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Abstract:

In 1831, Mathew Carey, a well-known Philadelph@oremist, wrote a city
official describing the situation of black childrenthe city. He called for the creation of
an orphanage to aid these children and descriledttives for this action as not only
the “humanity and benevolence” of Philadelphiang, dlso “personal interest”, as this
class could otherwise turn “lawless”. Unknown ta&ya the Association for the Care of
Coloured Orphans had been established in 1822gogup of benevolent Quaker women
dedicated to aiding this destitute class in anretim promote compensatory justice for
generations of oppression under slavery. The fagndé the association were not
concerned with personal interest, and operated rufadesystem of silence” for years.
Marked by a political, controversial, and sometinvedent debate over the abolition
movement and the rights of freed African Americatig 1830s proved a tumultuous
time for the Association for the Care of Colouregplians. Despite these challenges, the
female Friends who ran the organization held fiorthteir mission of caring for black
orphans despite little support from the state aodetary donations from only a limited
number of Philadelphians; progress was measuredthby “humble indicator” of
differences made in the lives of individual childréJnlike the Association for the Care
of Coloured Orphans, the Orphan Society of Philaliial established in 1814, saw
“extensive liberality” from all corners of Philagilia. Their asylum, which did not admit
black orphans, was heralded as one of the mostvblEm institutions in the city. A
comparison of these two orphanages illuminatesaintdifferent motivations, mindsets,
and frameworks through which the history of hurmeinism and benevolence can be

explored.
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Introduction: Mathew Carey’s Appeal

In 1831, Mathew Carey, a Philadelphia economist kredwn for writing on
behalf of the impoverished, wrote a letter on treevg situation of black orphans in
Philadelphia. Dated February®28831, the letter was addressed to a man named
Samuel, whose surname is illegible. While the pation of the addressee is unknown,
the tone of the letter indicates that he was likepublic figure like Carey. The effects of
this letter, too, are unknown, but it illuminatde tchanging attitudes towards the care of
orphans, and more broadly, those in need, in rémétecentury Americé:

Sir, The situation of the Children of the Coloupsgpulation of our City,

makes a strong appeal to the humanity and beneseaour Citizens;

and not merely to their benevolence and humanitiytdotheir personal

interest. These children are, for the most padught up without

Education, and without moral and religious instiactthey are, therefore,

liable to contamination and degradation, by thipable neglect on the

part of our citizens—and to become useless—andutidvbe almost a

miracle if some of them did not become worse thsglass—members of

society. Moreover, the burden of their supportdfien reduces their

unfortunate parents to pauperism—and may, it etéeared, sometimes

tempts them to crime—a result to be most seriodsprecated.
The twenty-four men who signed Matthew Carey’slettere among the most
benevolent and philanthropic gentlemen of the fim@hiladelphia, a city known for its
humanitarian organizations. But while the leti@iscupon “humanity and benevolence”
as reason for aiding this destitute class, itsgdalls on the “personal interest” that may
also motivate philanthropic efforts on behalf cdidkt orphans. Carrey’s letter continues:
“A large portion of the evils attendant on thiststaf things would probably be removed

by an Asylum, for Coloured Children, on a plan $amnto that for white children, in Fifth

Street, which has prove[n] eminently useful.” Gattgen invited the addressee to join the
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group of undersigned gentlemen at the National Htdedetermine [the] proper solution
for these questions.”

Mathew Carey’s appeal overlooked a key fact regarthe situation of black
children in Philadelphia; nine years earlier, gphanage was founded specifically for the
care of black children. The humanity and benew#est the women who founded the
Association for the Care of Coloured Orphans (AC@Q)822 had gone unrecognized
by the philanthropists who expressed concern isrdhuse nearly a decade later. The
fact that Carey and others were unaware of thisampage indicates a crucial gap
between those who were solely concerned with hglpthers and striving for
compensatory justice, and those who took up bepatvchuses when these actions
served personal interests by establishing contret and assertion in society. Knowing
that the benevolence of the women who founded th€®@ remained invisible even to
philanthropists indicates a clear distinction betwéwno types of humanitarianism in the
early nineteenth century.

The “universal benevolence” of the ACCO can bdrsebntrast to the benevolent
actions of the Orphan Society of Philadelphia (Q&®)nded in 1814, to illustrate these
differing forms of humanitarianism. Crucial to wrdtanding this difference is a detailed
look at the two orphanages, from the motivationtf@ir founding to the daily lives of
the children for whom they cared. Understandirgggihccesses and failures of these two
orphanages sheds light on the intellectual climéatbe time, which must be investigated
through two milieus. Both “Christian Benevoleneaid Enlightenment philosophy

influenced the history of charity in the young rbfict
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The individuals and organizations investigatechis essay are defined by their
visibility, wealth, support from the state, andhmgrs most importantly, their motivation
for benevolent action. Despite all of the factivat distinguished the two orphanages,
the most significant in understanding what diffeéi@ed the ACCO from the OSP, and
kept it so invisible for at least a decade, isifiseie of race in the early republic. No
conflict would prove more divisive or limit the bevolence of Americans more than the
debate over slavery. The abolition movement ardréatment of freed blacks in the
young republic would compel many to aid freed btack the basis of self interest and
the health of society, while a dedicated few wquiomote the welfare of this class on
the basis of compensatory justice.

Carey’s misinformed understanding about the histdthe care of black orphans
in Philadelphia is one that remains prominent te dlay; historians have yet to
comprehensively study the Association for the @dr€oloured Orphans or give it a
place in the historiography of humanitarianism.isTéssay will begin to look beneath the
surface of this institution and understand the gj@aald practices of the ACCO.
Additionally, it will wrestle with the interplay bereen racial tensions and philanthropy
in the early republic. Changing racial prejudifresn 1780 to 1830 greatly altered the
effect of race on the benevolence of Philadelph#&nts more broadly, Americans. | will
investigate differing modes of humanitarianism; thativation for charitable work,
particularly the care of orphans, along the linesemevolence and compensatory justice
versus self-interest and social control will beastigated in a historical, philosophical,
and religious context. The ACCO serves as an ebkaafgrue universal benevolence.

Separated from the unrest of the abolition movemntaetconcentrated goals of the
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founders of the ACCO proved an effective way ofibeong the battle for justice after
the fall of the deplorable institution of slavean encouraging example of the most basic

and noble form of charity.
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Section 1: Benevolence in the Young Republic: Chayi, Race, and Philadelphia

Humanitarianism, liberality, and benevolence alliyngiving to those in need.
The birth of a republic in North America resultedchanges not only in government and
economics but also in attitudes and actions. Conitiies began to re-think what it
meant to live in “society,” and how drastic the gas in lifestyle might be under a new
republic. The motivation, structure, and scopeharitable aid in the early nineteenth
century varied greatly as citizens of the youngubdio had a unique outlook on their
obligations to those who were less fortunate. Mamyonger accepted poverty and
abandonment in American society. The influencEmfghtenment moral philosophy,
Christian benevolence, and economic opportunitgtaiped newly liberated Americans’
attitudes towards humanitarianism and charity.

The Enlightenment debate over “universal benevaédominated the stage of
late 18" century British Philosophy. As Evan Radcliffe ein his article
“Revolutionary Writing, Moral Philosophy, and Unigal Benevolence in the Eighteenth
Century,” the philosophers active in this exchadegeated topics ranging from the power
of benevolence as a force for action to the mefiemn expansive “universal
benevolence” and how less extensive sympathiesasiémmilial and national ties may
impede this notion of “universal benevolence.” Highteenth century British debate
over “universal benevolence,” which Radcliffe defirsimply as “the idea that
benevolence and sympathy can be extended to akitytiwas informed by Jonathan
Edwards, David Hume, the Earl of Shaftesbury, A&mith, Francis Hutcheson, and
Richard Price. Many championed the principle afitxersal benevolence” as the force to

promote all justice; while others thought it notysoful or practical enough to serve this
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role, and still others felt the principle invalas it denied people the ability to form
stronger sympathies and affections kind and lovezsb

A significant rift emerges in the Enlightenmentlpbophy between the concept
of extending a most general form of sympathy fanhuaity and for concentrating this
sympathy on those closest. Edwards, for exampdeiea that a general form of
benevolence expressed through love to “being irg¢hwas the most “true virtue.”
Hume and others promote the merits of what they @e a more practical human
passion, as “there is no such passion in humansnasdiove of mankind.” Directly in
contrast to this is the sentiment that “if [pen@wae] is not entire, and directed to the
whole species, it is not benevolence at all.” Tasitive case for benevolence extended
to all was made into a more specific argument @an€is Hutcheson, whose views are
summarized by Radcliffe as indicating that when aanrfappeals move us in different
directions, universal benevolence helps us to ctiesbest action; and thus a main
purpose of universal benevolence helps is lessotivate us than to help us chose among
actions to which we are already motivated.”

Hutcheson hereby dismisses one of the key critigli@sprinciple of universal
benevolence by stating that the concept’s purposeti always to motivate us to action,
but rather to steer us in the right direction wbanpassions or sympathies draw us in
multiple directions. Hume and others respond i@ittea with a notion that sympathy for
close communities, families and self will in tunroguce the universal benevolence that
the human passion is in fact incapable of congiden its entirety. In this
Enlightenment view is the biblical concept thatdaky begins at home,” and that

liberalism need only be extended as far as onklésand only after family and close kin
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has been provided for. | Timothy 5:8 reads, “ifame does not provide for his relatives,
and especially for his immediate family, he hasiggthe faith and is worse than an
unbeliever.” A clear notion emerges that Enligitent philosophers disagree as to
whether the promotion of an extended benevolenoeig worthy of discussion or if
humanity is better served by a focused form of kelemce towards those in a family,
close community, or even nation. This notion adjpdice within benevolence proved
crucial. During the early years of the Americapuiglic a strong national prejudice took
hold and eventually gave way to racial prejudicd Richard Price discusses as “narrow
interest[s],” impeding upon “more extensive intéjgs’ The power of prejudice to
affect extended interests held important as Erdigiment philosophy influenced
American benevolent institutions and charitiesrahe Revolutiorf.

A similar discussion of prejudice emerges when iogko notions of Christian
Benevolence. Many of the Enlightenment philosopherost notably Jonathan Edwards,
rooted their theories of universal benevolence mgohristian piety and benevolence,
claiming that love for all humanity was an expressif love for God. However,
religious motivation to express benevolence alsalte in a debate similar, but outside,
of the philosophical discussion regarding the saufd®enevolence. J.M. Opal and Lois
W. Banner both tackle the concept of religious lvetence. Opal discusses the impact
of Christian Benevolence on the founding of the mepublic in America, specifically
the arguments both for and against a “nationalpiieg.” He discusses in detail the role
of ministers in promoting the ratification of thentted States’ Constitution on the basis
that our philanthropy must extend broadly to ather than only to those in a particular

party or state. In a simplified analysis, we g this in turn may lead to other
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Federalist customs that instead of truly achieuinyyersal benevolence through
establishing a national constitution simply shi¢jpdices to other groups. However, in
defense of the Federalist cause, we must also mexdthe prejudice, perhaps even
narrower, inherent in the Anti-Federalist arguntbiat framed the other side of the
debaté’

Lois W. Banner takes on the historiography surraughristian benevolence
arguing against the idea that many missionarieshanthnitarians acting as benevolent
Christians sought only a form of social control,ralmbedience, and public assertion.
Banner refutes this “social control thesis on thsi®that it is too narrow in its approach
to different movements across regions and denomimatn Christianity.” He points out
that although the groups usually championed astizeembodiment of Christian
benevolence, the Quakers and Unitarians, are so@ettredited with a strong influence
on humanitarian movements, comparable to thataflaeefforts, many other societies
in fact accomplished a much greater amount inrdgard than most historians
acknowledge. Despite Banner’s defense of otharggoQuaker’s lead the way in
establishing humanitarian institutions beginninghe mid eighteenth century. Banner
continues, “religious benevolence for many wasaditional activity on the way to
humanitarian reform.” This leaves open an apparenscious commitment to others on
the basis of Christian Benevolence that may evdgtigad to humanitarianism, an idea
that Banner expands updn.

Banner emphasizes the importance of millennialisch“&hristian
republicanism” to the transformation of Christiankvolence into valuable humanitarian

relief, and while abandoning for a time his argutragainst the “social control” thesis,
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he effectively illustrates the way that an ideotagicommitment to make millennial
desires a reality, as well as to promote the vivieeved as necessary for a republic,
require a strong promotion and presence of Chnigienevolence. While Banner
describes millennialism as “a powerful spur to hahence,” it must also be noted that
these millennial aspirations also create “unraalibiought on the matter,” and
potentially even apathy tied up in the inevitapilif the arrival of the millennial age.
Awaiting the millennial age produced varying cortMos in society. In the early
republic perhaps the strong desire to eradicatenppand social ill was tarnished by
millennial notions and a belief that in time ourfpet republic and the divine providence
of God will deliver us from these social ills. Tmotion may limit the humanitarianism
acted upon by many in the late eighteenth and eanteenth centuries as they believed
in the inevitable salvation from the social illsvafiich they desired to rid their sociely.

The role of “Christian republicanism” is much ma@mpelling, and in fact
illustrates the strong argument for a role thatlgious understanding of benevolence
can play in an established republic. Banner dsesighe view that virtue, while a key
component to republicanism, is not ensured by sh@bdishment of this system alone and
therefore the establishment of religious socialiedicated to the promotion of
benevolence can fill this necessary promotion dfieiin a republican society. This
concept begs for an analysis within the contexhefyoung American republic.

Banner begins this analysis by painting a pictdith® economic and political
forces pulling citizens away from philanthropy ke political and economic systems
were both based on service and competition; hefimer champions the role of Christian

benevolence in filling a crucial role in the huntanian advancement of this young
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society. In line with this belief, Banner noteatthProtestant humanitarians believed that
Christianity and especially the liberating spifitteformation had been responsible for
all the liberal achievements of the era,” as “thet&stant faith [taught] men humility and
humanitarianism.” The idea that from deep religipiety emerges a strong belief in
benevolence and therefore leads to progress thremugid notions of humanity seems to
reconcile the idea that those promoting “Chrisbanevolence” were doing so only in

the name of social contrd.

Banner describes economic growth as competitivetlagr@fore set against
humanitarian progress. However, economic growgh adakes the ability to promote
benevolent values easier through an expansionpatatavailable to humanitarians.
Thomas Haskell, in his article “Capitalism and @wgins of Humanitarian Sensibility,”
argues this thesis, providing a sound but limitextiat for the economic forces of
capitalism that can drive individuals towards mibemevolent action. Haskell discusses
the flawed historiography surrounding the connecbetween humanitarianism and
capitalist economic growth as many historians timse two solely on the basis of self-
interest and social control. An argument agaiasias control theory as the root of
humanitarianism emerges; Haskell's theory proveg sgong but must be taken only as
part of the motivation for humanitarian and benewblction throughout history.

Haskell argues that an advanced and progressinglistopnarket changes the way
individuals view their moral obligations on the isathat new resources have been made
available to them and it is now easier for theraxtend this hand of benevolerice.

Haskell expands upon both his argument againslemof self interest and

towards an increased moral obligation being forimgdn advancing capitalist economy.
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On the topic of self-interest, Haskell first opirikat it is difficult for us to posit what the
interests of humanitarians are, noting that thetsests are often subconsciously
connected to moral obligations, prohibiting theasagion of personal interest and moral
obligation when investigating motives: “Cognitiveusture underlaypoththe reformers’
novel sense of responsibility for others and thefinition of their own interest, there is
indeed congruence between the reforms they castiednd the needs of their own
class.” Haskell also goes on to state that “kngwirat a certain consequence will follow
from one’s actions does not necessarily make tbdymtion of that consequence part of
one’s intentions.” This important piece of Hasleedirgument may be one of the most
convincing critiques that theories of benevolerd humanitarian actions are driven
solely by self-interest. However, when analyzextely, one can interpret Haskell's
understanding as also allowing for the scenariore/he intention, or motive, based
solely on self interest can give way to a beneuwatensequence, which even if known by
the actor, ought to be separated from the actootvattion for engaging in that specific
action®?

Recall Mathew Carey’s argument from his 1831 lafsrd to introduce this
paper. Here we see a clear example of a morajatfwin to help desperate black orphans
being directly linked to the congruent service jed to Carey and the white
Philadelphians to whom his appeal was directeaatitg a social control protecting the
city from lawless freed blacks is a motivation tRatrey intertwined in his moral desire
to aid needy black orphans. Using the above aisabjdHaskell’s understanding of the
connections between intent and consequence arghtibh and self interest, Carey’s

appeal can be deconstructed in numerous ways. Wgeunderstand Mathew Carey’s
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appeal as not only having the consequence of gratethrough social control of freed
blacks, but understand that this appears to bebhis explicit intentions, as his appeal
focuses on a motivation for acting on the basis‘ihavould be almost a miracle if some
of them did not become worse than useless.” Utaledsg this, one may even question
if Carey’s desire to help care for this destitutess of black orphans is actually a part of
his intention or simply what Haskell refers to d&m@own consequence.” When
criticized in this manner it becomes clear thatrithble causes are taken up both out of
moral obligation and self interest and that throtilghcongruence of intent and
consequence it is difficult, in many cases, tortethe true intention behind these
benevolent actions.

After understanding Haskell’s strong aversion talaiting all consequences of
an action to the actor’s intention, we can movevéod to understand his views of a
heightened moral obligation that resulted from ades in economy. Haskell wrestles
with his belief that all humans subscribe to théd8o Rule and searches for a reason
why we do not act upon this subscription. He stétat “every abstract formulation of
moral obligation could remain the same; the onlgnge needed to get us over the
threshold of action is an expansion of the rangeppbrtunities available to us for
shaping the future and intervening in others Iivéa. promoting this argument, Haskell
views what he calls new “recipes” as being the tkemoving an inherently caring public
to action. In doing so he explicitly rejects sometivations to charity, objecting to the
belief that “humanitarianism can be explained mebsgi pointing to the proliferation of
sermons and other texts on the importance of ladeb@nevolence.” Indeed it appears

that still, Haskell's argument does not hold traetighout history, as many times the
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resources and moral framework to aid others existedction still did not occur. The
reluctance for many American’s to speak out regaydheir objection to the slave trade
in the early nineteenth century perfectly illustsathat the disconnect between morality
and action existed despite adequately growing eoancesources that allowed for the
abolition of slavery. Haskell addresses this cetartgument and qualifies his “recipes,”
as needing also to be of “sufficient ordinarinessrder to drive the conscious observer
to action*

While certainly limited in regard to its broad aipgtion, Haskell's argument
gains credibility when one looks to the expansibthe causes that dedicated
humanitarians are able to take up through the ase@ “ordinariness” of the resources
provided to them. We see that an increase ingestidoes not serve as sufficient
motivation for all to act, nor does it speak to ikmie of an unquestioned universal
benevolence; many are only driven to act basedstroag moral obligation, be it framed
in religion or philosophy. When assessing benewxadeand humanitarian action none of
these factors can be investigated independentiyn@s economic situation and the
resources available to them certainly play a nolforming their ability to act upon their
moral obligations. However, investigating whethmaral duty, based in philosophy,
religion, or another force, can create an obligatiat surpasses the ordinary actions of
citizens proves crucial to understanding if humsuitsscribed to a belief of “universal
benevolence.” A clear distinction is thus credietiveen those whose benevolent
actions come from a non-ideological desire to ldien the recipes give them the ability

versus those who root their benevolence in a nardlideological framework that
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requires them to act. This is the difference betwiose who are willing to help and
those who feel that they have to help independeother factors.

The newly established republic and a constitutimmting equality crafted a
unique opportunity at the outset of the nineteeetitury that allowed citizens to
consider what benevolence and liberality meantéotas individuals and to the society
in which they lived. There was a shift away frdme eighteenth century notion of
universal benevolence as it is discussed by Réelclifpal, and Banner. While useful in
grounding the ideas of what liberality meant to Aicens as they grew into
independence, it is important not to limit thisioat as the use of terms like benevolent
and liberal changed rapidly as the young republeed the challenges of racism.
National prejudice quickly took root as pride i thewly established government gave
many Americans great faith in the future well-beihg Nation and little care for those
who fell outside of their newly liberated republiEvan Radcliffe describes
Enlightenment views of national prejudice per Adamith as a notion “that love of
country ought to prevail over mankind.” Just ds ttational prejudice kept Americans
focused only on their fellow citizens, a racialjpdéce prevailed in the early nineteenth
century that kept white American philanthropistsused only the needy who shared not
just their nationality but also their race. Fomya&mericans, these prejudices grew into
local customs that often went unquestioned by thatefaith in the glorious new
republic. Philadelphia, unique in the opportumsitieaccorded to citizens and caught
amidst the tensions of slavery is well suited foeaploration of this struggle to identify

the root humanitarian values.
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Despite the divisive issues of slavery and radiajydlice, there were those who
committed themselves to alleviating the plightha# tess fortunate, regardless of race.
Universal benevolence indeed drove much of the imitargan action towards freed
blacks; however, trends towards perfectionism aiht control must be investigated as
well. In 1780 the issues of racial prejudice, skgy and rights of “freedmen” created a
dynamic that Philadelphians often considered with&ir scope of benevolence; by 1830
these views changed dramatically. When the fsslIworking towards the “gradual
abolition” of slavery were passed by the Generaleisbly of Pennsylvania in 1780,
many freely spoke out regarding the necessity tbstawvery. However, by 1830, a
marked difference in attitudes regarding the aloolimovement and race relations
emerged in Philadelphia. In order to asses thenéxitf “universal benevolence” in this
context it is crucial to understand that these ghanattitudes concerning race and
slavery served as major limits on benevolent adtorindividuals and institution.

Gary B. Nash writes of the changing racial tensiorBhiladelphia, describing
that, consistent with the passage of the 1780l&gs, the time between the American
Revolution and the beginning of the nineteenthwsnmany freed blacks “flocked” to
Philadelphia “because of its reputation for benermok and more particularly for its
dedicated abolition society.” Nash also notes tihaffirst group of emancipated slaves
also found comfort in Philadelphia as it was “tleater of Quaker humanitarianism,” and
an increasingly industrialized city that fit AdamrmBh’s mold of expanding
commercialism that was incompatible with slavefhese factors made Philadelphia the
center for much of the progress made both forittes of freed blacks in the American

colonies and eventually the United States, and@dsttioned the City of Brotherly Love
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in the eyes of many on both sides of the AtlanBtiladelphia was the example for how
freed Africans would fit into society after beingiancipated from the shackles and
oppression of slavery. The experiment of how twrporate freed blacks into society
appeared to be working for a time as many indicttatithe freed blacks were even
“more industrious” than the lowest classes of whitzens™®

Despite this progress being made in Philadelphibeagnd of the eighteenth
century, differing opinions regarding the conditmirfreed slaves existed among those
active in promoting the abolition of slavery in Rlielphia. Benjamin Rush and Anthony
Benezet were both at the forefront of the abolitmovement. In 1782, Rush still held
the opinion that slaves had acquired “habits oéand argued that the incorporation of
former slaves into society must account for ti8amnilarly, Benezet believed that slavery
itself was the sole factor in degrading the Africane when they arrived in America. By
1773, Philadelphia was exporting more slaves theuas importing, indicating clear
progress in abolishing the slave trade; howeverptittle for the rights of Africans in
America still had a lot of ground to covét.

A clear need emerged to “ready” slaves for thaefftom by providing them with
the moral and religious instruction that they hadrbdenied when in bondage. The
Quakers took on this task in the form of creatingrterly meetings for the freedmen;
however, “ambivalence and standoffishness towaadkoPhiladelphians” remained even
on the part of the Quakers. Benezet, who had hdering slaves and freedmen in his
home since 1750, remained the exception as hencaatito pressure the Society of
Friends to help turn freedom into a reality. Despine efforts of Benezet, the black

community in Philadelphia began to find little hépm whites once they were free and



Sweeney 17

learned not to rely on “white benevolence”. Untlamding this reality, Nash cites
Benezet's “greatest contribution” as “lay[ing] irstirontal challenge to the deeply rooted
belief in black inferiority.” This belief in blacikferiority, which Benezet believed was a
direct result of the slave trade and which he fowghfervently against, proved only to
increase at the beginning of the nineteenth centasplting in what Nash describes as
“the failure of the Philadelphia experiment.” Téarly successes in the fight for
emancipation were not strong enough to outweighidles created by rebellions by
slaves in Haiti, New York, and elsewhere in Nortiméica. The racial prejudices that
were reinforced, and perhaps even created, by thasgwould have drastic implications
for the future of freed blacks during the earlyatgenth century?

Seth Rockman addresses the plight of the blacklptpn in the early republic,
describing overwhelming “discrimination, disfransgiment, and violence.” It proves
obvious that black orphans fit the category ofrtiast destitute, but limits of
humanitarianism existed in Philadelphia. Thesédimaised questions about deserving
and undeserving poor. Rockman states: “Povertypsag special burdens on African
Americans, such as inferior treatment in almshgysesl] the likelihood that courts
would give custody of their children to white emy#os.” These most destitute children
had a disadvantaged position that did not affoednttequal benefits of a welfare system;
black orphans fell outside the scope of benevolémcmany individuals and institutions
in the early nineteenth century. In order to ustierd what the exclusion of black
children from the charitable obligations of Amensaand Philadelphians meant, it is

important to look more closely into the historyabiarity°
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A look at Seth Rockman¥/elfare Reform in the Early Republitustrates the
trends in changing forms of charity, focusing oa ghivate institutions that sought to
eradicate poverty. Rockman discovered the nohahthe impoverished were incapable
of saving themselves from this vicious cycle: “TPennsylvania Society for the
Promotion of Public Economy estimated that as nen90 percent of Philadelphia’s
poor were chronic drinkers who devoted their wayas whatever charity they received
to purchasing alcohol.” This indicates the reagbas many may be reluctant to take
place in charitable giving during the early repabliThe desire to eradicate poverty
without giving money that will only be used to soppthe drinking habits of the
impoverished is embodied by many charities, ineclgdhe two investigated in this paper.
This marks the transfer of charitable and welfamgpams fronoutdoorto indoor
programs. Those engaging in philanthropy now heetticontrol over the use of their
money as it was kept under a specific roof wheeg thiere able to control the
effectiveness of their donatiofis.

David J. Rothman also investigates the shiftingdsein charitable work during
the colonial era and the early republic. He désctine status of charity towards the
impoverished and destitute during and concludimgcibionial era as being wholly “at
home,” as the method of aid was largely in the fofrhelp from neighbors in caring for
children or in donations of money or food to a aeape family. Rothman’s thesis rests
on a discussion of why a transformation away frartdoor relief occurred. He
investigates the reasons for a shift, by the tilm&rarew Jackson’s presidency, to the
use of the asylum to aid the destitute; indooefdiad gone from a virtually nonexistent

option to the first resort for humanitarians anidm@ers. Rothman goes on to argue that
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there was nothing inevitable about this shift, ilhiesembles Rockman'’s idea of the
move fromoutdoorto indoor relief. He argues against the idea that with the
establishment of the asylum came increased prognéssegard to the care of those in
need?

The strong weight placed on asylums for all treodll society in the young
republic reflect a desire for donors and the s@atehnow where the money they were
giving to those in need was going, a definite fafsocial control. Additionally, we see
the treatment of many different classes of destititizens recognized under the same
institutional parameters of an asylum, offeringdmtinction between the isolation of
those with medical conditions and those sufferihgozial ills. While the debate over
social control emerges in Rothman’s introductiorcaetions us, in a Haskellian manner,
not to fall into too narrow of an argument, asihbt a simple debate between coercion
and benevolence. The denial that those foundiegetimew asylums were simply tools of
an economic system in which they operate is crub@hever, Rothman also cautions us
not to view these institutions outside of the eaoiwosociety in which they operate.
Indeed the economic benefits of these societieshraag existed, but Rothman also
acknowledges the complexities of this situatioljrcaupon the philosophical
motivation for seeking reform of the charitableteys on the basis of Foucault’s
portrayal of Enlightenment thought as promotingdicis of unbreakable morality.” Still,
we are left with the question of why it was felathhis morality was best promoted
through a shift towards indoor relief within thenfioes of an asylurf?

Returning to colonial times, Rothman notes thatstia@dard view did not indicate

that poverty was a major defect in the societaicstire then in place, and therefore was
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not being investigated or “fought” with the samgaii that it would be with the
emergence of a more perfectionist, or at leastaapee of that, desire in the new
republic. The acceptance of poverty in Colonialekita did not mean that the colonies
or their inhabitants did not work to alleviate gleght of these impoverished citizens; in
fact the 1735 budget for Boston included £2,500akdd to poor relief. This desire to
aid the poor certainly reflected a more progresamaroach as Boston’s budget was the
largest in the colonies. The underlying princif@kating to this apathetic attitude toward
the poor is based, according to Rothman, on themdtat it was part of God’s plan to
make children suffer and that, in the words of dipalar clergyman, the presence of the
poor “benefited persons at all levels of societiPérhaps crass at first reading this notion
included the idea that the poor created a “Godrgogportunity for man to do good”;
relieving the needy was among the highest Christicnes®

Shifting to the specific classes cared for as neyluas emerged, Rothman
argues that the principle of placing orphans adthgigent children into asylums allowed
for those who ran these asylums to exercise amystdeliefs that they felt strongly in,
the power of rehabilitation in a closely craftediieonment. Prior to 1797 only two
private orphan asylums had been established in kmerne in New Orleans and one in
Savannah. It is clear that this belief in reh&dtilon within a confined setting had not
truly taken hold in a widespread manner beforetthig, and that the turn of the century
was in fact crucial, as the years from 1798-185%0 the introduction of at least seventy-
five private orphan asylums. The sudden increaslee number of private asylums,
while certainly indicating a different outlook dmet care for orphans, most also be

separated from the public care for orphans, as rtaagg cities did not view these private
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homes as fitting into the “systemic approach” tmaially dealt with orphans by sending
them to the city-run alms hom#&s.

In 1798, the first private orphanage opened indelellphia. St. Joseph’s Female
Orphan Asylum was the first in a series of at lsasprivate asylums that would open in
Philadelphia before 1850. The history of the adrhese orphans, both before and
during this era, proves essential to understanitia@gutlook of Philadelphian’s and
American’s generally regarding their commitmentHis specific needy and deserving
class in society. Homer Folks succinctly describeshistory of the care of orphans prior
to dedicated private asylums as beginning with @otdelief given to families, moving
to the “farming out” of children to a number of féies who were willing to take on
children for the lowest cost to the state. Subsatiy contracts were signed with similar
families who were the lowest bidders in requestske on orphaned children. Finally,
the state instituted more formal systems of aidugh public programs in almshouses
and eventually systems of indenture. Only oneipuidme dedicated solely for the care
of children existed in 1801, and that was the onghguse in Charleston, S°C.

Despite the clear distinction between the publid private care of orphans, it
proves useful to look at the rules established Mgw York almshouse regarding the
care of Orphans, as much of the same pedagogy vateldbe adopted by private
institutions across the republic. Folks quotes:

The children of the house should be under the gowent of
capable matrons...They should be uniformed, housetlicalged in
separate departments, according to their diffeserés; they should be
kept as much as possible from other paupers, febduo decency,

cleanliness, and order, and carefully instructegtading, writing, and
arithmetic. The girls should also be taught to sew knit°
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This statement from October, 1800 illustrates tbgitnings of the controlled
environment that would become the acceptable mathbdst achieving rehabilitation
for those previously deviant, neglected, or vagrditte focus on “decency, cleanliness,
and order,” indicates a desire to bring this detitlass to the standards of the
prosperous new republic. This desire to promotspeaty, or at least the appearance of
prosperity, shaped the viewpoints of many duriregehrly years of the new nation. The
desire for universal prosperity meant had veryedédht scopes and limits for very
different people; through this statement we wilineoto understand what aspects
humanitarianism were embraced and rejected by tiladlphia orphanages: The

Orphan Society of Philadelphia and the Associdiorthe Care of Coloured Orphans.
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Section 2:The Most Worthy I nstitution: The Orphan Society of Philadelphia

The Orphan Society of Philadelphia (OSP), founadeDecember of 1814 serves
as an example of the benevolent institutions tegah to emerge in the early nineteenth
century. It represents the shift towards praciicgllementation of humanitarianism in
the early republic. The OSP also illustrates tim#$ of humanitarianism that existed;
the society did not embrace universal benevolecrlysis of this society must be done
in a historical milieu. It does not suffice to ghpt the women who founded the OSP in
1814 deserve credit for attempting to alleviatesiiéering of all abandoned children,
nor is it fair to say that they were wrong to lirthieir benevolence to a small, convenient
population. The reality exists between these states, within the intricate economic,
social, political, and intellectual climate of taea.

The women who founded the Orphan Society of Phijdule indeed supported
the noble mission of alleviating poverty, partictiyahe plight of orphaned children in
the early republic. The founding of the Orphani&ycof Philadelphia occurred at the
Second Presbyterian Church, and while Christiagiosl was emphasized, it was non-
sectarian, and one of the founders, Rebecca Gvatz,Jewish. These women united
under a religious conviction that something shdaddione to help the orphans and
moved on to establishing a society to accomplighgbal. Sarah Ralston became the
First Directress, Julia Rush the Second Directidssia Dorsey the Secretary, and Mary
Yorke the Treasurer. Ralston’s name is notewadtlg/ to her extensive charitable work
outside of the Orphans Society and her commitnmeehetping the least fortunate in

Philadelphig’
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Published in 1815, the constitution and by-lawthefOrphan Society of
Philadelphia offer insight into the society’s igtion in 1814. The constitution
established a private, all female society fundethieysubscriptions of its members and
the charitable donations of others. Twenty-founagers ran the Orphan Society of
Philadelphia from its foundation. The respondiie$i of these managers included
rotating weekly shifts on committees that checkedh® governess and orphans. Each
weekly committee recorded these minutes in writifige constitution outlined a desire
to find a governess able to teach reading and sgwimd one who “shall be faithful,
tender, and unremitting in the care of the childreshall read a chapter in the Bible and
pray with the family every morning...[and promotejacred regard to truth, the
performance of every moral duty, and instill inthe@ tminds of the children the principles
of religion.” The emphasis on proper religious amaral upbringing for the children of
the orphanage ought not to go unnoticed at thistpas these virtues will remain
important to those who managed the orphanage. tiaddily, the desire to hire a matron
who can teach reading and sewing reflects the sapartance of these skills that had
been outlined by the first public orphanage in Néwk fifteen years earlief’

The 1815 constitution of the OSP also laid out Bjeduties for the orphans,
requiring that they attend each annual meetingyedlsas worship each Sunday. It
mentioned the need for children to follow the ceugs/en to them by the managers and
governess from daily instruction through to thedtithey are bound out into indenture
once they reach the appropriate age. All of tipeaetices affirmed the separation of the
orphans from the lives and instruction of theirguds, representing a true sense of what

Seth Rockman refers to as “indoor relief”. A stad¢mt included in the constitution of the



Sweeney 25

OSP, which the guardians of incoming orphans wegeired to sign also confirms this
shift to “indoor relief”: “I do hereby surrendey the Orphan Society of Philadelphia, the
child A.B.... to be provided for, instructed, and bound outH®ysaid Society, [I will not]
in any way interfere with the views or directions. This statement indicated the desire
for the founders of the OSP to control the welhigedf the children and implied that the
guardians of the orphans were incapable of andmaagr grow capable of caring for
their childrer??

The admissions policy laid out in the 1815 congbtuis also very significant.
The policy did not allow the OSP to care for cheldivho were mentally or physically
handicapped and required that all admitted be hildren of married couples in which
neither mother nor father was still living. Adduially, no boys older than six years of
age, and no girls older than eight years of agee webe admitted. It does not serve as a
surprise, given the changing racial tensions iretlidy nineteenth century, that the
women did not explicitly address race in their agbitins policy or their constitution.
Despite this decision, which reflects the “standbifiess” that Nash describes as
encompassing many Philadelphians attitudes towauts we learn that in order to be
admitted into the OSP children needed to be whitee failure to explicitly mention the
exclusion of black orphans in the admission potityhe OSP reflects the climate of
racial tensions at the time and must not be reashadfort on the part of the OSP to be
ambiguous on the subject; black orphans were ottt *°

The first annual meeting of the Orphan Societylufdélelphia was held at the
Masonic Hall on January 2, 1816. Following a prdyeReverend Milnor, the managers

read their report for the first year of the Orphgesmoperation. By the time of this first
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meeting there were twenty-five Orphans living itemporary house that had been leased.
While the report mentions little about the charaofehe matron charged with caring for
the children, it states that the managers weresfsad with the manner in which the
asylum has been governed by the present matrome’r@port refers to the general health
of the “family” of orphans, indicating a strong teancy towards the preservation of
Christian middle-class family values and moralthie upbringing of these children,
despite their unfortunate situation of being dispthform a traditional familial setting.

The managers used this success to call for thénceat support of the Orphan Asylum

by private patrons, stating the followiry:

The board of managers cannot rest satisfied, witheclaring that their
present prospects [are] far more flattering thathair [founding] meeting they
had any right to expect, and from the great libgralready experienced from the
numerous and unexpected sources, they beg leadlttheir sanguine
anticipations of the most ample succ&ss.

Expressing gratitude towards the generous citizegheymanagers called for
Philadelphians’ continued liberality. This repnetsea confidence in the broad scope of
these benevolent attitudes during the nascent yéane OSP. The conclusion of the
report stressed the importance of this benevolaagecalled upon the “heartfelt
blessings of thousands yet unborn.” The invocatibtihe blessings of the unborn
children of others addressed the long lasting plaaethe OSP’s founders felt their
society had in Philadelphia. The society has heratber only one year of success, both
in drawing on the benevolence of Philadelphiansaratating an asylum, asserted
themselves in the public sphere of orphan cardila@elphia. If the care for children

not yet born is of concern for these women, it niigstinderstood that these women have

not the intention of serving a short term purpadsgetting a particular group of children
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off of the streets, but rather wish to control loeial society of Philadelphia through a
form of public assertion. The women of the OSP suead their success on the basis of
the liberality shown to them and their ability tdluence the lives of the children under
their care both now and in the future. This forihpablic assertion, as well as the
necessity for some public approval of their actjonest frequently expressed through
the liberality of Philadelphians, proved the defmfactor in defining success for the
OSP both in 1816 and for years to come.

When the Second Annual Report for the Orphan SpoiePhiladelphia was
published on January 7, 1817, the orphan familyehginded to include thirty-six
children. The children were not only being keptiwand healthy, but also enjoyed the
progressive benefits of an education based upobaheasterian system. The system
had been in place for nearly a full year and theagars reported that “the improvement
of the children...answered the expectation.” Impbttethe new republic by London’s
Joseph Lancaster through Quakers in the earlyaenét century, this system of
education was concerned with properly educatingelamumbers of predominately
impoverished children. Lancaster’'s system quickigead across the new United States,
only to find its effectiveness greatly called impoestion by the middle of the nineteenth
century. Pedagogically, this method focused oohieg large numbers of students using
only one principal teacher and a number of “mositoor older, advanced, pupils who
were charged with aiding in the instruction of tenainder of the students. Divisions
within the classroom were always passed upon phdity level. The system had an
appeal to educators in the young republic as it‘patential to create citizens to a new

society.” This concern with creating a new repednti citizenship represents a form of
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social control that was used to educate the impsived classes on their role as citizens.
The OSP's decision to use this system reflecttéinels of other benevolent institutions
of the era; however, it does exemplify the commrend of social control in these
institutions®?

The managers clearly detailed the daily operatidh@orphanage in the
society’s constitution. Additionally, the Americ&unday School Union published a
children’s book that discusses the daily livesphans in the asylum and also provides
excellent woodcuts depicting life at the OSP. dhay regimen of the orphans reflected
a strong focus on order, keeping the childrenstractured environment, similar to that
outlined by their education system, at all partthefday. Children rose every morning at

daybreak and attended to their cleanlin&ss.

Figure 1 Orphans' Sleeping Roon?
Each morning they prayed and read a chapter frenbithle before breakfast. The

matron said grace before and after every mealtamdd required that all members of the

orphan family were in attendance at every prajer.
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Figure 2 The Children at Suppef’
Orphans then attended school for the remainddreofiay, breaking for dinner at noon.

They had time given for recreation before the retorschooling in the afternodfi.

Figure 3 The Philadelphia Orphan Asylunt®

After supper, the children were quickly moved talb@ny discipline that needed to occur

happened during this tim#.
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Children were only to be disciplined by the matoorithe teacher; all discipline
took on a “serious and affectionate manner.” [pisoe occurred when orphans were
found stealing, lying, quarrelling, and engagingnischief, idleness, or disobedience.
The managers of the society carefully noted inrtiveiekly minutes that they did not
desire to discipline the children simply for th&saf punishment, but wanted to ensure
that lessons were learned of the wrongs done. We&ly entry noted the importance of
creating a “the connection on the mind of the atfemand those to whom it is intended to
be a warning,” when disciplining orphans. Againsee a reflection of careful treatment
and management of the orphans to steer, or cothet,behavior to fit the moral and
social norms that the OSP saw'fit.

The merit system used by the OSP illustrates theesaheld high by the societies
managers, an indication of morals thought to betmngsortant to pass on to the children
living under their care. The matron and managep & “character traits book,” that
used a column and tally system to quantify eachamp progress in the categories of
piety, truth, honesty, industry, good temper, kiesk) and skill. No information is
available regarding any reward given to orphans asuelled in any or all of these traits;
however, the very fact that positive traits werenitified and noted indicates that the
social control exerted by the OSP over the chil@dsp took the form of positive
indicators of progress rather than strictly systefrdiscipline*?

This structure of daily life for orphans usuallgtied from the age of admission
until the children were bound out in indenture.il@en reached the age of twelve and
had to be proficient in reading, writing, and mathor to being bound out. Indenture

records for the OSP reflect the placement of orphiamccupations that reaffirm the
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familial and gender roles common in the early réipubl'he orphans had been raised to
fit these roles as the girls were instructed inisgrom the beginning of their time at

the orphanage. The indenture records showingtihdren who were bound out from
1822-1832 show that of the 133 orphans bound aunglthis time, all but twenty-eight

of these orphans were indentured into either hoiisgmor farming. This concentration
of orphans indentured to farmers and housewivésatsfnot only the fact that the
majority of men and women served in these rolesalso the desire for the OSP to place
the orphans in households where they would gromiapthe typical middle-class
household. This system of indenture exhibits yetlaer form of social control over the
future lives of the orpharfs.

The managers, after addressing the progress mdad¢heiorphans, turned to
their other measure of success and matter of &sinEhe second report also
commented that progress had been made on findimgra permanent home for the
Orphan Asylum, and the managers established aibgit@mmittee consisting of Samuel
Wetherill, Samuel Richards, Samuel Archer, and RdRalston. The orphans moved
into this new Asylum in April of 1817. This newylism was located on Cherry Street
and Schuylkill Fifth Street and remained the horhthe Orphan Society of Philadelphia
until January, 182%

The Orphan Society of Philadelphia saw great sciceiss early years. Its
enrollment grew quickly from the humble beginnimjswenty-five orphans at the
conclusion of the first year, in January, 1816jfty orphans by January of 1818. By the
1820s, the orphan society reached an enrollmenhtheered between ninety and one

hundred orphans. The OSP saw great monetary dosdtiom the Philadelphia public in
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its first year of operation, 1815, as its $8,00adpt, over $7,500 dollars of which was
made up of donations and subscriptions from thdiQuihis allowed the OSP to begin a
capital investment campaign that formed a permas@umtce of income for the society.
The following year the OSP saw a decrease in mameyng through the institution, but
was still able to invest nearly $1,500 of the $8,Bbidget, the rest being used for salaries
and goods in the asylum, and for the beginningfahd to build a new asylum. The
largest source of income in this extensive budgetefrom the subscriptions of
individuals to the society; in these two years comad, 1048 benevolent Philadelphian
women subscribed to the O%P.

Blessed with an extensive membership and a largdbauof dedicated managers,
the Orphan Society of Philadelphia continued tosunoothly despite changes in the
group working as managers. Data suggests thatohtis¢ managers missed at least one
monthly meeting each year, and many missed twhreet Also significant in analyzing
the managers’ commitment to the society are thigmaton letters of Hitty Maroke,
Rebecca Gratz, and Maria Dorsey. All of thesetsttite the necessity to tend to their
own families as reason for leaving the board of agans of the OSP. Mrs. Maroke’s
undated letter addressed to Maria Dorsey, who hexs secretary of the OSP, reads: “I
hope you will do me the justice to believe thathimg but the difficulty of continuing the
duties of a Manager with those | owe to a largeilfaoould reconcile me to leaving
you.” This apology reflects the historical navatof American family history that
requires duty to be first centered in the househ&ldcall the notion that charity begins
at home, rooted in Enlightenment philosophy and<fianity. This idea informs the

familial centered society that prevailed in theyeagpublic*®
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Maria Dorsey’s resignation letter is also undatexlyever, we see from annual
reports that she ended her tenure as secretahng gbtiety in 1819. Her Successor,
Rebecca Gratz, resigned claiming similar circunts#ao the other two women, stating
that “having charge of a family of young childreny time is no longer at my own
disposal and believe me to say, my present situdigables me altogether from
attending to [the OSP].” Gratz invoked a more diagpeal to the notion that charity
begins at home, alluding to serious problems inogisehold that required her
immediate attention. While responses to theserkettvere not found, we must assume,
given the family centered society that prevaileddighout American history into the late
twentieth century, that these reasons for leaviieggovernance of the society were
acceptable and likely common. Additionally, thedlects the idea that despite women’s
ability to take a more public role in society dgritne early nineteenth century, a
patriarchal society demanded that her primary tetper family*’

The duties of OSP managers, particularly the posivf secretary and treasurer,
demanded a lot of these women. Beginning in Jgnd&i8, the OSP treasurer began
publishing in the annual report both the comprelvenisudget for the society, as well as
the accounts of the purchasing committee, givinghase detailed view of where the
society’s money was being spent. At this same thedundraising efforts for a new,
more permanent orphan asylum were on the risetanddciety began keeping track of
these accounts separately as well. The $4,400eb6iolg1817 allotted nearly $3,000
dollars to the purchasing committee for items idolg: matron’s salary, household
repairs, groceries, clothing, and the printinghaf annual report. The operating budget of

the society remained similar for the following yedihe construction of the new orphan
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asylum on Cherry Street and Schuylkill Fifth Streetated a new budget in excess of
$5,000 dollars dedicated solely to the construabithe new asylum. The budget of the
purchasing committee began to steady at this tame by 1822 nearly all debts for the
construction of the new asylum had been paid®ff.

Tragically, only months after the loans for constion had been paid off, a fire
broke out in the boiler room in the basement ofagg@um of the Orphan Society of
Philadelphia in the early morning of January 2£2218nd engulfed the building in
flames. The fire resulted in the total destructidthe property on Cherry Street and
Schuylkill Fifth Street and the death of twenty-three of timety orphans living at the
home. Following the January 1822 fire at the Onp8aciety of Philadelphia, the public
quickly responded to aid the society’s recoveri. mMunificent grant of $5,000 from the
state legislature and the liberality of personaitdbutions amounting to $27,978,”
enabled the OSP to immediately prepare for remgl@n asylum for the children. This
sum, valued at over $500,000 of purchasing powamvthis essay was written, reflected
an immediate outpouring of support from both pevdbnors and the state legislature;
the OSP had a strong public presence. The manafjtrs OSP described how
“expressions of sympathy for this calamity [havegb uttered from all parts of our
country and open-handed charity hastened to reqhair. loss.” The sympathy from a
broad base indicates the attention that was drasadupon the significant loss of life

that occurred in this fir&
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o © BURNING OF TIE PIILADELPHIA ORFHAN ASVLUM,
% JANUARY 24, 1522,

\

Figure 4 Burning of the Philadelphia Orphan Asylunt®
The managers, eager to prevent any such catasthaphdappening in the

future, requested that an investigation into thesea of the fire be conducted. Satisfied
that the fire occurred due to no fault on the pathe matron and that the boiler caught
fire because of an error in the masonry work surding it, the managers focused their
attention elsewhere. While the family was livimgtihe temporary asylum on Market St.,
two children were caught bringing coals from thre ind placing them in a trunk of
clothing. The small fire that resulted did not saany harm; however, the enraged
matron and managers enacted an extremely harsshpoent for both of the childreh:
Both offenders were separated from the other arldbound with

cords, and kept prisoners on bread and water falay2—at the

expiration of which time a suitable employment \wascured out of the

city for the oldest, [the younger, age 9] is stifprisoner?

The strong punishment of these delinquents ceytagilects a sincere desire of the

OSP’s managers to protect those under their cane &other catastrophic fire.
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However, the imprisonment of orphans as a meaasluéving this control over their
asylum oppressed the orphans and cannot be defasdedositive means of protection.
The response clearly evidenced the absence ofrgaiMeenevolence in the actions of the
managers of the society; no one acting benevolentlior the good of an individual
orphan, would bind and imprison that orphan. Maxeurately the actions of OSP’s
managers indicated a policy of social control,af aver society, certainly over the group

of children under their care.
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Section 3:The Most Worthy Cause: The Association for the Care of Coloured
Orphans

The Association for the Care of Coloured OrphanS@®), founded in 1822,
provides another illustrative case of the scoplbefality in early America. With the
institution of an organization dedicated to theeaair black children, we see the
difference between social control and acting witiversal benevolence. The ACCO,
whose orphanage was known as the Shelter for GadoQrphans, proactively promoted
equality and compensatory justice. Any who segirtonote the interests of the least
fortunate and destitute deserve adequate recogrdicacting in a manner outside the
confines of typical charitable aid. This universahevolence often required personal
and familial sacrifice. Little visible credit ougport from the public or state proved that
the women who founded the Association for the @&i@oloured Orphans were true
philanthropists.

Established in 1822 and incorporated in 1829, thsogiation for the Care of
Coloured Orphans did not publish its First Repotilid836. In this report the managers
of the ACCO explained and apologized for the latcgroor publication of a formal
report. A close analysis of the history of thigtitagion before and after this 1836 report
illuminates numerous attempts to become visibleanahnel the liberality of the
Philadelphia public; it does not, however, showillingness to depart from their true
mission of compensatory justice in order to becomoee visible or illicit more sympathy
and generosity. The report indicates the effetcteis commitment on the early progress
of the institution as the women fought for blackaten invisibly and through adversity,

outside the contemporary system of charitable®aid.
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Either racism or an ambiguous stance on the righteed blacks narrowed the
liberality of many Philadelphians, reducing donasiaco the ACCO. Additionally, a
tenuous relationship defined the states interaatitmthe ACCO. The attitudes and
actions of the city and state towards the ACCCerg#ld a reluctance to aid the society.
A willingness to work outside traditional charitabbheans, operating a charity with a
cause which remained invisible and beyond the $imitresponsibility for the majority of
Philadelphia’s citizenry reveals these women asdnitarian pioneers. The first of these
pioneers expressed her concern for black orphab8l4. In that year, a Quaker woman
by the name of Ann Yarnall, “who cheerfully devotsath time and attention to improve
the condition of her fellow beings,” met with a gpof “respectable coloured citizens,”
in order to “stimulate the latter to set up an @upkiouse, and conduct the establishment
for the benefit of their own colour.” Yarnall'ssion illustrates the delayed public
recognition of the abandoned class of black orph&espite the reality that the ACCO
was not established until 1822, Yarnall's determom“gave rise to this boom of good
will.” Upon her death in 1820, Yarnall gave fiftipllars and her household furniture to
the previously unrequited cause of aiding orphasiadk children®*

When the first meeting of the ACCO was called, aisveonvened on the basis that
“Ann Yarnall had bequeathed her concern for ColdUdephans to Beulah Sansom.”
This preliminary meeting in January of 1822 wagltetlthe home of Beulah’s husband,
Joseph Sansom. There were seventeen women idattEs and the meeting resulted in
a discussion of the feasibility of taking on suchemdeavor, as well as the appropriate
next steps to be taken. A second time in Januaty®2, the same group of seventeen

women who had previously met at the Sansom res@destonvened to discuss the cause
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of aiding black orphans. They reported on ten anshwhom they thought fit and
deserving of their care, and “it was resolved tsdmething toward mitigating the ills of
helpless infancy.” The women moved forward witblan to hire a black family with
“unobjectionable character,” to put the orphansnugn adjoining home and care for their
basic needs and well being. The arrangementstigtimatron and her family, who were
to help care for the orphans, were to begin on Ma¥c>

The ACCO, like the Orphan Society of Philadelpwas founded only by
women. The founders made arrangements for leashmgne, contracting the salary of a
matron, and writing a constitution. The recogmitly both of these societies by the state
in the form of incorporation acknowledges an exgahble of women in the public
sphere during the dawn of the nineteenth centhigwever, we must take a close look at
the roles these women served in order to undersktendarrowly expanded place for
women in public positions. Recall that the OSP wussioned a group of men to make
arrangements for the construction of a new asyamd,often turned to this group of
gentleman, mostly comprised of spouses of the gogimanagers, when legal assistance
was necessary. Recall also the resignation laifdfee OSP managers that reaffirmed
the duty of women to their families first. Thedit#onally female private sphere
remained the fundamental responsibility of womethiearly nineteenth centuty.

Despite conformity to these conventions, we créditsmall opening in the public
sphere for women largely to Enlightenment philogoghd a changing economic system
in the new republic. Mary Ryan notes that the f@mienment notion of the public
presumed some impartial, transcendent, aridlymatioonsensus, disconnected from the

diverse interests and experiences of real men amaden.” This departure from
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traditional concepts of the public sphere and han @mnd women are to act in this
sphere sparked controversy and progress concemnmngen’s rights in the early
nineteenth century. In some cases, women builbfatie progress made by Mary
Wollstonecraft and asserted their rights to takeoae active public role; however, in
other cases a backlash to this movement furtheesspd the transition of women into
public positions. When looking to the ACCO, wemneiss a reflection of this narrow
opening of public assertion for women. Remembat, th the case of the ACCO and the
OSP, women were asserting themselves in the psipiere in the traditionally domestic
role of caring for children. Despite the other puibctivities they conducted associated
with caring for these children, these women comhtheir role as the caretaker of a
household during this limited shift into the pubdighere’’

The Quaker piety of the women who established t8€® also places them in a
unique position regarding their public position d@helir commitment to a public cause.
The legacy of the Society of Friends linked theosely to many benevolent and
humanitarian causes in America beginning in the-enjghteenth century. Their piety
embodied benevolent action as part of their du@ad and others. Quaker women
began to form numerous humanitarian institutionshenbasis of this religious
benevolence beginning in the 1790s. The outpowingstitutions formed by Women
Friends in the late eighteenth and the early namtecentury, largely concentrated in
Philadelphia, set the stage for Ann Yarnall andfthumders of the ACCO to establish an
institution for black orphans. Many other instituts established by Quakers reflected a
similar dedication to aid those whom no one elss eancerned with helping: “Quakers

chose Indians, prisoners, and slaves as the olgkttieir benevolence.” Indeed aiding
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these classes who no one else was concerned withvesel the Quaker women from
stepping into the public sphere too much; howetver controversial nature of aiding
these classes indicated a push by Quaker womepurtitiac, political, issues that were
previously left to men. Many difficulties arose the women of the ACCO while
attempting to aid the black orphans who remainegkls outside American socief¥.
Two large obstacles defined these difficulties stwbd in the way of the
immediate opening of the Orphan Shelter: The métied to run the shelter tragically
died of an apoplexy before the first children wadeen in, and the women faced some
difficulty finding desperate black orphans whosamiians were willing to give their
children up to the care of this new orphan shelfdrese difficulties resulted in a set back
that forced the women to delay the opening of tiedter until after the summer of 1822.
Before taking this summer reprieve, the women dised the latter of these challeng@s.
A sub-committee charged with admission of orphangife ACCO described this
difficulty in gaining applicants. Guardians canpewith “various excuses” to relinquish
their children. The committee understood that n&emoured people [were] against
trusting [the ACCO)] with their young dependent3.he ACCO deduced that this
mistrust represented an inability for the blackydapon to, “rely on the sincerity of [the
ACCO'’s] professions.” The association thus reswltreat gaining the trust of the freed
blacks “will require time and experience to remtivese fears and apprehensions, which
have originated in that system of cruelty and dagoapto which the coloured people
have been subject for so many generations.” Themés who established the ACCO
sought out children in need of help and convinteir tyuardians that the ACCO

sincerely believed in promoting compensatory j@stidhis indicated a commitment to
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orphans who needed their help and proved that @@ was not merely using the
orphanage as a means of social control, but whsdadicated to seeking out orphans,
and earning the trust of freed blacks. Througtetilrey proved that their intentions were
truly to address the degradation suffered by blasks previous generatiofs.

All of the rhetoric used by the ACCO from its foumgl through the middle of the
nineteenth century reflects the sincerity of tmeission. Beulah Sansom and the sixteen
other women in attendance during the first meetofghe society represent the goals and
actions of all of the women who dedicated themseWighout recognition to the ACCO.
The motivation for the association was summarizaethbse women with the following
guotation:

“The association was formed for the purpose oéuatig the

necessities of the poorest of the poor; for whergvd find, even in

populous cities, a class of the human family mdwea, or more

deserving of the fostering hand of benevolence) tha parentless

children of the African race in this country™
Quaker women had defined the “children of the Afnicace” as a group in need of
significant charitable aid. There were not desjgeoaphans sitting on the streets in front
of the women’s homes; a committee was establishedée “whether there [were] any
children of this description to be found.” The mmation for aiding these orphans lies in
a firm belief that a grave injustice had been diorghem. Regardless of consequence
and situation, the ACCO remained dedicated to boee principle aiding a class in
need®

The difficulty in finding suitable orphans whoseagdians trusted the ACCO with

the care of their children led the associationcmeat black children with one or two

parents living “when the case seem[ed] to requiteTihe association had been accepting
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children in need from the Philadelphia GuardianthefPoor since 1822; however a
larger expansion of their applicant base occuriBte association minutes for March of
1832 note this change in policy commenting thatlolguardians, “probably compare the
idea of servitude [through a period of indenturéhwhat of slavery.” Expressing
discouragement on the basis of this inability tmdhe trust of guardians of black
orphans, the women of the association decidedetdehd our views more generally to
the suffering poor by taking some of their childterboard.” This new policy still
referred only to black children. It reflects aideso broaden their scope to any needy
black child whose situation is desperate enoughvdrase parents are willing to give the
child to the care of the association. Many chitdneere cared for under this new policy
and it reflects the tenuous climate in which thenea of the ACCO worked, as well as
their willingness to remain dedicated to the caafsading black children regardless of
the aversions of both the white and black commesitif Philadelphi&

No mention of “personal interest” existed in thetivetion or in the call to action
for this association; the opposite held true. AR O, from its early years, did not
operate their shelter in fear of what might conwarfithe “evils attendant on this state of
things,” as Mathew Carey proposed, but rathertfigt it was necessary to actively seek
to right previous injustices. No text embodies thiference as well as the preamble to
the constitution of the ACCO. The 1822 preambldrasises injustice and even mentions
slavery within the first sentence:

If any apology be necessary for introducing toritb&ce of the

humane this obscure class of dependants upon padaliaty, we trust that

apology may be founded on a sense of justice dagtpple who have

endured the oppressive burden of Slavery for mamgations; and who

are now suffering under consequent degradatiomaisirsg in the estimate
of public opinion, the odium of a characteristid¢iciency of mental
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capacity, and practical default of moral princiglee unhappy result of
long continued ignorance, poverty, neglect and exéimple>*

The preamble directly acknowledges the close cdiorebetween the
establishment of an orphanage for black childrehabolition of slavery. The ACCO’s
founders departed from a “standoffish” attitude dosvracial tension in this text. It takes
a compensatory and proactive stand against th@udedituation of the black orphans in
Philadelphia. The inclusion of this discussiotha preamble alienated the ACCO from
many who might have otherwise extended their beleevdand to the institution.

Unlike Matthew Carey, these women were unwillinga&arifice their principles and
motivations, in order to garner the support of cdhehose interest may have been
superficial or not in line with the commitment toreecting the injustice already done.
The preamble reflects a notion that attention addsa‘due” to black orphans, indicating
a shift in duty from a narrow frame that is focusedfamily or even a particular race;
these women were prepared to make sacrifices hgmedtheir broad view of universal
benevolence. This promotion of compensatory jastasembles many of today’s
affirmative action arguments; the ACCO sought tonpote the welfare of black orphans
in order to compensate for the injustice previogged to them by slavery. The ACCO
deemed any visibility and subsequent public libgrébr the institution sacrificed by
taking this firm stance against the injusticesla¥ery acceptable in order to fight this
racial injustice. The ideology of the ACCO did nedver.

The ACCO founders’ aversion to the superficial mership reflected the firm
commitment to their ideology. This was expresddatiair initial meeting in 1822 when
they established that “those who would consenetmme members might be expected

not only to impart of their substance, but to agmdyh time and alent in favour of the



Sweeney 45

proposed institution.” Here the women of the Asstian make clear that despite their
knowledge that they would “chiefly depend for sugipgoon the liberality of their fellow
citizens,” they would not allow the interests oafgoof these citizens to impact the
management of the association. The restorati@natdss so oppressed by slavery
remained the primary goal of the ACCO; this missiener gave way to lofty fundraising
or publicity goals in order to extend the smalttgrof benefactor®

The membership and subscriptions of the societyanmeaa small, reflecting the
attitude that the ACCO desired only to work witlbge who were unquestionable
dedicated to their cause. During the ACCO’s fyestr of operation in 1822 there were
twenty-five members of the society, and only a $iiadle of donors, mostly
anonymous, outside of this membership. The ACGtdget during the first three years
of operation listed expenses ranging from $250821to $815 in 1825; the surplus of
money taken in through donations or interest ctédl@oever amounted to more than
$200 in excess of these expenditures. More anongrand named donations, as well as
gifts of goods may be credited for slight increasethe budget of the ACCO for
particular years over the course of its first centaf operation. However, many times
the managers report that balancing the budget besanfinancial burden for the
association, as they cannot rely on “the precanwaduct of spontaneous contributions.”
A patrticularly difficult year in 1826 caused the magers to note that “a reduction in cash
current, could only be imputed to an almost erftifieire of donations.” The members of
the ACCO realized that Philadelphians were not jumg@at the opportunity to support the
ACCO; however, it was not simply a lack of libetglin the form of donations that acted

as an indicator that the ACCO fell outside the lasuof benevolence for maf.
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After the failed attempt to locate the Shelter@moured Orphans on Duke St,
due to the untimely death of the planned matroatteer suitable black matron was found
and a home was leased on Noble Street. In Septevhth822 the matron and three
children, received form the Philadelphia Guardiaihthe Poor, moved into the house.
The shelter remained on Noble Street until 1824 M Association decided to abandon
its policy of hiring a black matron and had elecaed‘elderly Quaker woman” to the
position at the end of 1822. This decision canwbse the managers felt that “the
domestic routine [of the shelter] did not procemddtisfaction.” The employment of a
white matron reflects the ACCO'’s idea that schaplireligious, and moral instruction
must be provided to black children, and that ofdeed blacks, who were likely also
deprived of these benefits, were not fit to filistmaternal role. This certainly reflects
Rockman’s concept of indoor relief, but most nonfistaken for a form of social
control. More accurately the ACCO sought to prartbe best situation possible for the
children under their caf®.

In 1824 the association moved to a larger rentaCerry Street. The orphans
lived comfortably in the Cherry Street location,emthe ACCO paid a yearly rent of
$180, until the managers decided to purchase a laoihéot on Sassafras Street for
$4,800. The move to the home on Sassafras Stesetlelayed due to numerous
illnesses at the home; however, the move markedjarrturning point in the
Association’s progress and permanent establishasetitey had finally, after nearly a
decade, purchased a home for their shelter. Evishome on Sassafras Street served the

Association until 18382
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Between 1822 and 1835, 118 children were admiti¢de shelter. A look at the
daily lives of these orphans uncovers a similaskyle to that of the children living at the
asylum of the Orphan Society of Philadelphia. ®hghans learned to read, write and
perform basic arithmetic. Instruction in practitalts gave orphans the skills to make a
living after they were bound out to a term of intlea, which was not to last past the age
of eighteen for girls and twenty-one for boys. Thatron, managers, and teacher
emphasized religious and moral instruction anchdttd to the general health and
wellbeing of the orphans. The rules for governasfdde shelter laid out a specific bill
of fair which included: bread and milk for breakfaslarger dinner consisting of various
meats, rice, or soup, specified for each day ofneek, and a smaller supper consisting
of bread, molasses, and stewed fruit. Very fevhang, unfortunately, experienced the
privilege of this well organized and positive roef®

In December of 1831, the chief concern of the AG€RMained increasing the
size of their orphan family, indicating that mangdk guardians were still reluctant to
give up their children to the association. In timainth they reported that “we have but
twelve children in family and it is very desiraltkext we should adopt some means of
extending the benefit of our ample establishmest & present limits.” Recall that in
1832, the managers did extend their reach by adugte admissions policy to allow for
the care of needy children whose parents werdistilly. This desire to expand remains
in line with the dedicated mission of the ACCO asb takes on important implications
for the Association. The growth of the institutied eventually to the construction of a

shelter on Thirteenth Street and Callowhill Stregy. the time the orphans moved into
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this new shelter in 1838, the implications of thereasing public image of the ACCO

would be realized®

When reflecting on the early years of the Assooratind the limited recognition

of and support for the asylum, the ACCO noted tileding:
However meritorious the motive to such an enteeptise

Association in their early or preparatory movemewmse scarcely cheered

up with the hope of success...at the commencemethigan long after,

incredible as the fact may appear, so strong waavbrsion of some of

their white neighbours to the scheme, that it wégdlt in the first

attempt to locate the Shelter within city bourts.
This excerpt from an 1836 report published by tlssdkiation explained the adverse
attitudes toward the ACCO by many Philadelphiaki®re than simply neglecting to
donate to the society, many Philadelphians cleathressed a more explicit aversion to
the Association’s mission of caring for black orpha

The ACCO pinned itself between those whose preguliigited their benevolence
and thus curbed the growth of the orphanage, andvhrsion of the African race to trust
a group of white women with their children. Notkacan be placed upon these women
for not embracing a Machiavellian notion that “dreds justify the means.” A greater
effort to appeal to the masses by diluting theissage from their true ideology would
have allowed them to fundraise from a broader bakmyvever, the result would only
create an increased reluctance from the black camtynto trust these women with their
youth. This reality of aversion from both blacldamhite communities limited the

women'’s ability to appeal to the public when sdii funds. A more public appeal was

also avoided because the members of the ACCO“&swed to adopt any measure
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which might bring ‘The Shelter for Coloured Orphdansfore the public, at the risk of
attracting the depredations of lawless kidnappéfs.”

The fears expressed by the ACCO did not reflattotv rhetoric; the kidnapping
of freed blacks reached its height in the beginmiftipe nineteenth century.
Philadelphia’s close proximity to southern staté®ie slavery was still legal enabled
kidnappers to claim that blacks, even those wedhkm were escaped slaves. The ability
to sell blacks back into slavery fueled this kidpiag business and many freed
Philadelphian’s were frequently forced onto boa#stiwg to whisk them down the
Delaware and back into slavery. The heighteningaoifal tensions and the abolition
debate that was ongoing outside of Pennsylvaniass#ated that the ACCO, both for the
integrity of their mission and for the safety oétthildren under their care, remain
invisible during their early years of operatioffhese difficulties for the Association
forced the managers to understand their positidthitadelphia in a unique light. This
understanding shaped their attempts to becomdeviatbwell as the way they measured
their succes§’

The first attempt at making the ACCO visible to eneral public came in the
form of an 1824 press release. This public statefmg the Association sheds light not
only on the initial reception of the Associatiort liso upon their goals and means of
achieving these ends:

The destitute and exposed condition of Childrenadbur who are

[deprived] of their family has induced some respblg women to form an

Association for their relief which they denominéide Association for

the care of Coloured Orphans...The Establishmerdlis€“The Shelter

for Coloured Orphans.” This design has been sodaied into affect that

they have of present a family of 12 under caregctvis conducted by a
judicious matron superintended by a Committee efAksociatior?
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The content of this press release is crucial; tiésfirst attempt of the
Association, whose idea to aid black orphans hachigated ten years early with Ann
Yarnell’'s compassion, to bring public attentiortheir cause. Understanding how the
ACCO portrayed itself to the public, knowing thlaey feared the reaction of their “white
neighbours,” will allow us to speculate how thesamnen viewed themselves in society
and what they may have expected to come in resgortkeir calls for liberality. In
assessing this position, it is important to rementhat the Association concerned itself
with its image by way of its potential white berettas, as well as the black families
whose children are being given to the care of tugety. Reading on, and understanding
the historical context of to whom a message primddcal newspapers is likely directed,
this press release clearly aims to spark the domatf those who might desire to aid in
the ACCO. In order to sell this cause, the Asdammaakes time to address the validity
of their organization by discussing their pedagogy:

Attention is paid to instruct these Children in thdiments of

school learning to impress their minds with anyeaense of moral

rectitude, and with the necessity of conformingpabits of industry...it

being [the objective of] the Association to binenmout in suitable

situations in order that they may become acquawitdvarious kinds of

useful employment and thereby enabled to obtaincaest living’>

The women of the Association pay due attentionottons of race which indicate
that many who may be reading this press releaseedesknow what place these black
orphans will hold in society. The emphasis onrleay and a sense of “moral rectitude”
likely reflects the desire to educate these childv@o have previously been deprived of
such a luxury, but also to sell to the white popataan institution that would help to

take a class viewed as uneducated and unablestativhonest life” and transform them.

For some white benefactors, moral rectitude indiddhe comfort of social obedience.
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Moving on to emphasize the industrial instructiéthe@se children as well, the public
gains an understanding that these orphans will glails to serve a specific position in
society that will not drain its resources but intfanable them to make this “honest
living” that is enjoyed by others brought up unesg@o to such destitution and adversity.
The press release asks that “if this concern shoelet the approbation of the
benevolent,” they may send goods or money to théact information provided®

It appears that no newspapers ran this press egléaspite incentive given to
editors in the way of the closing words of the aske which read, “Such editors of news
papers who [are] so obliging as to insert this camication may find their reward in
having promoted a work of charity.” Returning be t1836 “first report” we see why the
publication of the Association’s history was soayeld. The public image of such an
institution was unable to escape the social antigadlbaggage that it carried; the
liberality of the population had not caught up wbmnevolent intentions of the women
who dedicated unrecognized time to the Associdtiothe Care of Coloured Orphaffs.

It is important also to note that which wast included in this press release. The
ACCO had not called upon any sense of social cbagrthe motive for promoting such
an institution, as Mathew Carey did in 1831. Autdhially, the rhetoric providing a
radical apology for the injustice done previousiythie children of the African race is
entirely omitted in this press release which, usimaglern terminology, may be viewed as
“centrist.” In this press release, the women faoeisher on social control or injustice,
but on black obedience. Another omission in thesp release comes when viewed in
comparison to the calls for liberality by the Orptociety of Philadelphia. The ACCO

does not call upon God’s good will when solicitimgney for their organization as the
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OSP always did. Recall the concept discussed bgrtaa’s of Christian benevolence
that suggests religious beliefs and the benevoldratdollows may instigate a move to
humanitarian action, but that this humanitariamoacis not always sustained by
Christian benevolence alone. Here we see a conanitby the women of the ACCO to
the benevolent mission of their society, which nilegit support from individuals
independent of a call upon piefy.

The ACCO made an additional attempt to publicizrtbrphan shelter in 1824.
The members of the Association, after moving thedtehto a larger and more visible
home on Cherry Street, “apprehended that some &aty@amould ensue, from an attempt
to attract the eye of observation.” This desiredtch the eye of the public reflects
optimistically on the progress of racial tensiam$hiladelphia; it indicated that the
concern over kidnappers had faded and the womea mvere confident in their ability to
safely locate the orphanage in a prominent locatiaraddition to optimism and faith in
their cause, this step reflects the ACCO'’s frugiratvith a lack of liberality from
Philadelphians; serious racial tensions still édsh Philadelphia and would continue to
haunt the ACCO. This does not represent a strdyimg the ideology that prioritizes
compensatory justice for black orphans, nor doeslitate a strong desire for public
assertion on the part of the ACCO. This move,adécision by the managers to letter
their dwelling with the words, “Shelter for Colodr®©rphans,” for the first time in 1833,
must also be analyzed based upon the Associatesigedo draw attention to the
suffering of this class of black children in hopleat they may illicit further sympathy for

this needy grouf’
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A more optimistic view of the ACCO emerged by thee of publication of the
First Report in 1836. The report included an agylfor the delay of publication of the
first report until 1836; it mentioned that the $bBEk “executive committees had to
encounter the opposing opinions of those [whitglmeours] on one hand, while on the
other, the coloured people in many instances rejeitte offered kindness.” It was said
that “this train of difficulties has been graduadiybsiding, and are now reviewed in
retrospect, to vindicate that system of silencecWlinias cast a veil of obscurity over years
of patient perseverance in a good cau¥e.”

Significant progress had been made by 1836; the@@&d fully embraced
benevolence through private charity as many ottiiekrgn the early nineteenth century.
However, the ACCO had continued this private cliavithoutthe liberality of a broad
base subscription like that of the OSP, relyingh@continuous contribution of its small
but dedicated membership. This unique positioine@fACCO forgoing public assertion
and visibility must be viewed in the historical rau that takes into account the racial
tensions of the times. Recall Nash’s conceptritaty, even Quakers, took an
ambivalent, or “standoffish” approach to issue sunding race. It therefore serves as no
surprise that when these female Friends tacklegribiglem facing black orphans in
Philadelphia, they saw a much less generous walieerélity from Philadelphians than
that given to the OSP. By the publication of trsgicond annual report in 1837 they had
an operating budget of $1,800. Recall, howevat, tthis second annual report came after
fifteen years of operating under a system of segeteaving much to be desired for the

ACCO in terms of the benevolence of Philadelphtartheir cause. It is clear that the
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visibility of and charity towards the ACCO paledaamparison to the OSP, as even after
fifteen years, the ACCO’s subscriptions were onl¢%6 in 1837

The drive for this continued commitment by the wonoéthe ACCO, despite
working independently of extensive liberality, isderstood by the following quotation
from the association’s preamble: “[we] are awawgd the object of [their] engagement
will have to encounter...deeply rooted prejudiceg][lull find reward...in the
advancement and preservations of some of the pofpilss humble household.” The
ACCO acknowledged the larger issue impeding thedespread success and set a
realistic goal. They recognized the impossibitifyeliminating the prejudices facing
charity towards black orphans. Understanding thisy measured their progress by the
humble indicator of the difference they were ablenake in advancing the lives of
individual orphans. This simple, humble, yet unegcally noble goal illustrates a
fundamental difference in the way the women of ARKCO measured their success; they
defined success as small differences made in osphas, not extensive liberalify.

The preamble of the constitution spoke to the ghidy necessary to fulfill this
humble goal: “Whatever the situation or characteéhe parents may have been, the
Association will not bind itself by any rule thdtadl balance the children in the scale
with their parents; or in effect punish the inndoeith the guilty.®® This brings to light
the separation of the orphan from the parent a@dltility to achieve positive ends for
any orphan regardless of the status or race af paeents. The preamble of the
constitution for the Association for the Care ofl@med Orphans pledged that “the

Association will not bind itself by any rule thdtadl balance the children in the scale
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with their parents.” The founders repeat heresareéo remedy the injustices previously
done, not simply to aid those in ne&4.

While the issues surrounding race and slavery wet@pproached in the same
manner by many other charitable institutions ofere the notion that children should be
separated from their parents in order to refornr $@cial being was a common trend in
the humanitarian movement that swept the younghlépuThe practices and policies of
the Orphan Society of Philadelphia also illustratad trend. However, it proves crucial
to understand that the reasons for separating ngpinem their parents are drastically
different. One must differentiate the desire facial control from the desire to strive for
compensatory justice.

The ACCO included a similar statement in their 1888stitution to that of the
OSP which forced guardians to surrender righthéoorphans prior to giving the child to
the care of the Orphanage. Guardians arrangdtidorchild “to be provided for,
instructed, and bound out...for a term of years, witawful age, as may appear proper.”
Further, the guardians agreed never to “demandaaive any compensation,” or
“interfere with the views or directions of the s&idsociation.” Strikingly similar in
rhetoric to the agreement of the OSP, the ACCO exsbraced the notion of indoor
relief, seeking to alleviate the injustices of payehrough a certain level of control over
the next generation. The implications of this &amposition play out in the actions and
daily operation of these two institutions, but twenparison is limited by both the goals
and means of the institutions. The ACCO never tisisctype of indoor relief as a form
of social control to prevent evil as Mathew Careferred to it; however, the notion that

those of the African race who were not properlycaded, in both morality and industry,



Sweeney 56

were in fact, in many cases, unfit to raise theinahildren defined the social and moral
obedience that came of the ACCO’s actibhs.

Another important distinction emerged in the ACCOtglook on their control
and rule over the children given to their careletter, documented in the Association’s
minute from July ¥, 1836, was received from Catherine Snowdon “reting$o have
her daughter sent to her in Canada.” The assoncidgcided that the girl, whose care
had been given to the Association by a friend o$.Minowdon’s in her absence, was
best kept at their institution for fear of the gigdotential situation should her mother’s
situation in Canada turn for the worse. The Asstomn expressed these views in a letter
to Mrs. Snowdon stating that “the Friends presehibught it best to let her remain
where she is knowing as we do that she is welligemi/for.” The letter continued to
defend the Association’s decision to maintain cdgtof the child; they posited that “it is
possible that though may yet meet with difficultie$ thou should be taken from her
would not the little girl be left among strangersPhe letter continued with an attempt to
comfort the mother and described instruction ammbsling of the child, as well as
providing an address where the mother could woitehtain more information about her
child and the institutiofi®

The letter affirmed the willingness of the assaoiato assert control over the
care and well being of the child, promoting a netibat the ACCO is best fit to place
this child on the proper track and right the injcess done to the child and the African
race. However, upon further investigation into igsie of the Snowdon child, we find

that Beulah Sansom held a more complex opiniontaheudea of the Association’s
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control over those under its care. When she ethteeletter sent to Catherine Snowdon
into the Association minutes, Sansom included belmletter a note that stated:

Under the probability that | may not be presentnvties subject will

come again before the board it cannot be impragreme here to express

my sentiment. As the child was not signed oveh&Association by her

mother | do not think we have any right to hold leerger than the mother

pleases much less have we a right to bound hewitlubut first obtaining

the consent of the Childs mother if she if livimga free countrs’

Sansom included this opinion in the Associatiorea@xpressing her view
regarding the necessity to limit of the Associasaights to extend their control over
children who are not truly orphaned or whose parbate not directly signed the
children over to the Association’s control. Thetfthat Sansom felt it prudent to include
this statement indicates that many others in tiseesomay not have believed this limit
on the control of the Association, or that therg/have been controversy regarding the
fact that the girl had been turned over to theedgdiy an individual who did relinquish
the rights to care for that child to the society.

Equally significant in this statement is Beulah §an’s use of the expression
“free country.” The expression of the mother’'sgaelan Canada as being a distinguishing
characteristic that plays at least a part in thesiten over whether or not the child should
be released from the care of the ACCO indicate8thdah was very cognizant of the
implications of the issue of racial prejudice ahd tights of freed blacks not just in
Philadelphia, but also further north. The skeptitthat prevails in the letter regarding

the safety of the girl outside the confines ofshelter is apparently set to rest for Beulah

Sansom.
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The state’s treatment of requests made by the A@fl€cted a willingness to
remain neutral, or ambivalent, towards the Assamiat The state never proactively took
steps to aid this struggling charity. Two sigrafit issues defined the relationship
between the state and the ACCO. The Associatidrh@ontinuous struggle with the
guardians of the poor and the state denied the A€&g@plication for property tax
exemption.

Recall that beginning in 1822, because of low admors of orphaned children,
the shelter would take in black children from thashouse of the Guardians of the Poor
as boarders, with the stipulation that the Boar@wardians would pay board for the
children at a rate of fifty cents per week. On ewowus occasions, including one instance
in 1838 and another in 1839, the Guardians subdnitttice to the ACCO that they
would no longer pay board for the children in thes@ciation’s care, offering to take the
children back into custody at the alms house. A$sociation always sought to collect
on bills due from the Guardians, but agreed to kbegchildren under the care of the
Association. In both of these years, the Guardilaes resumed the practice of sending
children to the care of the ACCO, but only agree@day the board for the new children
admitted at that time, rather than resuming payrfa@rtoarders who had previously
been admitted®

The Association’s willingness to take in childrearh the Guardians of the poor
indicates both their desire to help any in need,aso their struggle to find suitable
orphaned black children to care for. Of the 12&dcbn admitted into the shelter
between 1822 and 1838, forty-one of them came redlinectly from the Guardians or

from the Alms House. The ACCO served a publiciserat this time, relieving the
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demands upon the Philadelphia Alms House. Thesgdoe children were only partial
financial liabilities to the state, as the stateeofcut funding for them after a few years.
Moreover, this explanation of the Association’s lpuibervice neglects the burden placed
on the family friends or other guardians who werarged with the care of orphaned
black children prior to the founding of the ACCD.

The ACCO submitted a request for an act of exempiiotheir property tax to
the state legislature in October of 1832. Thestetquesting the exemption begins by
stressing the merits of the Association and it€ss€ in helping those orphans who it
does take in. It goes on to state that in addioserving the “obvious duties of
humanity...[and] the comfort of those who have passeuiccession under their care,”
the society feels that it serves a more public aslsociety has, “been thereby released
from supporting many children to make an adequettem.” Here the Association
described its benefit to the public not in term&ddrm of social control or means of
preventing criminal actions, but rather in termshaf purpose that the ACCO serves
society in aiding citizens who would otherwise lepeindent on another organization, or
on the state. Despite a compelling argument astdtament that the yearly taxes
required for the land they had purchased wererfedg[d] as more or less oppressive
upon their limited funds,” the state legislaturiégema long delay, denied the request for
exemption. In response to the denial of this rejube managers of the ACCO wrote in
an annual report: “we venture to express our disggiion of that system of state policy
which, to swell the public treasury, sanctionsrimduction of Charitable Legacies, and
does not scruple to draw pittance from the mansidpenury and pauperism, erected as

they frequently are upon the proceeds of pure ghatf
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This quotation embodies a frustration on the pbtthe ACCO that the state is
unwilling to commit themselves to any sort of jastor equality that may require a
transformation of the economic status quo. Theagars of the ACCO portrayed the
state as falling as far from compensatory justgp@ssible with this statement, accusing
the legislature of allowing the building of manssamith charitable funds while
bolstering the state budget with money that coeldi®ed to relieve needy private
charitable institutions such as the ACCO. Thitert$ a sentiment shared by many
charitable organizations of the early nineteentitury.

We see that private charity remains outside thiere&solutions relieving
poverty and caring for the needy for much of theeteenth century. The continuously
tenuous relationship between the Guardians of tiee 8nd the ACCO and the denial of
an exemption of property tax represents the comp@itionship between state and
private charitable aid of the early nineteenth agnt While the public, or state, response
to poverty became a major theme, the emergendertf-bne private orphan asylums
between the early eighteenth century and 1831 atelicthat many believed the state did
not do enough for the impoverished, vagrant, apti@med, or that the private
organizations were better suited to raise orphahédren. Rothman states that the
private orphan asylums “were not part of a systenpabgram but were the work of
dedicated yet idiosyncratic philanthropists,” cantng to argue that the preferred
treatment of orphans in the early republic “remdineninstitutional.” While this does
provide an excellent context for understandingdiffecult relationship between the

private orphan asylums and the state, as the kteithe value of the former but still
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failed to accept it as part of a “systemic apprgaittiails to address the anomaly of the
ACCO?

Rothman’s notion that noninstitutional treatmenOophans in the early republic
remained popular does not reconcile the outpowfregate aid and public liberality
towards the OSP and not towards the ACCO. One ongsrstand that the ACCO had
committed itself to an unpopular goal of compensajtastice and benevolent action
independent of the popularity, visibility, publissertion, and personal gains or losses

inherent in this controversial endeavor.

On May 17, 1838, Pennsylvania Hall was burnt doym lnob during a meeting
of theAnti-Slavery SocietyThe following day, the same mob set fire toribavly
constructed future home of the Shelter for ColoWepdhans, which was located
“adjacent” to the hall. Numerous accounts desdribe location of the shelter relative to
the hall using this term adjacent; however, werléhat the shelter was located at least
ten blocks away from Pennsylvania Hall at the tohéhese riots. While the fire at
Pennsylvania Hall on May f7urnt the building to the ground, firefightersttorately

responded quickly and extinguished the fire séhéoACCO *
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Destruction by Fire of Pennsylvania Hall,
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Figure 5: Fire Set to Penn Hall, May 17, 1838
The still uninhabited shelter only suffered mininrdkerior damage; however, the mob

sent a clear message to the public and the manafyérs ACCO regarding the anti-
abolitionists’ sentiment towards the Associatidrhe deplorable act of setting fire to an
orphan shelter fell into the mobs political ageriddicating the severity of the racial
tensions as they reached new heights with the hgiwfi Pennsylvania Hall and the
Shelter for Coloured Orphans. The reactions tedtwnflagrations by the managers of
the organizations and Philadelphians ranged widetyoverwhelmingly condemned the
actions of the mof’

The managers of the Pennsylvania Hall reported‘thatpolice magistrate of the
district in which the ‘Shelter’ is located, decldrinat...he did not recognise a single

individual of [the inhabitants of the district] angaged in the mob which attacked [the
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shelter]. The mob was compos#dstrangers’ The mob had not been comprised of
local citizens who were angered with the sheltexlscation to a prominent position in
downtown Philadelphia, indicating that the averéthe society’s “white neighbours”
that existed at their founding had dissipated. @&ercomplex social and political
situation concerning the issue of abolition anenadations now complicated the
Association’s ability to carry out its businessoubtless, the beliefs, if not the actions, of
the mob described as being assembled of stranggessupported, at least in their anti-
abolitionist cause, by many white neighbors of AI@&CO, even if these neighbors may
have condemned the fire set to the sheRter.

Regardless of the group involved with setting fae¢he shelter; Philadelphia had
witnessed a horrible act of violence and lawlessn@fhie map below marks the location

of Pennsylvania Hall with the letter P and the arpBhelter with the letters S:

Figure 6 Map of Philadelphia in 1842: ACCO Shelter shownvith letter S, Penn Hall with letter P*°



Sweeney 64

The mob did not burn the Shelter for Coloured Onshaecause it happened to be located
“adjacent” to their original target, Pennsylvanialldthey moved their protest to a
location over ten blocks away solely for the pugogsetting fire to a home dedicated to
the most desperate class of society.

The fire set to the Shelter by an angry mob ofngfeas from outside of
Philadelphia confirms the fears of the founder$ Wexe previously discussed. The care
of black children by white women in Philadelphiaidg the nineteenth century proved
controversial not only for those who neighboreddhghanage but also as a political
issue entangled in the abolition debate. The mensagf the Pennsylvania Hall also
defended the liberality of Philadelphians in thetdiy of the fire when they asserted “it is
believed that the destruction of our Hall by a n®hot a true exponent of the sentiments
of the citizens of Philadelphia.” This notion alled many to move forward with their
generous charity and favor the restoration of #@elvolent institutions damaged.
Following the fire, the managers reported thatBbard of Guardians wrote “informing
[the ACCO] of their willingness to furnish us wipartments in the alms house, for our
family at the shelter, if considered necessarytiisgesture, while significant, must be
viewed in context of the ACCOQO'’s previously discusselationship to the Guardians of
the Poor and other state organizations. Certatinégylimited response of the state
following the ACCO'’s fire resembled a similarly aigbous attitude that often defined
the state’s stance toward the ACCO.

The third annual report of the ACCO contained theutes from the annual
meeting of the Association held on December 7, 183&re was a brief mention of the

fire to the shelter, but the house had already bestored and orphans had inhabited the
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shelter in “satisfactory” conditions since Augusti838. Thirty-six orphans resided at
the shelter when the report was published. Despdegnition of numerous charitable
donations used to build and subsequently resterstiblter, the treasurer reported that
the Association’s “income is still insufficient ftine expenditure of the family.” The
continued financial difficulties of the ACCO refted the limited, due largely to racial
prejudice, benevolence of Philadelphians that pleya®

The attention drawn to the ACCO came predominasitly the association to the
burning of Pennsylvania Hall. The ACCO managersanethe day after the fire to
discuss the catastrophe and a course of actigdhdéarnew shelter that the orphans were
scheduled to move into shortly. It was first resdl to send a message of thanks to the
fire fighters of Philadelphia. The ACCO thanked thhemen “for their energetic and
benevolent exertions.” The Association “earnestigquest[ed the fire fighters] further
protection on behalf of the innocent and helplesanoitted to [the Association’s]
charge.” The inclusion of a request for futuretpetion indicated that the women felt a
continued threat with the shelter in a highly Visibetting, next to the ruins of
Pennsylvania Hall. In order to combat this thtbat ACCO noted in their letter of
thanks to fire companies the merits of their righprotection: “This being a charitable
institution, having no connection with the antiv&ay society.” The ACCO distanced
themselves from the anti-slavery society, whiledivad strong to their determined cause
to fix injustice through a compensatory charityedied at the next generatith.

The managers of the ACCO received a response frarPbiladelphia fire
company that also reflected this increase in rdeiadion of the era. The May 22, 1838

correspondence indicated that the fire companyralsognized the potential for a future
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threat of mob violence against the ACCO’s orphagiteh After acknowledging receipt
of the Association’s correspondence, the FameHigine Company assured the
ACCO'’s managers “that the protection of this [ficempany shall be given to all persons
without discrimination of creed or colour who mag/ib danger from the ravages of fire
or the violence of a lawless mob.” The fire compamesponse reflected the fear of
“lawless mob[s]” that prevailed among black Philatieans or those caring for black
Philadelphians. This support offered to by the Glompany resembles a similar rhetoric
to the fear of “lawless kidnappers” that had iigi@reated a hesitation to locate the
shelter of the ACCO downtown. The fears that wekffecult to interpret from the initial
discussion about establishing an orphanage foklahitdren were later realized when
the shelter was finally located in a more visileation*°

The show of support by the fire company indicatest some were willing to aid
the ACCO if attacked by a lawless mob; howevedpis not show charitable outreach
towards the organization. Fears of slave rebealleomd a general ambivalence towards
freed blacks in need of aid heightened racial terssin Philadelphia. This forced the fire
company, and likely many other citizens, to talséda on the issue of racial
discrimination. However, it did not require thiagtbroader citizenry engage in the
proactive compensatory justice that the ACCO endabdr even express an opinion
regarding this practice. The Fame Fire Companylewhey tackled the issue of racial
discrimination, did not directly promote the caa$¢he ACCO. The ACCQO'’s progress
in making their cause public and visible in the @83hrough the publication of their first
report and the construction of a shelter in a pnemi location downtown, faced

adversity as racial tensions in Philadelphia esedlduring this decade. Recall that, in
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1824, when the ACCO first moved its shelter to aereentral location within the city

bounds they expressed confidence in a shiftingiopiaf their work among the pubilic.
They had hoped that from this increased visibiltgme advantage would ensue.” In
May of 1838 this confidence disappeared when adssvinob went out of their way to

set fire to an orphan shelt&f.
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Section 4: One City, Two Missions: Public Assertiomnd Compensatory Justice

A comparison of the Orphans Society of Philadel@amd the Association for the
Care of Coloured Orphans reveals an unidentifiexhoe, if not a flaw, in the
historiography surrounding the approach to chdetalork, and specifically, orphan
care, in the early republic. The notion that ailNg@te orphanages existed outside of the
state’s “systemic approach” in the first half oé thineteenth century places the ACCO
not only outside of the system but renders it iyeiartisible. The ACCO fell outside of
nearly everyone’s “approach” to the care for orghexcept those who were involved
with the Association. Its lack of visibility pladet so far beneath the radar that even
those well associated with charity were unawarigsaxistence; this is illustrated most
fundamentally my Mathew Carey’s 1831 letter. Teklof visibility of the ACCO is
undeniable when we learn that Robert Ralston, mgsb&an OSP founder and heavily
involved in that society himself, signed Carey®de Ralston and Carey, along with the
other twenty-two signatories of that 1831 letteagbiced liberality and cared for orphans
in a way beyond the typical “systemic” approactt; yleey remained unaware of the
ACCO for at least nine years. We must therefoassify the ACCO as not just another
private orphan asylum outside of the system; tlenels who founded it embraced a
broader understanding of “universal benevolence'tae proper care of those in né&d.

The Orphan Society of Philadelphia contrastednksibility associated with
private orphanages that are said by historianpéoate outside of the system. Recall the
$5,000 grant given to the society, by the statey alfieir tragic fire in 1822. This seems
to place the society within reasonable reach obthte of Philadelphia’s approach to the

care of orphans, and more broadly, the needy. extensive liberality expressed by
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Philadelphian’s also indicates that even if thisisty fell outside of the “systemic
approach,” it certainly stood far from invisiblecadrew great attention from numerous
corners of society. A history written about thipltanage and published in 1831 boasts
that “The city of Philadelphia is distinguished ftw liberality towards benevolent
institutions: among these none seem to be in higsiem than such as are designed to
relieve poverty and distress.” Indeed Philadelpfieoncerned themselves with the
social issues of poverty and distress, and the @r@ociety of Philadelphia had seen
liberal donations and a large number of subscmgtsince its founding in 1816. The
climate of benevolence in Philadelphia allowed®@%P to standout as one of these many
“benevolent institutions.” The Orphan Society dflRdelphia never fell out of the public
eye, and grew to become part of the systemic apprtmaorphan caré”>

Word of the OSP’s success traveled as an undated, léely from the mid
nineteenth century, written by the manager of thm&le Orphan Charity School of
Baltimore requested the constitution and the ratesregulations of the OSP. The
Baltimore charity also asked specific questionsréig the daily life and meals at the
orphanage; they attributed their curiosity to “toss [who comment on] the correct
discipline with which [the OSP] is conducted.” Té@reading reputation of the ACCO
indicates that its pedagogy regarding care of arplggew in popularity not only in
Philadelphia, but in surrounding areas in the nepublic as well. The female orphanage
in Baltimore also asked of the OSP managers “whaighment [the OSP] inflict[s] in
[the orphans] for improper conduct.” Recall therhiw discipline inflicted on two boys
by the Orphan Society of Philadelphia. One wonddlre managers of the Orphan

Society of Philadelphia passed the account ofdisisipline on to the women in
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Baltimore who desired to learn from the well “dgoed” OSP. The result of spreading
this disciplinary policy ought to frighten a truarhanitariar>*

The spread of charitable institutions concernedlgatith social control emerged
as societies like the OSP grew increasingly popduaing the first half of the nineteenth
century. This did not discourage many in the eggpublic as they continued to support
these institutions tasked with curing the soclalaf society, while neglecting to support
true universal benevolence or compensatory jusiis@xemplified by the struggling
finances and visibility of the ACCO. Even the shgabup of individuals who did
support the Association often donated anonymousticonot express their concern for
orphans in the same public manner that those dantdithe OSP did. The managers of
the ACCO reported that the “favours derived from ieneficence of individuals,”
frequently denied the Association, “the satisfattd knowing where the obligation [to
the ACCO] centres.” An inconsistent pool of donanswilling to express their reason
for donating to the benevolent institution, prowdle inconsistent income for the
ACCO. In contrast, recall the extensive numbetegllar yearly subscribers to the OSP
eager to sign their name in the subscription btiik;manifest had reached over one
thousand subscribers, nearly one tenth of Phil&ikgppopulation, after the OSP had
been in operation for only two yedfs.

Both the limited generosity of the public and th# position of the state
particularly when compared to the extensive libgraxpressed towards a similar
institution for white children, the OSP, indicabat the promotion of universal
benevolence and compensatory justice, as defingkdebgctions of the ACCO, did not

represent the important aspects of humanitariak ¥asrthe majority of the population in
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the early nineteenth century. The dedication teaéty and benevolent actions on the
part of the women in the ACCO proved encouragirgydwver, their difficulties indicated
a vital shift away from universal benevolence ia #arly republic as racial tensions split
the young nation and sped it towards civil war.

Differing definitions of success drove the two aaphges discussed in this essay.
The lack of success of the ACCO in terms of exgigxtensive liberality from
Philadelphian’s rested in the founders’ failureneoke notions of personal interest as
part of their marketing scheme for a benevolentfandanitarian cause. However, all of
the success associated with the women’s “humblesion to make a difference in the
lives of orphans must be credited to their steadfasmitment to an ideology unpopular
among the majority of white Philadelphians. The@X@went beyond Haskell's
argument that some may work for known consequeoicpsrsonal self-interest while
keeping these consequences separate from theitiorte They accepted known
consequences that had negative implications fanslkeéves and even for their families in
order to promote compensatory justice, the truavwador their humanitarian efforts.

During the course of James Lawrence’s time as edeoat the ACCO, which
began in 1827, his family and friends were unablpay for the full cost of his board.
The board, which was billed quarterly, was leftite charge of the Association when the
family came up short. In July of 1834 the Assaoiatraised $4.50 for the board of
James Lawrence, and on numerous other occasioaseMBeulah Sansom covering the
unpaid portion of this board on her own. The aisdimn never considered James
Lawrence as an orphan, as his mother’s statugrasdwomen manumitted to Virginia

did not grant James orphan status on the basiedidsociation’s by laws. Despite this,
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the women opted to take the child in, taking itmpleemselves as benevolent individuals
to cover all of the costs necessary to put Jamess @gpboarder in the Shelter for Coloured
Orphans. James Lawrence remained in the orphdaagbnost eight years, until he was
sent to live with a Mr. Wistar on the 2@f April 1835

The women of the Association for the Care of Catou®rphans dedicated
themselves to providing James Lawrence with aaafiecomfortable place to live
despite the fact that he was not an orphan fort gigdéwrs. Some measure of personal and
familial sacrifice likely occurred when the womeintloe ACCO dedicated themselves to
individuals like James Lawrence. One wonders idvea Gratz, Maria Dorsey and
Hitty Mroke contemplated engaging in similar famllsacrifice prior to resigning from
the Orphan Society of Philadelphia’s board of manag These women wrestled with the
same questions as many early Americans and Phplaidels wrestled with. The limits
of benevolence and distinction of those who desaid@nd those who do not are defined
by a range of prejudice and custom. The foundaifdrenevolence and charity in early
America rested on priorities ranging from the cosoy duty to one’s family, to racial

and national prejudice.
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Conclusion: “Rescued from the Veil of Obscurity”

By 1838 racial prejudice dominated the minds afélelphians; the mob fires at
Pennsylvania Hall and the Shelter for Coloured @nzhhighlighted the gravity of this
issue. When the mayor of Philadelphia commissiapdlice committee to investigate
the causes of these violent fires, the investigdimund the following:

However deeply the Committee may deprecate anducetise existence

of that feeling [of the anti-abolitionists]; howeavienpossible it may be for

them in any manner to justify or excuse it; theyeatmo the cause of

truth, to declare that this excitement, (heretotorparalleled in our city,)

was occasionelly the determination of the owners of that buildamgl

their friends, to persevere in openly promulgaang advocating in it

doctrines repulsive to the moral sere large majority of our

community’’

This deplorable quotation ignites more anger tharflames that tore down Pennsylvania
Hall and damaged the Shelter for Coloured Orphdi reaction of the ACCO and of
the managers of Pennsylvania Hall to this ignofiakling of a committee clearly in
defense of their friend, the mayor, eludes thigohign. However, a note in théistory of
Pennsylvania Hallfrom which this text was excerpted, indicates theeaction among at
least some Philadelphians recognized the bias gt associated with the
commission’s findings. The editor of the Pennsglagcreeman commented on this
report and attacked the mayor stating that “Itsesn and base and most wicked
endeavor to screen from censure men who have dulpaglected their sworn duty.”
The editor went on to comment that in order to nafskhe mayor’s failure to protect the
city from this lawlessness, the investigating cotteni “found themselves under the
necessity of palliating and excusing the atrocitiethe mob.**®

In 1838 order and protection of the integrity lmése who manage the City

of Philadelphia took precedence over the freedoassemble and speak on issues
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concerning the abolition of slavery and the rigtftereed blacks. As the apex of racial
tension in this decade, the reaction to the PedhfiHaserves as a perfect example of the
desire to promote social control and order ovewtilaes of compensatory justice and
universal benevolence. The ACCO recognized timd,aalapted their measure of
success, and their reliance on public liberalibgusing their membership and audience
on a concentrated group dedicated to the benewvidleology that they embraced
beginning in 1814 when Ann Yarnall first soughptomote the cause of a destitute and
unrecognized class.

The “veil of obscurity” that prevailed over the AOCQiuring the nineteenth
century encapsulates the legacy of the Associatnohits founders who dedicated time
throughout their lives to this cause. The Assammator the Care of Coloured Orphans
did not concern itself with public assertion oragoition. Beulah Sansom died on the
28" of September, 1837; she had remained active iA$seciation until her health
forced her to take leave just months before hethdédter paying tribute to her tenure at
the ACCO since its founding and making due noteesf‘public usefulness,” the
Association minutes noting Beulah’s death, real€‘[tnanagers] cannot consign to these
pages, the work of her hand to another withoutybisaffectionate tribute to her worth.”
Just as the ACCO minute book necessitated a tribuBeulah Sansom'’s fifteen years of
service to the Association for the Care of Coloubeghans, so does this essay. The
work of Mrs. Sansom and the others at the ACCO msrtsidden beneath a veil of
obscurity. The dedication to broadening univebgadevolence by these women as the
prejudice of early American society only narrowkd scope of benevolence for the

majority of citizens must be rescued from this teys of silence **°



Sweeney 75

Pulling the lessons learned, and taught, by the evoai the Association for the
Care of Coloured Orphans out from the depths dbhidorces one to look at the reasons
for initiating charitable work and humanitarianaeh. It forces us to think long and hard
about to whom we are compelled to aid, and perhaps importantly why we feel
compelled to aid them. The widening of universatdvolence must not be restricted
based upon racial stereotypes, or any other cust@rejudice. The story of race and
charity in Philadelphia from the 1780s through 1880s encapsulates the danger of
allowing specific prejudices and customs to don@rsaiciety. The women of the
Association for the Care of Coloured Orphans retaghthis danger and concerned
themselves with small, humble goals rather thad,qmiblic assertions; their humble

successes should be remembered and admired.
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