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Howard Zinn chapter 9
Slavery without submission, emancipation without freedom
Howard Zinn would dismiss both Federalist and Republican arguments. Republican-led by Thomas Jefferson argued that power should remain with the states and the people. In contrast, the Federalists led by Hamilton argued that power should reside with the Federal government. Zinn's assessment does not match any of these arguments as he chooses to view history from the perspective of the oppressed. He articulates that the elite are selfish people who want to retain power as much as possible to their benefit. Zinn seems to believe that the Founding Fathers (Jefferson and Hamilton) aim was not to liberate the Americans but as a way of them gaining power. Therefore he would not go either way because both Federalist and Republicans wanted to maintain control to oppress the people. That is why in his article "Slavery without submission, emancipation without freedom" he views slavery from those enslaved. In this article, he addresses slave rebellions and the abolishment movement. He argues that the violence caused by civil war ended slavery, not the small scale[footnoteRef:2]. He says that if the small scale could have been used to end slavery, it would have resulted in a movement against capitalism. The government wanted to control how freedom was gained. He argues that the US government and the northern states perpetuated slavery by cooperating with the Southern Slave owners. He is against the elite and suggests that the poor people were also “enslaved” to capitalist elites. In a nutshell, Zinn would not agree with either the federalists or the republicans for the reason that he sees history from a different perspective (of the ordinary people). Both have the goal of elitist control. [2:  Zinn, Howard. A people's history of the United States: 1492-present. Routledge, 1997.
] 

Zinn would have fashioned US history in a way that would see the ordinary people, the poor and the oppressed being celebrated instead of the elites. He would have given more power to the people alone. In other words, power would remain with people as opposed to federalism or republican. He would deprive the federal government all powers and give it to the people. I don't this system would have been beneficial to the people. As much as people need to be freed from oppression and slavery when given too much power, it could lead to anarchy. I believe that the federal government needs to retain some control (not to oppress the people) so that it can provide essential services to the people. The system needs to be aristocratic, but democracy should prevail. The will of the people should be adhered to and their rights upheld.
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