect January 1, 1972, so it is difficult to comment
on the whole package. The attempt seems to be to
require more hours of subject matter before teachers

are certified in a particular area, which appears to
be a step in the right direction. But there are still
those troublesome questions of quantlty vs. quality
or both that remain unanswered.

The committee will make an effort to analyze
the new standards in the coming year. Meanwhile,
the committee has turned its attention to other mat-
ters which seem, especially in view of today’s surplus
of historians and tight budgets, particularly appro-
priate. The question has arisen as to whether the
Standards Committee, with Academy backing, should
broaden its scope in-the quest for improved teaching
of history to embrace a wider, yet clearly felated, set
of issues. More specifically, the Committee has been
presented with two proposals: - ‘

1. That the Academy undertake some degree of
responsibility for maintaining minimal standards of
competence in the teaching of history on the high
school and college level. Such responsibility could
include, but not be limited to, the.following: (1)
guidelines for courses in the teaching of history on
the high school level by the history department; (2)
guidelines for courses on the teaching of history at
the collegiate level (for MLA. and Ph.D. depart-
ments); (3) setting forth guidelines for the prepara-
tion of high school teachers and college instructors
so that they can perform effectively in the classroom;
(4) certification by the Academy of adequate stan-
dards in member schools.

2. That the Academy take some act1ve interest
in promoting history institutes (lasting a week or
more) or workshops (usually weekend affairs) deal-
ing with improving the teaching of history, or both.
Some institutes——modeled after the NDEA and EDPA
institutes—would be for high school teachers, while
others would be for college instructors. Or there
could be a mixed institute, depending upon the spe-
cific objectives desired. For example, an institute
with a specific orientation within the general context
of improving the teaching of history, might be one
for the college instructor who has a preponderance
of future high school teachers in his survey classes.
How might he better teach his courses so that they,
his students, will do a better job when they get out?

The Standards Committee invites the comments
of the membership on these two proposals. Does the
membership want the Standards Committee to
broaden its activities to the College and University
arena? And if it does, what portions of the two pro-
posals above might be especially useful? Are there
other areas, concerning secondary school or college
standards that you feel.the Standards Committee
should concern itself with? - Your reactions are solic-
ited. Please contact either Michael Moore, Depart-
ment of History, Bowling Green State University,
Bowling Green, Ohio 43402, or Robert H. Jones. De-
partment of History, Case Western Reserve Umvers-
ity, Cleveland, Ohio 44106. S

Rosert H. JONEs CHAIRMAN
MicHAEL MOORE
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Ohio Academy of History
Committees, 1971-72

Executive Council
Ex-officio:
George W. Knepper (Akron) President
Erving Beauregard (Dayton), Vice President
Carl Klopfenstein (Heidelberg), Secretary-
Treasurer
Richard W. Smith (Ohio Wesleyan), Former
President
Elected:
G. Wallace Chessman (Denison), 1970-72
Eugene Murdock (Marietta), 1970-73
Emily Geer (Findlay), 1971-74

Nominating Committee

Charles Morley (Ohio State), Chairman
Robert Bader (Mt. Union)

George Lobdell (Ohio University)

Program Committee

John Carrigg (Steubenville), Chairman
James Hodges (Wooster)

Zane Miller (Cincinnati)

Jamies Chastain (Ohio University)

Roger Manning: (Cleveland State)
Distinguished Service Award Commitiee
Lawrence Kaplan (Kent State), Chairman
Marian Siney (Case-Western Reserve)
David Behen (Youngstown)

Publication Award Committee '
Bernard Sternsher (Bowling Green), Chairman
Kimon Giocarinis (Hiram)

James Richardson (Akron)

William Kenney III (Kent State)
Themistocles Rodis (Baldwin-Wallace)

Membership Commitiee

Charles De Benedetti (Toledo), Chairman
Mary K. Howard (John Carroll)

Robert Kragalott (Ohio Wesleyan)
Vladimir Seffel (OSU-Marion)

Standards Committee

Robert H. Jones (Akron), 1970-73, Chairman
Joseph Dubbert (Muskingum), 1970-73
Harry Stevens (Ohio University), 1968-72
Harris Dante (Kent State), 1968-72

Michael Moore (Bowling Green), 1969-72
Oscar Darlington (Ohio Northern), 1969-72

Historical Society and Archives

Jacob Dorn (Wright State), 1970-73, Chairman
Richard Haupt (Cincinnati Historieal Society),

1970-73

Dwight Smith (Miami), 1971-74

Wilhelmina Robinson (Central State), 1971-74
David Larson (Ohio Historical Society), 1969-72
John Nethers (Ashland), 1969-72

9. Bicentennial of The American Revolution
John Cary (Cleveland State), Chaxrman
Don Gerlach (Akron)

Richard Jellison (Miami)

Carl Ubbelohde (Case-Western Reserve)
Lee Benish (Xavier)

David Skaggs (Bowling Green)

10. Fortieth Anniversary Committee
Carl G. Gustavson (Ohio University), Chairman
Harris Warren (Miami)
Sydney Fisher (Ohio State)
Raymond Bixler (Ashland)
Paul Miller (Hiram)
H. Landon Warner (Kenyon)

11. Editor of The Newsletter
Kenneth Davison (Heidelberg)

Publications and Research Proiects‘

FRANCIS P. WEISENBURGER has retired after
forty-seven years of teaching at Ohio State Univers-
ity but is writing two continuing volumes in the His-
tory of Ohio State University, dealing with the Faw-
cett years. His recent publications include, “William
Oxley Thompson: Clergyman and Educator” in the
Journal of Presbyterian History, Vol. I, No. 1 (Spring
1971), and “God and Man in a Secular City:- The
Church in Virginia City, Nevada,” Nevadae Historical
Society Quarterly, XIV, No. 2 (Summer 1971).

ARVEL B. ERICKSON of Case Western Reserve
University is co-author of an article “The Yelverton
Case: Civil Legislation and Marriage” that appeared
in March 1971 issue of Victorian Studies. He is also
co-author, with W. D. Jones of the University of
Georgia, of a book, The Peelites, 1846-1857, published
by Ohio State University Press.

JEROME MUSHKAT, The University of Akron,
has published his study, Tammanyism: The Evolu-
tion of a Political Machine, 1789-1 865, with Syracuse
University Press. His article “Eplthets for an Era:
The Political Obituaries of Mordecai Noah” appeared
in the summer issue of the New-York Historical So-
ciety Quarterly. He is at work on several manu-
scripts, including “The Impact of Urbanization on
Nineteenth Century New York City” and a biography
of Fernando Wood. .

KERMIT J. PIKE is the author of A Guide to
the Manuscripts and Archives of the Western Re-
serve Historical Society published by the Press of
Case Western Reserve University.
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Winners of Ohio Academy of History
Annual Historical Achievement Awards
(1946-1970)

1946—Dulles, Foster Rhea (Ohio State), China and America:
The Story of their Relations since 1784.
1947—Pomeroy, Earl S. (Ohio State), The Territories and
the United States, 1861-1890: Studies in Colonial ‘Admin-
istration.
1948—Robinson, Howard (Oberlin), The Brmsh Post Office,
a History. -
1949—Dulles, Foster Rhea (Ohio State), Labor in America:
A History.
1950—Wittke, Carl (Western Reserve), The Utopum Com-
munist: A Biography of Wilhelm Weitling: Nineteenth-
Century Reformer.
1951—No award.,
1952—Wittke, Carl (Western Reserve), Refugees of Revolu-~
tion: the’ Gefrman Fo'rty—ezghte'rs in America.
1953—Artz, Frederick B (Oberlm), The Mind of the -Middle
Ages, A.D. 200-1500.
1954—Grimm, Harold J. (Ohio State), The Reformation Era,
1500-1650.
1955—Gustavson, Carl G. (Oth Umversﬂ:y), A Preface to
History.
1956—Bremmer, Robert H. (Ohno State), . From. the Depths:
The Discovery of Poverty in the United States.
1957—Roseboor, Eugne H (Ohlo Sfbate) A sttory of Presi-
dential- Elections. :
1958—Cady, John F. (Ohmo Umversmy), A sttory of Modern
Burma. - )
1959—Wamerr Hoyt Landon (Kenyon) The Life of Mr. Jus-
t‘Lce Clarke A Testament to the Power of Lzberal Dissent
in Americd. .
1960—Wish, Harvey (Wes’oem R&eerve), The American His-
tortan: A Socigl-Intellectual History of the Writing of
- the American Past. -
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OAH OFFICERS

President, George W. Knepper, University of Ak- .
ron; Vice Pres1dent Erving Beauregard, Univers-
ity of Dayton; Secretary-Treasurer, Carl G. Klop-
fenstein, Heidelberg College; Executive Council:
Richard W. Smith, Ohio Wesleyan University; G
Wallace Chessman Denison University; Eugene
Murdock, Marietta’ College; Emily Geer, Fmdlay

College. Subscription to the OAH Newsletter is
included in the OAH membership fee.

1961—Cramer, Clarence H. (Western Reserve), Newton D.
Baker, a Biography.

1962—Goldberg, Harvey (Ohio State), The Life of Jean
Jaures.

1963—Greene, Jack P. (Western Reserve), The Quest for
Power: The Lower House of Assembly in the Southern
Royal Colonies, 1689-1776.

1964—Warner, Hoyt Landon (Kenyon), Progressivism in
Ohio, 1897-1917. .

1965—Chessman, G. Wallace (Denison), Governor Theodore
Roosevelt: The Albany Apprenticeship, 1898-1900.

1966—Roberts, Clayton (Ohio State), The Growth of Respon-
sible Government in Stuart England :

1967-—Wilkie, James W. (Ohio State), The Mexican Revolu-
tion: Federal Expenditure and Social Change since 1910.

1968—Marchman, Watt P. (R. B. Hayes Ll'brary) For Dis-
tinguished Sermce

1969—Kuehl, Warren F. (Akron), Seekmg World Order: The
United States and International Organization to 1920.

1970—Marcus, Jacob (Hebrew Union), The Colomal Amer-
ican Jew, 1492-1776.

1971—To be awarded at Aprll 22, 1972 annual meeting.

Notice of Annual Spring Meetin‘g‘
Bpril 22, 1072
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(Junction Interstate 71 and.Réute 161)
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