
The Tr ia l  o f  Andrew Jackson 
 
It is September 1836 and Andrew Jackson, the seventh president of the United States, is in 
danger of being impeached by the House of Representatives for assuming powers not conferred 
to the chief executive by the Constitution. If convicted by the Senate, Jackson will be forced to 
resign and his vice president, Martin Van Buren, will assume the presidency. 
 
The House will debate the following THREE ARTICLES OF IMPEACHMENT: 
 
1. President Jackson has violated the separation of powers in his actions to destroy the Bank 

of the United States. 
2. President Jackson violated states' rights in his dealings with South Carolina in the 

nullification crisis. 
3. President Jackson violated laws, treaties, and Supreme Court orders in his dealings with 

Native Americans.	 
 
 
TASK: 
Your task will be to conduct impeachment hearings and to engage in the debate on whether or not to charge President 
Andrew Jackson with one or more of the articles of impeachment. 
 

1. You will be assigned a role as either a member of the House Judiciary Committee giving arguments in favor of 
impeachment, or a member of the President's defense team. 

2. After all of the arguments have been presented, the "full House" will vote on each article of impeachment.  Those 
passed will be sent to the Senate for the trial to convict or acquit the President of those impeachment indictments. 

3. After the votes have been taken, you will submit an outline of the position you presented in your assigned role as 
well as a summary of the presentations made by the other teams. 

4. This will count as a test grade. 
 
 
PROCESS: 
The class will be divided into SIX groups [one for each of the three impeachment articles]. One group per article will 
represent House Judiciary Committee members who will attempt to persuade the rest of the House to indict President 
Andrew Jackson [on that impeachment article, the "PRO" side to each indictment].  One group will represent Jackson's 
supporters in the House who will argue against an impeachment indictment on that article [the "CON" side of each 
indictment]. 
 
 

House Judiciary Committee Jackson’s Supporters 
Bank of the United States 

Group One: 
 

Group Two: 
 
 

South Carolina nullification crisis 
Group Three: 

 
Group Four: 

 
 

Native Americans 
Group Five: 

 
Group Six: 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Step One: As a group, review the basics of your assigned topic from your class notes. 
 
Step Two: Assign roles for each group member 
 
 

Role Our Group Member 
Leader This person is in charge of organizing your group, making sure everyone stays on 
task and is ready on the day of the trial. They will also be the one who brings questions to 
Ms. Winokur if your group has any. 

 

Presenter This person will present your argument on the day of the trial. This person 
must be able to clearly articulate/communicate your overall argument so the other side 
and the rest of your classmates can follow along. 

 

Questioner This person will challenge/ask questions of the other side on the day of the 
trial. 

 

Responder This person will respond to questions/challenges from the other side on the 
day of the trial. This person must be able to think on their feet, and be prepared to 
respond. 

 

 
 
Step Three: As a group, complete either the Primary Source Analysis Worksheet or the Secondary Source Analysis 
Worksheet for each of your sources. Only one per source! 
 
Step Four: As a group, create a "position outline" a 1 to 2 page handwritten outline of your argument, including quotes 
from appropriate sources that you will use in their part of the group presentation of their position, pro or con, on a 
particular impeachment indictment. This will be collected at the end of the “trial”! 
 
Step Five: Come to class prepared to present and debate! Each group will have up to four minutes to make their 
presentation and up to two minutes for questioning by the other side. 
 
Step Six: While the other groups are making their presentations, EVERYONE will be taking notes on those presentations 
and will fill out the "Discussion Sheets". They will be handed in at the end of the "trial." 
 
Step Seven: When all of the arguments, pro and con, have been made, the full "House of Representatives" [the entire 
class] will vote on each article of impeachment. 
    
Step Eight: Each student will fill out the "Self-Assessment" column on the Evaluation Sheet, and hand it in along with 
their outline and discussion sheets for a grade. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EVALUATION: 
 
50% of your grade is based on your position outline and your class discussion sheet. The other 50% is based on your 
individual and group presentation of the particular impeachment indictment or on your defense of the President against 
that indictment [depending on which role was assigned to you in the first place]. 
 
 

Grading Scale 
Excellent Very Good Good Satisfactory Poor Unsatisfactory 

10 9-8 7 6-5 4-3 2-0 
 
For Presenters: 

 
Categories for Trial Possible 

Points 
Self-Assessment Teacher 

Assessment 
Provided depth in coverage of the topic. 10   
Presentation was well planned and coherent. 10   
Explanations and reasons given for positions and conclusions. 10   
Showed sophistication in refuting opposing arguments. 10   
Referenced sources throughout the presentation. 10   
 

Total: _______________/ 50 
For Leaders: 
Categories for Trial Possible 

Points 
Self-Assessment Teacher 

Assessment 
Routinely monitored the effectiveness of the group, and made 
suggestions to make it more effective. 

10   

Presentation was well planned and coherent. 10   
Actively looked for and suggested solutions to problems. 10   
Consistently stayed focused on the task and what needed to be done 
and helped others stayed focused as well. 

10   

Never is publicly critical of the work of others. Always had a positive 
attitude about the tasks. 

10   

 
Total: _______________/ 50 

 
 
Categories for Written Work Possible 

Points 
Self-Assessment Teacher 

Assessment 
Position Outline 
Extensive background on the impeachment issue is present. 10   
Arguments are logical and clear. 10   
Everything is legibly written and is 1 to 2 pages in length 5   
Discussion Sheets 
Clear, extensive bulleted notes on both the pros and cons of one of the 
other remaining impeachment indictments presented by the other 
groups. 

10   

Clear, extensive bulleted notes on both the pros and cons of the other 
remaining impeachment indictment presented by the other groups. 

10   

Clear, extensive bulleted notes on the other side of YOUR 
impeachment indictment. 

5   

 
Total: _______________/ 50 

 
GRAND TOTAL: _______________/ 100 



 
PRESIDENT JACKSON HAS VIOLATED THE SEPARATION OF POWERS IN HIS ACTIONS TO DESTROY THE 
BANK OF THE UNITED STATES. 

 
"Andrew Jackson and the Bank War" – Tony D'Urso, University of Gronigen, From Revolution to Reconstruction  
 
The Second Bank of the United States, located in Philadelphia, held a misleading title. In [reality], it was under private control but was 
granted a charter by the federal government which enabled the two separate entities to share in financial ventures which would have 
proven to be mutually prosperous. The Bank was comprised of twenty five directors, five of which were appointed by the government. 
Stocks were held by private investors, both foreign and domestic. Aside from the directors, the Bank also had a president. 
 
Because of the unique relationship between it and the government, the Bank was awarded special privileges, among these were its 
being a storehouse for public funds. The Bank could then use these funds for its own purposes without paying interest. It could issue 
bank notes and was not required to pay state taxes. It was also understood that Congress was not to charter any comparable financial 
institution. In return, the Bank was to pay a bonus of one and a half million dollars, public funds were transferred and payments made 
with no charge… 
 
Jackson's opposition to the Bank was resolute. Having been granted special privileges, the Bank possessed a very powerful influence 
upon national affairs however it had no higher entity to answer to, neither the people nor the government. Such power would have 
enabled the Bank to also wield a great deal of political power. Jackson was immediately suspicious. In a letter from Colonel James A. 
Hamilton, son of former Treasury Secretary under George Washington, Alexander Hamilton, which was dated December 9, 1833, 
James Hamilton informed Jackson that [Nicholas] Biddle (president of the bank) had submitted a bank report explaining that the Bank 
held a position of being required to carry out "other duties than those to the country." 
 
Furthermore, James Hamilton stated that the Bank's directors had held a meeting in Washington where they announced that the Bank 
belonged to no political party nor would it be involved in politics. Hamilton told Jackson that he believed this to be entirely false and 
that no such meeting ever took place. Biddle, however, held firm his belief that the Bank should hold no political agenda. In a letter to 
William B. Lewis dated October 21, 1829, Biddle expressed such a notion when he said that it is the feeling among the directors that 
they not yield to partisan [one-sided] politics. 
 
After having defeated John Quincy Adams in the election of 1828, Jackson, along with Senator Richard M. Johnson (KY), began an 
investigation of the Second Bank of the United States. It was believed that both the Lexington and Louisville branches [in Kentucky] 
had advocated the re-election of Adams by purposely refusing loans to members of the democratic party. Johnson asked the 
postmaster general, John McClean to approach Biddle on the issue. The message McClean gave to Biddle was a clear warning to the 
Bank and its directors. McClean informed him, personally, that being an advocate of the Bank himself, he would suggest the Bank 
appoint directors for the Kentucky branch from both parties in order to avoid a political crusade, a course of action that some, he 
warned, were already prepared to engage. Biddle, for whatever reason, failed to [listen to] this warning, an action that is often credited 
as his first mistake in the Bank war. 
 
Later reports from New Hampshire dealt with the same accusations as Kentucky yet Biddle still responded to the charges in a negative 
fashion. He firmly denied all allegations to the effect and, in a letter dated January 9, 1829, he told McClean that he agreed with the 
fact that the Bank should remain free of any political involvement but he proceeded to deny that the Bank or any of its members had 
done so. To Jackson however, the issue of whether or not the Bank held or intended to hold political influence was secondary. The fact 
remained that the Bank held too much power and not even its advocates were able to deny this. 
 
Biddle's refusal to actively investigate the allegations against the Bank were beginning to be self inflicted wounds. After the 
questioning of the Portsmouth, New Hampshire branch, Biddle conducted a personal inquiry which was little more than pure window 
dressing. His visit to 'investigate' the president of the Portsmouth branch, Jeremiah Mason was Biddle's way of both attempting to 
silence opponents who questioned whether or not he wanted to get to the truth, and also belittling them by calling them "small 
bankrupts and [even] smaller [manipulators]." The 'small bankrupts,' however, countered Biddle with a bold and effective move when 
Secretary of War, John Eaton announced to Mason that the pension fund would no longer be handled at Portsmouth but in Concord 
instead. With Biddle's instructions to Mason to refuse Eaton's request to transfer the funds, an intense, head to head struggle began 
between Biddle, who believed that the administration wanted him to please them, and Jackson who felt that the Bank war was about 
the common man fighting the aristocracy. 
 
Jackson set his intentions on presenting the matter before Congress in December of 1829 but Biddle still had one fact on his side and 
that was that Jackson was in no real position to meddle with the current system of currency or credit as he had no alternative to offer. 
Jackson's message to Congress on December 7 was short but it implored the legislature to recognize the unconstitutionality of the 
present Bank and if such an institution were deemed vital, to set a reform program into motion. This presentation made Jackson's 
position clear and a matter of public record. 
 
[Congress then] declared that the Bank was a constitutional institution. Jackson continued to lobby support for his efforts [to destroy 



the Bank] despite this. Biddle saw an opportunity with the ruling and had copies of the congressional reports printed and distributed 
throughout the country. This shifted some weight back towards Biddle's side. At this point he possessed the means with which he 
could apply for the Bank's recharter. Jackson seemed to be falling behind in the war and a disruption was occurring in his Cabinet. 
 
[After a number of scandals Jackson’s cabinet almost entirely changed]. What was surprising about the new appointees to the cabinet 
was that they all tended to support the Bank, especially the brand new Secretary of State Edward Livingston. This, however, was not 
all good news to Biddle as one of the new members would turn out to be one of his most determined opponents, Roger B. Taney who 
became Jackson's Attorney General. 
 
Jackson used Secretary of State Livingston to his advantage when Livingston and Biddle had a meeting and Livingston urged Biddle 
to take caution. He informed him that Jackson had even more hostility towards any proposal for recharter. He warned that because 
Jackson re-election, any would be seeking attempt to recharter would be regarded as political interference. After [the election], he 
stated, Jackson would be willing to allow the Bank to apply for recharter and allow the Congress to decide. Jackson did cease his 
active [interference] towards recharter but only as a shrewd political maneuver. Rather than use the opportunity to go along with 
Jackson and work on a timetable for proposing recharter after the election Biddle went forward with his request to Congress and 
applied for recharter in 1832, four years early. This seemingly spiteful act on the eve of peace ensured that the war would continue 
and, according to one source, "forever doomed his [Biddle's] institution." 
 
The repercussions of this move on Biddle's part were felt almost immediately. On July 10, 1832, Jackson placed a veto on the 
recharter proposal. In his veto message, he stated that the Bank was "subversive of the rights of the states." Jackson used this 
important and historic veto to inform the American public of the evils of the Bank, calling it a monopoly where most of the stock was 
held by foreigners. 
 
Shortly after the 1832 election, the Bank war escalated. In September of 1833, Attorney General Taney wrote to Jackson and 
expressed his complete agreement with him to remove the government deposits from the Bank and place them in state banks. 
Although this letter was written a year after the election, it has been suggested that Jackson had every intention to remove the deposits 
immediately after the election, a suggestion that this letter would seem to support. The escalation of the war was underlined by several 
motives on Jackson's part. 
 
First, in doing so, he changed the status of the Bank, altogether as it would no longer have a financial association with the government. 
Second, the lack of funds crippled the chances of the Bank to reverse the decision made in the election, reducing the power of the 
Bank altogether which was, of course, Jackson's hopes and intentions all along. Third, Jackson could reinforce his position as 
President and control the direction of the government. Despite the opposition of his entire Cabinet, with the exception of Taney, 
Jackson held firm on his decision to remove the deposits. He told Francis P. Blair that his mind was made up and that Biddle would 
not be allowed to continue using public money to break down the public administration. 
 
In March of 1833, Jackson assembled his cabinet for a meeting and announced that he had an alternative to the Bank of the United 
States should it be dismantled. He proposed that a central bank be placed in Washington with branches in each of the states. He 
proposed that the government have more oversight and control of the Bank by appointing, not only the president, but also as many of 
the directors as it saw fit. The proposed bank, however, would not have been put into place until after Jackson's notion of the 
government first conducting a "full and fair experiment" of the financial affairs without the use of any sort of national bank was met. 
In the interim period, Jackson proposed that public funds be distributed into state banks. 
 
It was clear that Jackson would receive little support from any of his cabinet members other than Taney. In a letter dated March 24, 
1833 but addressed to no one in particular, Jackson questioned his own proposal. He said that he truly believed that the financial 
concerns of the government could be carried out in state banks but remained unsure of a deposit system for government funds. This 
letter displays the President's dilemma but it also reinforces his intentions to remove the deposits and, ultimately, destroy the Bank. He 
completed the letter by restating his opposition to the Bank and made clear his intentions to render the Bank harmless to the 
government and disabling those who prospered from it with the intentions of corrupting Congress. 
 
The time had come for action. Treasury Secretary William J. Duane was instructed by Jackson to remove the deposits after the 
President had made a formal announcement. Months earlier, Duane had agreed to resign if he did not follow the President's directions 
and, because of this, Duane replied to Jackson's instructions by asking for more time to think about removing the deposits. Jackson 
refused to be patient since his mind was already made up on the decision and, recognizing that Duane was stalling, went forth with his 
announcement on September 20, 1833. Duane then refused to resign for two reasons, the first was because he knew Jackson would 
have a more difficult time dealing with a second shakeup of his cabinet and the second reason was, most likely, due to the deference 
Jackson had shown him. Jackson never considered Duane's appointment to be important and ended up neglecting to give Duane a 
chance by not allowing him to decide whether or not he would remove the deposits. 
 
Jackson was left without options and was forced to inform Duane that his services were no longer required. Roger B. Taney was then 
appointed as Treasury Secretary and instructed to oversee the removal of deposits. The end had come for the Bank of the United 
States. Taney enlisted the aid of Postmaster General Amos Kendall and Secretary of the Navy Levi Woodbury. Together, they issued 



the order of September 25, 1833 which announced that on October 1, 1833, the government would shift from national banking to 
deposit banking via state banks. 
 
Jackson's "experiment" was underway. Deposits were beginning to be placed in state banks known as "pet banks." The federal 
government began to see an annual surplus of about $10 million and, for the first time in the history of the United States, no federal 
debt existed. The Bank, however, still held control over state banks with the ability to ease or tighten credit and Biddle himself, still 
had an ace in his deck and, most likely knowing it was his last card, he played it. He had the Bank contract its loans which caused a 
national panic. Taney saw this as evidence that it was right to remove the deposits from the Bank, calling the institution a "monster." 
Biddle merely saw the action as the Bank fighting for its survival. On October 7, he held a meeting with the board of directors where 
he gained their approval to cease loans throughout the entire banking system. 
 
It is, however, important to note that not all of the directors approved of this course of action. The resulting financial panic was 
Biddle's way of trying to twist Jackson's arm and get him to restore the deposits to the Bank. This turned out to be fruitless as Jackson 
realized that in creating the panic, Biddle had alienated most of his supporters. The financial stranglehold that Biddle set came at a bad 
time because business was beginning to expand which meant that credit was needed. The Bank had insisted that state banks make 
payments in specie, or gold and silver bank notes, and the state banks soon began to overextend their credit by issuing specie which 
exceeded its worth in gold and silver that the banks had in their vaults. 
 
This resulted in massive inflation and the treasury was filled with worthless bank notes which made it clear that Jackson was not in 
control of his "pet banks." The flood of paper money was growing out of control and land speculation in particular was a major 
concern as fraud was increasing in land sales. Jackson quickly responded by issuing his "Specie Circular" in July of 1836. The "Specie 
Circular" was a decree that only gold and silver could be accepted in purchasing public lands. Many in Jackson's Cabinet objected 
because they saw a danger in it. The danger was that Congress may have seen it as a further abuse of executive power by Jackson and 
may have tried to supersede it. Jackson went forth with the "Specie Circular" and on July 11, 1836, Taney issued the decree. 
Objections by opponents such as Henry Clay were silenced because many believed that such criticisms were merely an attempt to 
create another panic. Soon, the minting of a new dollar was announced and the democrats cried out that it was Andrew Jackson who 
had restored "real money" to the nation. 
 
 
Letter from Nicholas Biddle to Samuel Smith, Congressmen from Maryland, January 5th 1829 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
The enclosed lists of names have been handed to me by [Senator] Johnson of Kentucky, with a request that I would submit them to 
you, as recommended by himself, and renewal of the delegation from Kentucky, for the appointment of Directors of the Branches of 
the United States bank, at Lexington and Louisville. The members of Congress from Kentucky favourable to the new Administration, 
are under the impression, that during the late elections in that State great [advantages] … were given to those person who were 
favourable to the re-election of Mr Adams, whilst almost all accommodation was withheld from the other side of the contest. This 
impression may have arisen, perhaps, from the fact that the Directors were favourable to the [Adams] Administration, and on that 
account injustice may have been done them. It is to be expect … that jealousies of every kind will be cherished against political 
opponents, and by this means, the fairest course of conduct, may be grossly misrepresented. But, where the impression of fairness 
exists, the effect on society and on our institutions may be deeply injurious, without any substantial foundation. It would therefore 
seem to be sound policy, to guard against every appearance of Wrong. And is submitted with great deference, whether it would not be 
advisable to make the selection of Directors for the branches in Kentucky, from both political parties, where persons can be found 
belonging to both, who are equally competent and entitled to the public confidence. 
 
Being friendly to the Bank myself, I should regret to see a political crusade got up against it. Some, I know are ready to engage in this 
course, but I wish their numbers to be small. I have no doubt you will agree with me, that every monied institution should remain free 
from political connections, and that every just measure, which may be calculated to preserve it free from party influence, should be 
adopted. 
 
 
Excerpt from a letter from Henry Clay to Nicholas Biddle, December 1831 
 
…Have you come to any decision about an application to Congress at this Session for the renewal of your Charter?  
The friends of the Bank here, with whom I have conversed, seem to expect the application to be made. The course of the President, in 
the event of the passage of a bill, seems to be a matter of doubt and speculation. My own belief is that, if now called upon he would 
not veto the bill, but that if he should be re-elected the event might and probably would be different." 
 
 
 
 



Andrew Jackson’s Letter to Congress, 1832 
 
A bank of the United States is in many respects convenient for the Government and useful to the people. Entertaining this opinion, and 
deeply impressed with the belief that some of the powers and privileges possessed by the existing bank are unauthorized by the 
Constitution, subversive of the rights of the States, and dangerous to the liberties of the people… 
 
The present corporate body, denominated the president, directors, and company of the Bank of the United States, will have existed at 
the time this act is intended to take effect twenty years. It enjoys an exclusive privilege of banking under the authority of the General 
Government, a monopoly of its favor and support, and, as a necessary consequence, almost a monopoly of the foreign and domestic 
exchange. The powers, privileges, and favors bestowed upon it in the original charter, by increasing the value of the stock far above its 
par value, operated as a gratuity of many millions to the stockholders. 
 
Experience should teach us wisdom. Most of the difficulties our Government now encounters and most of the dangers which impend 
over our Union have sprung from an abandonment of the legitimate objects of Government by our national legislation, and the 
adoption of such principles as are embodied in this act. Many of our rich men have not been content with equal protection and equal 
benefits, but have besought us to make them richer by act of Congress. By attempting to gratify their desires we have in the results of 
our legislation arrayed section against section, interest against interest, and man against man, in a fearful commotion which threatens 
to shake the foundations of our Union. If we can not at once, in justice to interests vested under improvident legislation, make our 
government what it ought to be, we can at least take a stand against all new grants of monopolies and exclusive privileges, against any 
prostitution of our Government to the advancement of the few at the expense of the many, and in favor of compromise and gradual 
reform in our code of laws and system of political economy. 
 
 
Excerpt from Henry Clay’s speech on Jackson’s Bank veto, 1832 In 1832 Senator Henry Clay, Jackson’s opponent in the 
Presidential election of that year, proposed rechartering the Bank early. 
 
 
… The power to establish a bank is deduced from that clause of the Constitution which confers on Congress all powers necessary and 
proper to carry into effect the enumerated powers. In 1811, I believed a bank of the United States not necessary, and that a safe 
reliance might be placed on the local banks, in the administration of the fiscal affairs of the government. The war [of 1812] taught us 
many lessons, and among others demonstrated the necessity of the bank of the United States, to the successful operations of the 
government.. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
PRESIDENT JACKSON VIOLATED STATES' RIGHTS IN HIS DEALINGS WITH SOUTH CAROLINA IN 
THE NULLIFICATION CRISIS. 
 
Andrew Jackson, "Veto of Maysville Road Bill" (1830) Although Jackson vetoed a bill in 1830 providing for a federal 
government subscription of stock, in the amount of $150,000, in a company that proposed to build a sixty-mile road near 
Maysville, Kentucky. Jacksonís veto message offered some thoughtful commentary on the question of the relationship 
between the federal government and the states and on the role of government in society more generally. 
 
To the House of Representatives:  
   
Gentlemen, I have maturely considered the bill proposing to authorize a "subscription of stock in the Maysville...Road 
Company," and now return the same to the House of Representatives, in which it originated, with my objections to its 
passage... 
 
Such grants [of money by the federal government] have always been [passed] under the control of the general principle 
that the works which might be thus aided should be "of a general, not local, national, not State," character.  A disregard of 
this distinction would of necessity lead to the subversion of the federal system.... I am not able to view [the Maysville 
Road Bill] in any other light than as a measure of purely local character.... It has no connection with any established 
system of improvements; [and] is exclusively within the limits of a State [Kentucky].... 
 
...As great as this object [goal of internal improvements] undoubtedly is, it is not the only one which demands the 
fostering care of the government. The preservation and success of the republican principle rest with us. To elevate its 
character and its influence rank among our most important duties, and the best means to accomplish this desirable end are 
those which will rivet the attachment of our citizens to the Government of their choice by the comparative lightness of 
their public burthens [burdens] and by the attraction which the superior success of its operations will present to the 
admiration and respect of the world. Through the favor of an overruling and indulgent Providence our  
country is blessed with a general prosperity and our citizens exempted from the pressure of taxation, which other less 
favored portions of the human family are obliged to bear; yet it is true that many of the taxes collected from our citizens 
through the medium of imposts have for a considerable period been onerous. In many particulars these taxes have borne 
severely upon the laboring and less prosperous classes of the community, being imposed on the necessaries of life, and 
this, too, in cases where the burden was not relieved by the consciousness that it would ultimately contribute to make us 
independent of foreign nation articles of prime necessity by the encouragement of growth and manufacture at home. They 
have been cheerfully borne because they were thought to be necessary to the support of government and the payments of 
debts unavoidably incurred in the acquisition and maintenance of our national rights and liberties. But have we a right to 
calculate on the same cheerful acquiescence when it is known that the necessity for their continuance would cease were it 
not for irregular, improvident, and unequal appropriations of public funds?...  
   
...How gratifying the effect of presenting to the world the sublime spectacle of a Republic of more than 12,000,000 happy 
people, in the fifty-fourth year of her existence, after having passed through two protracted wars - one for the acquisition 
and the other for the maintenance of liberty - free from debt and all her immense resources unfettered! What a salutary 
influence would not such an exhibition exercise upon the cause of liberal principles and free government throughout the 
world! Would we not find ourselves in its effect an additional guarantee that our political institutions will be transmitted 
to the most remote posterity without decay? A course of policy destined to witness events  
like these cannot be benefited by a legislation which tolerates a scramble for appropriations that have no relation to any 
general system of improvement, and whose good effects must of necessity be very limited...  
   
...If different impressions are entertained in any quarter; if it is expected that the people of this country, reckless of their 
constitutional obligations, will prefer their local interest to the principles of the Union...indeed has the world but little to 
hope from the example of free government. When an honest observance of constitutional compacts cannot be obtained 
from communities like ours, it need not be anticipated elsewhere... and the degrading truth that man is unfit for self -
government [will be] admitted. And this will be the case if expediency be made a rule of construction in interpreting the 
Constitution. Power in no government could desire a better shield for the insidious advances which it is ever ready to 
make upon the checks that are designed to restrain its action... 
 
 



 
Andrew Jackson’s proclamation regarding South Carolina’s nullification, December 10th  
 
The [nullification] ordinance is founded, not on the indefeasible right of resisting acts which are plainly unconstitutional, 
and too oppressive to be endured, but on the strange position that any one State may not only declare an act of Congress 
void, but prohibit its execution- that they may do this consistently with the Constitution-that the true construction of that 
instrument permits a State to retain its place in the Union, and yet be bound by no other of its laws than those it may 
choose to consider as constitutional. It is true they add, that to justify this [nullification] of a law, it must be palpably 
contrary to the Constitution, but it is evident, that to give the right of resisting laws of that description, coupled with the 
uncontrolled right to decide what laws deserve that character, is to give the power of resisting all laws. For, as by the 
theory, there is no appeal, the reasons alleged by the State, good or bad, must prevail. If it should be said that public 
opinion is a sufficient check against the abuse of this power, it may be asked why it is not deemed a sufficient guard 
against the passage of an unconstitutional act by Congress. There is, however, a restraint in this last case, which makes the 
assumed power of a State more indefensible, and which does not exist in the other. There are two appeals from an 
unconstitutional act passed by Congress-one to the judiciary, the other to the people and the States. There is no appeal 
from the State decision in theory; and the practical illustration shows that the courts are closed against an application to 
review it, both judges and jurors being sworn to decide in its favor. But reasoning on this subject is superfluous, when our 
social compact in express terms declares, that the laws of the United States, its Constitution, and treaties made under it, 
are the supreme law of the land; and for greater caution adds, "that the judges in every State shall be bound thereby, 
anything in the Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding." And it may be asserted, without fear of 
refutation, that no federative government could exist without a similar provision. Look, for a moment, to the consequence. 
If South Carolina considers the revenue laws unconstitutional, and has a right to prevent their execution in the port of 
Charleston, there would be a clear constitutional objection to their collection in every other port, and no revenue could be 
collected anywhere; for all imposts must be equal. It is no answer to repeat that an unconstitutional law is no law, so long 
as the question of its legality is to be decided by the State itself, for every law operating injuriously upon any local interest 
will be perhaps thought, and certainly represented, as unconstitutional, and, as has been shown, there is no appeal. 
 
If this doctrine had been established at an earlier day, the Union would have been dissolved in its infancy. The excise law 
in Pennsylvania, the embargo and non-intercourse law in the Eastern States, the carriage tax in Virginia, were all deemed 
unconstitutional, and were more unequal in their operation than any of the laws now complained of; but, fortunately, none 
of those States discovered that they had the right now claimed by South Carolina. The war into which we were forced, to 
support the dignity of the nation and the rights of our citizens, might have ended in defeat and disgrace instead of victory 
and honor, if the States, who supposed it a ruinous and unconstitutional measure, had thought they possessed the right of 
nullifying the act by which it was declared, and denying supplies for its prosecution. Hardly and unequally as those 
measures bore upon several members of the Union, to the legislatures of none did this efficient and peaceable remedy, as 
it is called, suggest itself. The discovery of this important feature in our Constitution was reserved to the present day. To 
the statesmen of South Carolina belongs the invention, and upon the citizens of that State will, unfortunately, fall the evils 
of reducing it to practice. 
 
If the doctrine of a State veto upon the laws of the Union carries with it internal evidence of its impracticable absurdity, 
our constitutional history will also afford abundant proof that it would have been repudiated with indignation had it been 
proposed to form a feature in our Government… 
 
I consider, then, the power to annul a law of the United States, assumed by one State, incompatible with the existence of 
the Union, contradicted expressly by the letter of the Constitution, unauthorized by its spirit, inconsistent with every 
principle on which It was founded, and destructive of the great object for which it was formed… The Union was formed 
for the benefit of all. It was produced by mutual sacrifice of interest and opinions. Can those sacrifices be recalled?... 
 
Having the fullest confidence in the justness of the legal and constitutional opinion of my duties which has been 
expressed, I rely with equal confidence on your undivided support in my determination to execute the laws-to preserve the 
Union by all constitutional means-to arrest, if possible, by moderate but firm measures, the necessity of a recourse to 
force; and, if it be the will of Heaven that the recurrence of its primeval curse on man for the shedding of a brother's blood 
should fall upon our land, that it be not called down by any offensive act on the part of the United States. 
 
 
 



 
Jackson and the nullifiers, 1832 
 
 
Jackson  
AND THE  
NULLIFIERS. 
 
Why Yankee land is at a stand,  
And all in consternation;  
For in the South they make a rout,  
And all about Nullification.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy,  
Our foes are few our hearts are true,  
And Jackson is quite handy. 
 
These Southern knaves are blustering 
blades,  
Their cash they think is handy,  
But we of the North are the right sort,  
And the Union is the dandy.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy;  
Stand to your arms nor fear alarms,  
Just play Yankee doodle dandy. 
 
It was the pill at Bunker hill,  
For which old Warren fought there,  
From Southern boys, though they 
make a noise,  
We can have nought to dread here.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy,  
They know their slaves the silly 
knaves,  
Will soon find freedom handy. 
 
Nat Turner's plan, the daring man,  
May soon reach South Carolina,  
Then would the black, their bodies 
hack,  
Cæsar, Cato, Pomp, and Dinah,  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy.  
These Southern folks, may crack their 
jokes,  
If notherners are so handy. 
 
When dire oppressed by British laws,  
They sent for our protection,  
We sent them aid in Freedom's cause,  
Nor thought of their nullification.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy,  

Our hands are strong, the way not 
long,  
And submission is the dandy. 
 
Their cotton bags, may turn to rags,  
If Eastern men don't buy them,  
For all their gold, they may be sold,  
Or their slaves may yet destroy them.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy,  
If their cotton bags don't find a sale,  
Their cash wont be so handy. 
 
When we our glorious Constitution 
form'd,  
These Southern men declined it,  
But soon they found they were 
unarmed,  
And petitioned to sign it.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Yankee doodle dandy,  
Now like the snake torpid in a brake,  
They think Nullification it is handy. 
 
Without their trade we are not afraid,  
But we can live in peace and plenty,  
But if to arms they sound alarms,  
They may find it not so handy.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Sing Yankee doodle dandy,  
For Jackson he is wide awake,  
He says the Union is so handy. 
 
Our country's cause, our country's 
laws,  
We ever will defend, Sir,  
And if they do not gain applause,  
My song was never penned, Sir.  
So sound the trumpet, beat the drum,  
Play Yankee doodle dandy,  
We Jackson boys will quickly come,  
And be with our rifles handy. 
 
The [British] invincibles  
At New-Orleans were beat, Sir,  
And do the Southerns think their pills,  
Will frighten us to a retreat, Sir.  
Sing Yankee doodle doodle doo,  
Sing Yankee doodle dandy,  
We love our friends, but secret foes  
May find our courage is 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Letter from Andrew Jackson to Martin Van Buren, during the nullification crisis, 13 January 1833. 
 
"My dear Sir, 
 
Yours of the 9th instant was handed to me by Mr. Wright last night, with whom I had some conversation on our general 
concerns and I congratulate your state and my country, for sending us a man of his integrity, talents and [unclear] at the 
present crisis. It will give me pleasure to consult him on all your local concerns and here I would remark that the Secretary 
of State and many of your friends in New York were the cause of the selection of Mr. Deart. 
 
I have read several letters from you which remain unanswered. You know I am a bad correspondent at any time - lately I 
have been indisposed by cold and surrounded with nullifiers of the south and the Indians in the south and west; that has 
occupied all my time, not leaving me a moment for private friends help, or political discussion with a friend. 
 
I beg of you not to be disturbed by anything you hear from the ------ of this place. Many nullifiers are here under disguise, 
working hard to save Calhoun and would disgrace their country and the Executive to do it. Be assured that I have 
[unclear] out with all the forbearance [unclear] to do my duty and on [unclear] protection to our good citizens and the 
officers of our government in the south who are charged with the execution of the laws, but it would destroy all 
confidence in our government , both at home and abroad, was I to sit with my arms folded and permit our good citizens in 
South Carolina who are standing forth in and of the laws to be imprisoned, [unclear], and perhaps hung under the 
ordinance of South Carolina and the laws to carry it into effect all which are probable violations of the Constitution and 
subversive of every right of our citizens. Was this to be permitted the government the confidence of its citizens and it 
would endure dissension everywhere. No my friend, the crisis must be now met firmness, our citizens, and the [unclear] 
doctrine of nullification and secession put down forever. For we have yet to learn, whether some of the eastern states 
secede or nullify if the tariff is reduced . I have to look at both ends of the union to preserve it. I have only time to add, 
that as South Carolina has by her [unclear], and other laws, closed our courts, and authorized the governor to [unclear] 
12,000 men to keep them closed giving all powers [to the] sheriffs to use this army as the [pope?] committed thus [?], I 
must appeal to Congress to cloak our officers and marshall [sic] with the same power to and [threat?] in executing the 
laws, and apprehending those who may commit treasonable acts. This call upon Congress must be made as long before the 
1st of February next as will give Congress time to sit before that day, or I would be chargeable with neglect of my duty, 
and as Congress one can [unclear], and as I have said in my [m?] pages which was before the 86 ordinance [unclear] one, 
if other powers were tyrants I would appeal to Congress. [If I] was therefore to act without the hand of Congress, or 
without communicating to it, I would be branded with the epithet tyrant - from these remarks you will at once see prospect 
of my course, and be prepared to see the communication I will make to Congress on the 17th instant, which will leave 
Congress ten days to act from it before the 1st of February, often it is printed. The parties on [8-0-6] are running on both 
sides, a [unclear] in the night, and I expect soon to hear that a civil war of [unclear] has commenced. I will meet all things 
with deliberate [for-----ness] and forbearance, but wo to those nullifiers who shed the first blood. The moment I am 
prepared with proof I will [unclear] for treason to be instituted against the leaders, and if they are surrounded with 12,000 
bayonets our marshall [sic] shall be aided by 24,000 [unclear] thrown on the ground. There is nothing must be permitted 
to weaken our government at home or abroad. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PRESIDENT JACKSON VIOLATED LAWS, TREATIES, AND SUPREME COURT ORDERS IN HIS 
DEALINGS WITH NATIVE AMERICANS. 
 
Cherokee Nation v. Georgia and Worcester v. Georgia Summary  
 
In the cases Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (1831) and Worcester v. Georgia (1832), the U.S. Supreme Court considered its 
powers to enforce the rights of Native American "nations" against the states. In Cherokee Nation, the Court ruled that it 
lacked jurisdiction (the power to hear a case) to review claims of an Indian nation within the United States. In Worcester, 
the Court ruled that only the United States, and not the individual states, had power to regulate or deal with the Indian 
nations.  
 
In 1828, the state of Georgia passed a series of laws stripping local Cherokee Indians of their rights. The laws also 
authorized Cherokee removal from lands sought after by the state. In defense, the Cherokee cited treaties that they had 
negotiated, as an independent "nation," with the United States, guaranteeing the Cherokee nation both the land and 
independence. After failed negotiations with President Andrew Jackson and Congress, the Cherokee, under the leadership 
of John Ross, sought an injunction ("order to stop") at the Supreme Court against Georgia to prevent its carrying out these 
laws.  
 
The Court, in Cherokee Nation v. Georgia, ruled that it lacked jurisdiction to hear the case and could not resolve it. The 
Court began by sympathizing with the Cherokees' plight, acknowledging that they had been persecuted and marginalized 
by America's European settlers, then asserted that Indian nations were both "foreign nations" and people within U.S. 
boundaries. In other words, the Cherokee, though sometimes viewed as an independent nation, were also dependent 
people on the nation that envelopes them. Thus, the Court asserted that "foreign nations," as used in the Constitution, 
could not include "Indian nations." Because the Constitution only authorizes the Supreme Court to hear cases brought by 
"foreign nations," not "Indian nations," the Court was not authorized to entertain this case and dismissed it. Meanwhile, in 
1830, Georgia passed another law requiring its citizens to obtain a state license before dwelling inside the Cherokee 
Nation. A group of missionaries residing there, including Samuel Austin Worcester, refused to obtain such a license. The 
missionaries were known supporters of Cherokee resistance to Georgia's removal efforts. Worcester and a fellow 
missionary were indicted by a Georgia court, brought to trial, and convicted. Worcester appealed to the U.S. Supreme 
Court, claiming that the Georgia court lacked authority to convict them.  
 
On review of the case, the Supreme Court in Worcester v. Georgia ruled that because the Cherokee Nation was a separate 
political entity that could not be regulated by the state, Georgia's license law was unconstitutional and Worcester's 
conviction should be overturned. The Court first pointed to evidence proving that the Native American communities were 
conceived of as "separate nations" dating back to the time of early colonial America. The Court then argued that today's 
"treaties and laws of the United States [also] contemplate the Indian territory as completely separated from that of the 
states; and provide that all intercourse with them shall be carried on exclusively by the government of the union." 
Therefore, only the United States can negotiate the terms of Indian lands and the use thereof. States lack constitutional 
power to deal with such "nations" at all. Thus, Georgia could not pass the license law and convict Worcester for violation 
of that law.  
 
The Supreme Court's ruling, however, was neither followed by Georgia nor enforced by the U.S. government. President 
Andrew Jackson, sensitive to Georgia's claims of independence at a time when the states wielded considerable power, had 
no interest in enforcing the Court's decree. The missionaries remained imprisoned until 1833, when a new Georgia 
governor negotiated for their release. The Georgia Cherokees themselves were forcibly relocated in 1838, pursuant to a 
U.S. treaty, to present-day Oklahoma ("the Trail of Tears"). Today, the substantive ruling in Worcester is no longer 
binding: the Supreme Court holds that, to a certain extent, a state may regulate the Indian territories within its boundaries. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The Removal Act – May 28, 1830 
 
 
An Act to provide for an exchange of lands with the Indians residing in any of the states or territories, and for their 
removal west of the river Mississippi. 
 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America, in Congress assembled, That it 
shall and may be lawful for the President of the United States to cause so much of any territory belonging to the United 
States, west of the river Mississippi, not included in any state or organized territory, and to which the Indian title has been 
extinguished, as he may judge necessary, to be divided into a suitable number of districts, for the reception of such tribes 
or nations of Indians as may choose to exchange the lands where they now reside, and remove there; and to cause each of 
said districts to be so described by natural or artificial marks, as to be easily distinguished from every other. 
 
And be it further enacted, That it shall and may be lawful for the President to exchange any or all of such districts, so to be 
laid off and described, with any tribe or nation of Indians now residing within the limits of any of the states or territories, 
and with which the United States have existing treaties, for the whole or any part or portion of the territory claimed and 
occupied by such tribe or nation, within the bounds of any one or more of the states or territories, where the land claimed 
and occupied by the Indians, is owned by the United States, or the United States are bound to the state within which it lies 
to extinguish the Indian claim thereto. 
 
And be it further enacted, That in the making of any such exchange or exchanges, it shall and may be lawful for the 
President solemnly to assure the tribe or nation with which the exchange is made, that the United States will forever 
secure and guaranty to them, and their heirs or successors, the country so exchanged with them; and if they prefer it, that 
the United States will cause a patent or grant to be made and executed to them for the same: Provided always, That such 
lands shall revert to the United States, if the Indians become extinct, or abandon the same. 
 
And be it further enacted, That if, upon any of the lands now occupied by the Indians, and to be exchanged for, there 
should be such improvements as add value to the land claimed by any individual or individuals of such tribes or nations, it 
shall and may be lawful for the President to cause such value to be ascertained by appraisement or otherwise, and to cause 
such ascertained value to be paid to the person or persons rightfully claiming such improvements. And upon the payment 
of such valuation, the improvements so valued and paid for, shall pass to the United States, and possession shall not 
afterwards be permitted to any of the same tribe. 
 
And be it further enacted, That upon the making of any such exchange as is contemplated by this act, it shall and may be 
lawful for the President to cause such aid and assistance to be furnished to the emigrants as may be necessary and proper 
to enable them to remove to, and settle in, the country for which they may have exchanged; and also, to give them such 
aid and assistance as may be necessary for their support and subsistence for the first year after their removal. 
 
And be it further enacted, That it shall and may be lawful for the President to cause such tribe or nation to be protected, at 
their new residence, against all interruption or disturbance from any other tribe or nation of Indians, or from any other 
person or persons whatever. 
 
And be it further enacted, That it shall and may be lawful for the President to have the same superintendence and care 
over any tribe or nation in the country to which they may remove, as contemplated by this act, that he is now authorized to 
have over them at their present places of residence: Provided, That nothing in this act contained shall be construed as 
authorizing or directing the violation of any existing treaty between the United States and any of the Indian tribes. 
 
And be it further enacted, That for the purpose of giving effect to the Provisions of this act, the sum of five hundred 
thousand dollars is hereby appropriated, to be paid out of any money in the treasury, not otherwise appropriated. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Andrew Jackson speaks about Indian Removal: 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
First Inaugural Address – March 4, 1829 In which Jackson reassures the Indian tribes that their treatment under his 
administration will be liberal, just and in accordance with the beliefs of the American people: 
 

"It will be my sincere and constant desire to observe toward the Indian tribes within our limits a just and liberal 
policy, and to give that humane and considerate attention to their rights and their wants which is consistent with 
the habits of our Government and the feelings of our people." 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
First Annual Message to Congress – December 8, 1829 In which, in the closing paragraphs of the speech, Jackson lays 
out his policy for relocating Indians of the east to territories west of the Mississippi. This policy becomes law as the 
Indian Removal Act by his next annual address. An excerpt from the speech: 
 

"Our conduct toward these people is deeply interesting to our national character. Their present condition, 
contrasted with what they once were, makes a most powerful appeal to our sympathies. Our ancestors found them 
the uncontrolled possessors of these vast regions. By persuasion and force they have been made to retire from 
river to river and from mountain to mountain, until some of the tribes have become extinct and others have left 
but remnants to preserve for awhile their once terrible names. Surrounded by the whites with their arts of 
civilization, which by destroying the resources of the savage doom him to weakness and decay, the fate of the 
Mohegan, the Narragansett, and the Delaware is fast overtaking the Choctaw, the Cherokee, and the Creek. That 
this fate surely awaits them if they remain within the limits of the states does not admit of a doubt. Humanity and 
national honor demand that every effort should be made to avert so great a calamity." 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Second Annual Message to Congress – December 6, 1830 Jackson announces Indian Removal nearing consummation; 
the Chocktaw and Chickasaw peoples agree to relocation; this development will induce other tribes to follow; states his 
good-will toward aboriginal people; 
 

"Toward the [natives] of the country no one can indulge a more friendly feeling than myself, or would go further 
in attempting to reclaim them from their wandering habits and make them a happy, prosperous people." 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
Third Annual Message to Congress – December 6, 1831 Funds are appropriated for the removal of eastern tribes; 
treaty negotiation for actual removal of the Choctaw and Chickasaw underway; Cherokee registration in Georgia 
recommences with hopes of up to two-thirds participation; removal efforts concentrated in Ohio and Indiana where 
treaties extinguished all Ohio reservations; philanthropists and missionaries invited to help removed Indians advance 
"from barbarism to the habits and enjoyments of civilized life." 
 

"It is pleasing to reflect that results so beneficial, not only to the States immediately concerned, but to the 
harmony of the Union, will have been accomplished by measures equally advantageous to the Indians. What the 
native savages become when surrounded by a dense population and by mixing with the whites may be seen in the 
miserable remnants of a few Eastern tribes, deprived of political and civil rights, forbidden to make contracts, and 
subjected to guardians, dragging out a wretched existence, without excitement, without hope, and almost without 
thought." 

 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
 



 
Fourth Annual Message to Congress – December 4, 1832 Substantial deficit reduction despite Indian 'removal and 
preservation' costs; oblique reference to economics of converting Indian land first to public land, then selling parcels to 
settlers at cost; Sac and Fox uprising put down -- disaffected tribes 'dispersed or destroyed'; the 'wise and humane' Indian 
removal policy is steadily pursued and approaching consummation -- Secretary of War reports; Georgian Cherokees 
resist removal. 
 

"After a harassing warfare, prolonged by the nature of the country and by the difficulty of procuring subsistence, 
the Indians were entirely defeated, and the disaffected band dispersed or destroyed. The result has been creditable 
to the troops engaged in the service. Severe as is the lesson to the Indians, it was rendered necessary by their 
unprovoked aggressions, and it is to be hoped that its impression will be permanent and salutary." 
 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Fifth Annual Message to Congress – December 3, 1833 Survivors of Sac and Fox War of 1832 removed west of 
Mississippi; 'inferior' Georgian Cherokee continue to resist 'force of circumstances' and refuse removal; Jackson 
reiterates removal and 'political reorganization' form the best and only option for continued existence of eastern Indians. 
 

"My original convictions upon this subject have been confirmed by the course of events for several years, and 
experience is every day adding to their strength. That those tribes can not exist surrounded by our settlements and 
in continual contact with our citizens is certain. They have neither the intelligence, the industry, the moral habits, 
nor the desire of improvement which are essential to any favorable change in their condition. Established in the 
midst of another and a superior race, and without appreciating the causes of their inferiority or seeking to control 
them, they must necessarily yield to the force of circumstances and ere long disappear." 
 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Sixth Annual Message to Congress – December 1, 1834 Military blocks 'inroads' of Western frontier Indians; Creek 
removal imminent, Seminole next, Cherokee stubbornly refuse against own best interests; Indian Trade and Intercourse 
Act of 1834 made law, restricting treatied sovereignty of Western Indians. 
 

"I regret that the Cherokees east of the Mississippi have not yet determined as a community to remove. How long 
the personal causes which have heretofore [slowed] that ultimately inevitable measure will continue to operate I 
am unable to conjecture. It is certain, however, that delay will bring with it accumulated evils which will render 
their condition more and more unpleasant. The experience of every year adds to the conviction that emigration, 
and that alone, can preserve from destruction the remnant of the tribes yet living amongst us." 

 
 


