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Abstract
In the inaugural issue of The United States Magazine and Democratic Review, John L. O’Sullivan writes of “that high and holy DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLE which was designed to be the fundamental element of the new social and political system created by the ‘American experiment.’” This democratic principle—an ideology based on egalitarian thought and a fear of tyrannical power—maintained that the American democracy must be regulated by the education of the masses. As such, newspapers became the primary form of political education in antebellum America, and they were produced and sustained by the democratic ideology of this period. This paper argues that throughout the early 19th century and culminating in the Election of 1828, the social and political systems of the “democratic principle” established the partisan press both in form and rhetoric. Put another way, the American democracy—including both the social systems of ideology and the political systems of public policy—helped to create and sustain the partisan press in every way—from the founding of newspaper enterprises to the rhetoric those newspapers deployed against their political enemies.

In October of 1837, John L. O’Sullivan published the first issue of The United States Magazine and Democratic Review. One of many issues that would be published between the Democratic Review’s inaugural in 1837 until its final issue in 1859, the Democratic Review declared that its intent was “for the advocacy of that high and holy DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLE which was designed to be the fundamental element of the new social and political system created by the ‘American experiment.’” The democratic principle, alongside its social and political systems, were, O’Sullivan argued, in contest with that of the “anti-democratic, or aristocratic, principle” which maintained that the democratic principle must be regulated by the “‘more enlightened wisdom’ of the ‘better classes’.”
	The regulation of the enlightened, better classes was, in the eyes of O’Sullivan, a ridiculous argument. There was no need for regulation by enlightened, better classes, because the people were already enlightened. “The general diffusion of education,” O’Sullivan asserted:
…the facility of access to every species of knowledge important to the great interests of the community; the freedom of the press, whose very licentiousness cannot materially impair its permanent value, in this country at least, make the pretensions of those self-styled “better classes” to the sole possession of the requisite intelligence for the management of public affairs, too absurd to be entitled to any other treatment than an honest, manly contempt.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  John L. O’Sullivan, "The Democratic Principle," The United States Magazine and Democratic Review 1, no. 1 (1837). 1-5.] 


The “licentiousness” of the press was often its partisan and vicious nature. Filled with personal attacks and falsehoods, the press of Antebellum America threw everything they had at their political enemies. No person was sacred, and political officials often found themselves under intense judgment. Every part of their personal lives were scrutinized, and rumors and falsehoods abounded. Even their family members became the targets of partisan attacks, as was the case in the 1828 Election when Rachel Jackson—the wife of Andrew Jackson—was attacked as a whore and bigamist, or when John Quincy Adams was accused of having an incestuous marriage.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  For more information on the subject, see: Stephen Belko, Invincible Duff Green: Whig of the West (Columbia: University of Missouri Press, 2006)., 114-115.] 

Yet despite its licentiousness, the American press played a fundamental role in democratizing America’s political and social systems. “After the people,” Alexis de Tocqueville declared in his famed work Democracy in America, “the periodical press nonetheless is the most powerful of social forces. The opinions established under the sway of press liberty in the United States are often more deeply rooted than those formed elsewhere under the influence of censorship.” Like O’Sullivan, de Tocqueville believed that the press was a “strange mixture of good and evil,” but that the “evil” must be accepted, because without the press, the people would not be educated and “freedom could not thrive.”[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America and Two Essay on America, trans. Gerald E. Bevan (London: Penguin Books, 2003). 212-217.] 

For many in antebellum America, education and democracy worked hand-in-hand. A true democracy based on majority rule could—as history demonstrated—just as easily fall into despotism if the people were left ignorant and uniformed, allowing an influential minority to establish power. An informed majority “does not always afford a perfect guarantee against the misuse of its numerical power over the weakness of the minority,” O’Sullivan admitted, but the chances “of misuse is, as a general rule, far less than in the opposite relation of the ascendency of a minority.”[footnoteRef:4] But the majority had to be educated in order to be a reliable check upon the minority. Then, and only then, could democracy be preserved, and for Americans of the early 19th century, one of the best tools for educating the populace was the newspaper.  [4:  O’Sullivan., 5.] 

The press had the capacity to be destructive to a democracy due to its extremely partisan nature, but the partisan press could also work in tandem with democracy. In this paper, I argue that throughout the early 19th century and culminating in the Election of 1828, the social and political systems of the “democratic principle” created the partisan press both in form and rhetoric. Put another way, the American democracy—including both the social systems of ideology and the political systems of public policy—helped to create and sustain the partisan press in every way—from the founding of newspaper enterprises to the rhetoric those newspapers deployed against their political enemies. I do not mean to argue that the democratic principle was the only factor in producing and sustaining partisan newspapers of this age, simply that it was one of several major contributors to the rise of a fully established and institutionalized partisan press.  
To best demonstrate the interaction of the democratic principle and the partisan press, I have focused on the national newspapers during (and leading up to) the Election of 1828. Those newspapers include the United States’ Telegraph edited by John S. Meehan and later on Duff Green; the National Journal edited by Peter Force; and the National Intelligencer edited by Joseph Gales and William Seaton. All based in Washington D.C., these newspapers were founded in the mid 1820s (with the exception of the Intelligencer which was founded in 1800), were delivered nationally, and were explicitly partisan in nature. Each supported a specific candidate in the 1828 Election with the Telegraph supporting Andrew Jackson, and the Journal and Intelligencer supporting Adams. I have focused on these newspapers because of their centrality in the political newspaper network during this election. I have also focused on these newspapers because the political and social systems of the democratic principle were national in character, and since these newspapers had a national audience, they best exemplified national, wide-spread attitudes.
Furthermore, the partisan newspapers of this election do not represent the only time in which democracy and a partisan press worked together, but this election does represent the first time a truly established partisan press was in play. The Election of 1828 thus saw the interaction of democratic sentiments, public policy initiatives, and a partisan press for the first time in American history. 
The democratic principle which helped fuel the rise of partisan newspapers such as the Intelligencer, Journal, and Telegraph started, first and foremost, with ideology. During the early 19th century, the “will of the people” was of the utmost importance. “The people have a right,” declared the Telegraph, “to be served by men of their own choice; men who would scorn to be foisted into public stations contrary to the public will—who are above ‘bargain, intrigue, and management;’ and in the silent, but tremendous language of the ballot-boxes, they will utter their displeasure and redress their wrongs.”[footnoteRef:5] The people were the sovereign, the politicians their servants. This belief in the public will was one of the stalwarts of American democratic ideology.  [5:  John S. Meehan, "Washington City," United States’ Telegraph, September 27, 1826.] 

The other major aspect of American democratic ideology was the fear of tyrannical power. For antebellum Americans, “power made men unscrupulous,” argues historian John Sterling Young. “Among men in power, ‘ambition swallows up…principle,’ and ‘stratagem and intrigue’ were the way of life.”[footnoteRef:6] Power, in other words, corrupted men, and it became the greatest danger to the liberty of the people.  [6:  John Sterling Young, The Washington Community, 1800-1828 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966). 80.] 

The people, with their ability to “utter their displeasure and redress their wrongs” at the ballot box, were the counterweight to corruption, and it became increasingly important that the people be not only free but enlightened. As Richard John argues, “If the people were truly sovereign…then no one could plausibly deny the citizenry the right to secure uninterrupted access to up-to-date information about the ongoing affairs of state.”[footnoteRef:7] This was not just the views of America’s political leaders. The public wanted to be informed. With high literacy rates (indeed, nearly 90 percent of whites during this time period were literate), more people were able to access printed information.[footnoteRef:8]  [7:  Richard R. John, Spreading the News: The American Postal System from Franklin to Morse (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1995). 29.]  [8:  Gerald J. Baldasty, The Commercialization of News in the Nineteenth Century (Madison, Wisconsin: University of Wisconsin Press, 1992). 14.] 

Moreover, the desire for an educated populace became increasingly important during the antebellum era as more Americans became involved in the political process. Through the course of the 1810s and 1820s, property requirements were abolished in states across the country, leading to nearly universal white male suffrage and tripling the size of the electorate. Additionally, before the 1820s, presidential electors were chosen by state legislature, but by 1824, only six states chose their electors through the state legislature. The remaining states now chose their electors through popular vote.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Robert V. Remini, The Election of Andrew Jackson, Critical Periods of History (Philadelphia and New York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1963). 51-52; Paul Starr, The Creation of the Media: Political Origins of Modern Communications (New York: Basic Books, 2004). 130.] 

With more people participating in elections, it became increasingly important that these people were armed with the knowledge to vote wisely. The newspaper was one of the most important avenues available to communicate information to the people—especially propaganda and arguments made by the major political parties. The press, according to William Henry Seward, was the only channel to the people, and without it, a party “never can gain the public favor.”[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Quoted in Baldasty., 11.] 

To provide that vital information to the public, the federal government took several public policy initiatives. This came, first and foremost, through the institution and support of the United States Postal Service. In 1792, Congress passed the Post Office Act which “held Congress responsible for designating postal routes, gave newspapers special discount rates and privileges, and categorically barred government officials from violating the privacy of letters.” By subsidizing the Postal Service, the federal government paved the way for a comprehensive postal network that reached nearly every remote town or village in America. As of 1828, there were 74 post offices per 100,000 inhabitants, compared to seventeen in Great Britain and four in France. Furthermore, by providing special discounts to newspapers, the United States’ government made it cheaper to mail copies, allowing broader access to newspapers. As historian Paul Starr states: “given the postal subsidy to the press, newspapers were the most efficacious means for parties to communicate with their supporters in a predominantly rural society.”[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  Starr. 87-88, 130.] 

And if parties were to communicate their message to the public, they had to take full advantage of the policies and subsidies that the United States’ government offered. Congressmen thus took full advantage of the franking privilege. 
The franking privilege, in essence, was the ability of a congressman to send out documents to his constituents free of charge by simply affixing his signature onto said document. This meant that congressmen could sign their name onto a packet of party newspapers and send them out to their constituents at no cost. Congressmen were expected to sign every document they mailed pursuant to the privilege. However, many hired substitutes to sign on their behalf. There are no statistics to determine how many documents were sent out under the guise of the franking privilege, but Richard John estimates that by the 1850s “the franking privilege accounted for somewhere between one-quarter to one-half of the total weight of the mail that left Washington on any given day.”[footnoteRef:12]  [12:  John., 58.] 

The franking privilege essentially became a form of political maneuvering and machination, but this was not the only way that Congress used its power to manipulate the dispersal of information for their own needs. Political patronage of the favorite Washington newspapers was the norm in 19th century D.C. This was done, mainly, through government printing contracts. 
Government printing contracts were awarded by each branch of the federal government and involved printing addresses, laws, and proceedings. Lasting a total of two years, they were typically awarded to the favorite newspaper of the party in power.[footnoteRef:13] For example, if the Jacksonian Democrats were in control of the House, the House would vote to give the printing to the Jacksonian United States’ Telegraph. If the Senate was in control of Adams’ National Republicans, then the Senate contract would go to either the Intelligencer or the Journal. During the 1800s and into the 1820s, the Intelligencer, lacking any serious competition, was the beneficiary of most government patronage, specifically the executive’s. However, when Gales and Seaton refused to endorse Adams in the 1824 election, they were overthrown in favor of the Journal. [footnoteRef:14]  [13:  Baldasty., 20.]  [14:  William E. Ames, A History of the National Intelligencer (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1972)., 128, 142.] 

In the election of 1828, especially, government patronage of the press became an issue when Nathaniel Macon, a senator from North Carolina, introduced a resolution calling for an investigation into government printing contracts by the executive branch.[footnoteRef:15] The Telegraph, always eager to find more political attacks against Adams, took up the mantel. The executive patronage of certain newspapers, the Telegraph argued, “tends to convert this sentinel of freedom [the free press] into a spy of power.” They continued:  [15:  Culver S. Smith, The Press, Politics, and Patronage: The American Government’s Use of Newspapers, 1789-1875 (Athens: The University of Georgia Press, 1977). 73.] 

All such patronage ought to be carefully guarded, or rather, if possible wholly removed. It is in vain to talk of a free press, when the favor of power is essential to the support of editors, and the money of the people, by passing through the hands of the Executive, is made co-operate as a bribe against liberty…if liberty shall ever expire in our country, it will die of the poisonous draught of corrupt patronage.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  John S. Meehan, "The Party of the Many and the Party of the Few," United States’ Telegraph, February 9, 1826.] 


	Yet the writers of the Telegraph did not fear the “poisonous draught of corrupt patronage” when it was extended to them. When the Jacksonian Democrats took control of the Senate after the 1826 midterms, the Senate printing contracts shifted from the Intelligencer to the Telegraph by a vote of 25 to 19. The House printing contracts remained in the hands of Gale and Seaton, but not without an investigation into their printing contracts.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Smith., 80-81.] 

	Nonetheless, the Telegraph did make a valid point that a newspaper and its editor depended on the political patronage of the federal government. Government printing contracts were often what kept editors’ heads above water. According to Gerald Baldasty, the profit margins of government printing contracts ran from 20 to 55 percent.[footnoteRef:18] This kept the newspapers alive, but it also kept them strictly under the thumb of politicians and political parties. [18:  Baldasty., 20.] 

	Nevertheless, these politicians and party officials recognized the fundamental importance of having a national, partisan newspaper. During the 1820s and 1830s, the local newspapers relied on the national newspapers for any information coming out of Washington. It was only until the 1840s that Congress allowed out-of-town reporters into the galleries. Until that time, the Washington D.C. newspapers had a monopoly on all national news and politics.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Starr., 141.] 

	National news and politics was becoming increasingly important during the latter half of the 1820s. During the Jeffersonian era, Washington D.C. was an isolated, cultural backwater, mostly irrelevant to the majority of Americans. Indeed, in his seminal work The Washington Community, James Sterling Young explains how the American citizenry was “remote and indifferent” towards the federal government, thus failing “to contribute that civic attachment which a representative government founded on the sovereignty of the people needs above all.”[footnoteRef:20] Yet, as we have seen, this indifference began to fall to the wayside during the 1820s as more and more people were incorporated into the political process. [20:  Young., 250.] 

As a result, newspapers became the primary means of communicating to and influencing the electorate. Frederick Grimke, a jurist and political theorist, wrote in his text The Nature and Tendency of Free Institutions (1848) that newspapers gave “a voice to an immensely numerous class of the population” who, in earlier years, had been “a mere lifeless and inert body” and now had the power to form “what we term public opinion.”[footnoteRef:21] This new dynamic played out during the Election of 1828.  [21:  Frederick Grimke, The Nature and Tendency of Free Institutions, ed. John William Ward (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 1968)., 400.] 

As many historians have noted, the Jackson Campaign’s ability to harness the power of a network of partisan newspapers—and Adams’ lack thereof—was a major factor in Jackson’s subsequent victory.[footnoteRef:22] However, victory or loss aside, both the newspapers of the Jackson Campaign and the newspapers of the Adams Campaign were influenced by the democratic principle. As we have seen, newspapers like the Telegraph, Journal, and Intelligencer were economically produced and sustained by the social and political systems of the democratic principle. Yet, their rhetoric was also influenced by the democratic principle, predominantly through ideology.  [22:  A few examples include Carol Humphrey’s The Press of the Young Republic, Si Sheppard’s The Partisan Press, and Paul Starr’s The Creation of the Media. ] 

Considering that they were party newspapers and were under the thumb of politicians and political parties alike, their rhetoric was extremely important to sustain support. But what is notable about the rhetoric used by all three national newspapers—the Telegraph, the Journal, and the Intelligencer—is neither their vitriol nor their viciousness, but their striking similarity. No matter party differences, all three papers, in some way or form, used the same rhetoric influenced by the democratic principle. The democratic principle, in short, was not a partisan issue—both sides used it to their own advantage.
While this was the case in both the Jackson and Adams’ papers, they nevertheless emphasized different aspects of democracy. The Telegraph, for example, had the motto “Power is always stealing from the many to the few” on the front page of every issue they published, and it represents a common trope found in the Jacksonian newspapers. Jacksonians often represented themselves as “the many,” while Adams and his administration represented the corrupted “few.” For the Telegraph, the “preservation of liberty” was a common theme, and, according to the Jacksonians, liberty was in danger because of the machinations and tyrannical practices of the Adams’ administration. In the election of 1824, they argued, “a minority of the people nominated, and a minority of members of Congress elected Mr. Adams,” and thus the will of the people had been ignored.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Duff Green, "First Principles," United States’ Telegraph, October 21, 1826.] 

This was rooted in the belief that there had been a quid pro quo agreement between Adams and Henry Clay during the Election of 1824. There is no concrete evidence proving this happened, but when there was no apparent winner, Clay gave his electors to Adams, allowing Adams to gain the majority. When Clay eventually became Secretary of State, the Jacksonians jumped to the conclusion that there had been a quid pro quo, and the theory of a “corrupt bargain” fueled notions that the Adams’ administration represented the “few” who had wrested power from the “many.”[footnoteRef:24] [24:  For an in-depth look at the “corrupt bargain” of 1824, see Remini’s The Election of Andrew Jackson, 12-29.] 

The Telegraph took full advantage of this “corrupt bargain.” In its first issue in 1826, the Telegraph declared:
…we are impressed with a deep and deliberate conviction, that, in the election of our present Chief Magistrate [John Quincy Adams], as well as by one of the first organic acts of his administration [the appointment of Henry Clay as Secretary of State], the most sacred principles of the Constitution, and the sound dictates of Republican policy, have been openly contemned and violated.

	The Telegraph goes further by claiming that Clay had “divided the vote of the Western states” by running for the presidency, throwing “the election into the House of Representatives, of which he was a prominent member” and thus striking a bargain with Adams to become Secretary of State and exerting “the whole force of his influence in favor of a candidate who evidently was not the choice of the people.”[footnoteRef:25] [25:  John S. Meehan, "To the Public," United States’ Telegraph, February 6, 1826.] 

	The implications were clear. Adams and Clay now became the symbols of a tyrannical power trying to destroy the American public’s liberty. They did this, supposedly, through the machinations of the 1824 election as they put in a President who was “not the choice of the people.” The choice of the people, according to the Telegraph, had been none other than Andrew Jackson who had received the most electoral votes at 99, compared to Adams’ 84, Treasury Secretary William H. Crawford’s 41, and Henry Clay’s 37.[footnoteRef:26] [26:  Remini., 12.] 

	The Telegraph continued on with the “many vs. few” argument throughout much of the next two years (indeed, it is even applied to the question of press patronage in the article mentioned earlier). They would build upon this trope by casting Adams not only as a tyrant who had assumed power undemocratically, but also by casting him as an aristocrat. Adams, according to the Telegraph, “received his education in foreign courts, where the voice of the people is not consulted, and where the first maxim of government is, ‘The King can do no wrong.’”[footnoteRef:27] Adams was even surrounded by Englishmen and aristocrats (the two being synonymous to Jacksonians) since The National Journal was edited by Peter Force, an Englishman. “The man who edits the confidential paper of Mr. Adams,” the Telegraph declared:  [27:  Meehan, "Washington City."] 

…and who participates in the political secrets of Mr. [Daniel] Webster; who thus undertakes to catechise [sic] the American people about the management of their own affairs, and raise his pure voice against the corruptions that are undermining the institutions which they extorted by the sword from transatlantic tyrants, is an Englishman!! Yes! The right-hand man of our President, and the champion of the American System, is a hireling from the nauseous venality of London; a wanderer from that scum of corrupt institutions, who have their price, and whose only principle is to sell themselves to the highest bidder!

	Adams and his hirelings were Englishmen, schooled in the arts of tyranny and aristocracy. Clearly, they couldn’t be trusted with the sacred “tree of Democratic Liberty” that the Founders had so carefully planted.[footnoteRef:28] Yet this vicious passage was a response to the “Englishman’s” own claims that Andrew Jackson, not Adams, was the threat to the tree of Democratic Liberty. Indeed, similar to the Telegraph, the Adams’ papers used their own democratic tropes to argue why Andrew Jackson was the tyrant, not John Quincy Adams. They did not deploy the “many vs. few” argument (the Jacksonians had a full monopoly on that one); instead, they deployed another argument that would strike fear into the hearts of any democracy-loving individual—namely, equating Andrew Jackson to a “military chieftain.” [28:  Duff Green, "Republic Ticket," ibid., March 5, 1828.] 

	There were efforts, wrote the Journal a few days earlier, “to wrest the superintending functions of President from the hands of a civilian, and to deposit them in the hands of a Military Chieftain.” A military chieftain coming to power was believed to be one of the main ways democracies died, and indeed the Journal took an opportunity to remind their readers of that danger: 
Who doubts, for a moment, that if the virtue and intelligence of our citizens, which forms the only secure basis of our republican institutions, be shaken, that our Government is in imminent danger? ...[D]estroy the virtue and intelligence of the American people, and the republic…must perish…The whole of the course pursued by the friends of General Jackson leads to this awful result…By opening the flood-gates of falsehood and calumny, they have destroyed the land-marks which were the guides and beacons of a correct morality, and inundated the country with a foul and pestilential tide. While hypocritically inveighing against a political corruption, which is a chimera of their own fancies, they have labored, and not altogether without success, to introduce a moral corruption in the Union, from which…we may date the decline of our republican institutions.[footnoteRef:29] [29:  Peter Force, "Washington," The Daily National Journal, March 3, 1828.] 


	Thus, it was not only Andrew Jackson’s role as a “military chieftain” which should frighten Americans, it was also the way in which the Jacksonians were filling the country with “falsehood and calumny,” poisoning the intelligence and virtue of the citizenry. By doing so, the Jacksonians would be able to dupe the voters into electing Jackson, thus sending a “military chieftain” into office and causing “the decline of our republican institutions.” 
	The Telegraph wasted no time in striking back. They did not bother trying to counter the “military chieftain” argument, instead, as we have seen, they went after the reputations of Force and the Administration. They further went to discredit them, claiming that it was the Administration, not the Jacksonians, who were filling the people’s minds with falsehoods. “Whoever will incur the trouble of reading an article in the Journal of Monday,” the Telegraph started:
…will plainly perceive the course of policy whereby the present Administration are attempting to secure their re-election…The virtue and intelligence of the people are our only security. Upon these, the friends of General Jackson have always confidently relied; and, to prevent the one from being impaired and the other misled, have always endeavored to represent things correctly. What has been the course of the Coalition [i.e. the Administration]? Let the question be answered by the innumerable slanders which they have circulated in all parts of the Union, to destroy their opponents and promote their own views.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  Green, "Republic Ticket."] 


	One can see that both the Journal and the Telegraph used the same arguments considering American democracy. Both championed the virtue and intelligence of the people, both approved of American democracy and following the will of people, and both derided the other for trying to manipulate the people in order to put a tyrant into the White House. Of course, both sides had their own reasons for claiming the other was a tyrant—for the Jacksonians it was the “corrupt bargain,” and for the Administration it was their perception that Jackson was a “military chieftain”—and while the other denounced these claims as false, the claims nonetheless were rooted in the ideologies of the American democratic principle. They stemmed from a fear of power and how power can corrupt men and turn them into tyrants. This was, as they saw, the way that all democracies of the past fell apart.
	Take away the personal slander, and one can see that the two sides of the Election of 1828 were not too different. It is not surprising, then, that the election devolved into a personality contest.[footnoteRef:31] What else did they have to fight about, after all? [31:  See Remini, 17-19.] 

	One quite notable exception in all this that has not yet been noted is the National Intelligencer. As previously stated, the Intelligencer was the main Washington newspaper up until the mid-1820s. Once the Journal and the Telegraph entered the scene, the government printing contracts that the Intelligencer had held onto for a number of years soon began to fall by the wayside (by 1829 they would lose all of their government printing contracts to the Telegraph and Journal). And as we have seen, these government printing contracts were vital in keeping the newspapers afloat. But while they lost a significant source of revenue, the Intelligencer’s loss of their government printing contracts freed them of many of the obligations they may have had to a political official and/or party. This did not last, but for a time they were independent enough to “criticize and to suggest alternative policies.”[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Ames., 151-152.] 

	Times changed, however, and Gales and Seaton soon realized they had to pick a side. With the loss of government printing contracts and the increasing hostilities between the Adams and Jackson campaigns, Gales and Seaton eventually swung their allegiance to Adams. Yet it is vital to point out that the Intelligencer’s support was lukewarm at best. In the opening passage declaring their support for Adams, the Intelligencer proclaimed: “Believing the contest for the next Presidency to be narrowed down to two candidates…we have…explained to our readers the grounds upon which we are…opposed to the election of General Andrew Jackson to the Presidency.”[footnoteRef:33] They define their stance, essentially, as for Adams because he’s not Jackson.  [33:  Joseph Gales Jr. and William W. Seaton, "The Next Presidency," The National Intelligencer, August 18, 1827.] 

Considering their refusal to support Adams in 1824, one cannot blame Gales and Seaton for their tepid endorsement, but while their loyalty was not as exuberant as the Journal, they still deployed the similar democratic arguments that both the Journal and the Telegraph used. For example, the Intelligencer fully supported Henry Clay’s appointment as Secretary of State. They argued: 
But perhaps it may be said, that this disqualification has arisen… because [Clay] was a Representative of the People. Is, then, an appointment, by the People, to the highest…office in the National Government with their immediate gift, to operate as a civil disqualification for all Executive appointments whatever? Is their selection to the highest trust to be regarded as proof of a disqualifying incompetency? Is their favor to be the cause of disenfranchisement...? Or are the members of the House…to be informed, that, whilst serving as legislators, they are precluded from the privilege of citizens; that, as soon as they enter the service of the People, they are to be regarded as civiliter moruus [civil death], until, by the expiration of their terms of service, they are restored to the rank from which they have descended?[footnoteRef:34] [34:  "Communication," The National Intelligencer, August 18, 1827.] 


	It is, then, the argument we have seen before—the sanctity of the “choice of the people” or the “people’s will.” While applied in a somewhat backwards way in comparison to the Telegraph, the Intelligencer is essentially arguing that politicians are not only chosen by “the People” and represent their wishes, they are also among “the People” and their choices must be respected as well. Clay was, after all, “an individual… [who stands] prominent in that body which is clothed with the Power and reflects the will of the People.”[footnoteRef:35]  [35:  Ibid.] 

Moreover, they used the same “military chieftain” argument as the Journal. While Jackson proved his bravery and valor in the Battle of New Orleans, the Intelligencer argued, “we cannot admit that either his gallant conduct on that occasion, the general tenor of his public acts, or his temper, judge of by them, qualify him for the highest civil office… [neither General Jackson’s] mind nor temper are suited for civil office.” They go on to reprint several pieces from Jacksonian newspapers (mostly the Richmond Enquirer), which prove their point that Jackson’s temperament and tendency for war makes him out to be a military chieftain. In one passage, the Enquirer states that war “is continually floating before [Jackson’s] own eyes. The man who can view blood and carnage with composure, has higher qualifications for the Presidency, than he who is a great civilian, or a great politician.” They further quote the National Advocate, an Adams’ paper, which stated: “Almost every republic known to history…have been subverted or destroyed by military usurpation. We know the influence of the sword, the effect of military glory, the daunting, destructing power of armies… and if we swallow the gilded pill with our eyes open, we shall have less claim to pity than nations better prepared to do right.”
While the Intelligencer does not say it in their own words, their argument is clear: Jackson was a military general who thought of nothing but war and violence, and as history predicated, military generals who assume power ultimately bring about the destruction of democracy. The Jacksonians were simply trying to dupe the American people into taking the “gilded pill.” They were hypocrites, filling the people’s heads with lies. “The combination of the conductors of the press for the support of General Jackson,” they argued, “is essentially bad. It is a combination to put down the present Administration of the Government, right or wrong, to establish on its ruins one which they know will be dangerous (at least hazardous) to their country.”[footnoteRef:36] [36:  "The Next Presidency."] 

It is the same rhetoric repeated all over again: military chieftain, will of the people, democracy in danger, hypocrites and liars, tyranny and power. The arguments against and/or for one candidate or the other may differ in details, but their overall trend is essentially pro-democracy, anti-tyranny, with one side defending democracy and the other trying to take it away. 
As such, the democratic principle’s influence is clear. The rhetoric deployed by all three national newspapers reflected the democratic sentiments of not only its writers, but its readers as well. It helped to sell their newspapers, to garner support for their candidates, and to influence the political process. These democratic sentiments were based on ideologies of egalitarianism and a fear of tyrannical power, and they are what shaped the democratic principle which O’Sullivan so passionately discusses. 
Yet the democratic principle’s influence was broader than just rhetoric. This ideology also fueled the public policy initiatives taken during the early 19th century which helped to establish and sustain the partisan press. A partisan press’ licentiousness was often seen as destructive to a democracy, but its value as an educational tool made up for its licentious excesses. The democratic principle insisted that an educated majority was what kept a tyrannical minority at bay, and the newspaper was the primary form of political education. Consequently, the United States’ federal government took steps to support the burgeoning political press. Subsidization of the Postal System, the franking privilege, and government printing contracts, all allowed newspapers such as the Telegraph, Journal, and Intelligencer to not only get off the ground, but to survive. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The partisan press may have been vicious, cruel even, and it was a prime manufacturer of falsehoods and innuendos. Yet as De Tocqueville admitted, the partisan press was a mixture of both good and evil—it could be destructive, but the information and oversight it provided allowed freedom to thrive. To Americans of the early 19th century, a bit—OK, more than a bit—of political mudslinging may have to be dealt with, but the payoff was well worth it. 
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