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Thomas Worthington and

the Great Transformation:
Land Markets and Federal Power in
the Ohio Valley, 1790-1805

GaUuTHAM Rao

n the Ohio Valley of the early republic, the volatile interaction between
economies of governance and economies of the frontier transformed both
the capacity of the federal government and the landscape of the Ohio
frontier. At the center of this interaction lay competing notions about how
best to administer markets in America’s first national commodity—land. To
the south of the Ohio River, Kentucky possessed a relatively unregu-
lated land market, inherited from colonial Virginia. North
of the river, in the Ohio lands of the Northwest Terri-
tory, however, the federal government regulated and

administered a very different type of land mar-
ket. As the unregulated system in Kentucky
fell prey to political profiteering and judicial
instrumentalism, key actors in national poli-
tics and law articulated the need for what
would become the federal government’s more
uniform, heavily regulated land system. In
moving from the Kentucky Bluegrass to the
chambers of the U.S. Supreme Court and Con-
gress, and then to the frontier of the Old North-
west, Thomas Worthington, best known for serv-
ing as one of Ohio’s first senators and its sixth gov-
ernor offers an entre into this story. Because
Worthington was an avid speculator in Kentucky lands in
the 1790s, and a federal land official after 1801, his records
and papers suggest a number of interpretive possibilities for under- Thomas Worthington
standing how markets and politics enabled a reciprocally generative relation-  (1773-1826). Cincinnati
ship to develop between the Ohio Valley and the federal government of the =~ Museum Center, Cincinnati
early republic. Historical Society Library
Thomas Worthington came of age in a world of powerful Virginia land-
holders who were at the center of their community’s legal, political, and social
worlds. Born in 1773 in colonial Fairfax County, Virginia, Worthington wit-
nessed how men like his father, Robert Worthington, assembled capital—fi-
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nancial and symbolic—through landed estates.! Much like his father, Tho-
mas Worthington would also spend much of his life gaining wealth and status
through his lands. Educated in the military art of surveying at a young age,
Worthington began speculating around the time of his eighteenth birthday,
trading his valuable, inherited lands in Pennsylvania for deeds in Kentucky
land. And this took place at the very moment that Kentucky land became the
object of speculation throughout the nation.?

Indeed, by the early 1790s, Worthington was a successful speculator spe-
cializing in brokering lands in Kentucky to wealthy clients in Virginia. Rely-
ing on tips from his network of contacts and employees throughout Ken-
tucky, Worthington undertook lengthy trips to the fertile Bluegrass region
and beyond to conduct surveys and lodge claims on behalf of his clients. Not
infrequently Worthington would claim attractive lands for himself. Extensive
though they were after years of accumulation, however, Worthington’s lands
were not quite profitable. In 1796 Worthington would abruptly sever his
involvement in the Kentucky market by dumping all his Kentucky holdings at
any price, no matter how low.?

orthington’s hasty retreat from the Kentucky land market has

rightly been explained away as a case of “Ohio Fever,” an afflic-

tion that motivated many a speculator to seek out profit—liter-
ally ‘greener’ pastures—by investing rashly on the front lines of westward
migration.* In Thomas Worthington’s case, those greener pastures lay in
Ohio. But the state of the Kentucky land business proved as much a reason
for Worthington’s decision as any “Ohio Fever.” These problems were an
amalgam of commercial, legal, and political developments within early
Kentucky’s land business; more generally, that is, they were problems of the
Kentucky land market of the early republic.

The white settlement of “Cantuckey” began in earnest around 1780s as
Virginia, following its colonial policy, paid war veterans with land bounties
to be redeemed in the vast, “unsettled” lands to the west.> Over the years,
the Virginian process for claiming Kentucky lands attained uniformity; claim-
ants gave deeds to surveyors, who “located” (i.e. surveyed and marked) land
for the claimant using the old ”"metes and bounds” method of surveying,
initialing physical landmarks, approximating acreage, and very roughly map-
ping out the property boundaries.® Surveyors then, in theory at least, for-
warded the survey plat to the land office at Harrodsburg, Kentucky, where
the state stored the claims and maps.”

In 1795, the legal underpinnings, political machinery, and economic desir-
ability of the Kentucky land market began to collapse under the weight of
conflicting property claims of squatters, legally sanctioned settlers, and specu-
lators. Initially, the Kentucky judiciary turned away from its traditional em-
phasis on the property rights of those “first in time,” or of the party with the
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earliest claim to a plot of land. In Amumons v. Spears (1787), the Supreme
Court for the District of Kentucky found against the squatter George Spears,
arguing that an older claim to a piece of contested property was “the better
right to the land.” About a decade
later, however, the same court
changed its tune. In Frye v. Essry
(1795) the court confirmed that the
defendant John Essry’s claim to a
piece of contested property was in-
deed of “prior date.” Yet whereas
they may have based their decision
solely on this criterion ten years be-
fore, they now found ways to under-
mine the old doctrine. They asserted
that the relationship between Essry’s
warrant for land and his actual sur-
vey was “uncertain,” that, in effect,

Essry lost his “better rights” for un-
specific, technical reasons.® Thus as
local and state judges—soon to call
themselves Jeffersonian Republi-
cans—adopted redistributive strategies to level the social playing field, they
left the Kentucky land market in disarray. In the words of one disgruntled
speculator of the time: “Who buys land there buys a lawsuit.”’

his situation in Kentucky most likely accelerated the onset of Thomas

Worthington’s “Ohio Fever,” which would become full-blown by

1796. In 17935, Joseph Swearingen, Worthington’s agent in Kentucky,
first alerted Worthington to new opportunities for speculation in the North-
west Territory. Writing from Kentucky, Swearingen raved about the profit-
ability of Ohio lands and lamented that Worthington had missed out on some
early deals. But Swearingen prophetically reassured his boss that “there will
be again time for speculation.”*® And within a year Worthington had visited
the Northwest Territory and, as we have seen, sold his holdings in Kentucky.
He would move to the Northwest shortly afterwards, with the words of a new
Ohioan friend likely on his mind: “the price of land is rising fast.”"!

As Thomas Worthington experienced the tribulations of Kentucky’s land
business, key figures in American national political culture began to take no-
tice of the instability of unregulated land markets. In an early treatise the
eloquent statesman Pelatiah Webster laid the blame at the feet of speculators,
arguing that “one abuse” that should be avoided in the future land policy was
“large quantities of land lying unimproved in the hands of non-residents or
absentees, who neither dwell on the land, nor cause it to be cultivated at all,
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but their land lies in a wild state.” And in his famous “Report on Public
Credit” (1790) Alexander Hamilton noted that the twenty-five to fifty per-
cent drop in land prices since the American Revolution constituted a “serious
calamity.” Some years later George Washington, himself a minor speculator,
warned a friend thinking of investing in Kentucky lands to look instead to
Natchez where there were no “clashing interests and jarring disputes.”

ustices on the United States Supreme Court went even further by first
identifying the problematic aspects of unregulated land markets, and
then, in 1801, criticizing their political and legal foundations. Surveying
practices, naturally, were the first to garner attention. In his concurrent
opinion in Sims Lessee v. Irvine (1796), Justice James Iredell criticized infor-
mal and irregular surveys as being solely “the private knowledge of a few
particular persons.” These were simply inadequate, he claimed, not only
because of their accuracy, but because they could not be “officially ascer-
tained, and officially known.” Instead, Iredell urged standardized survey-
ing techniques. If done properly, Iredell wrote, “an actual survey, a regular
report, and a correct record, can convey” the precise location of land claims,
thereby cutting down the likelihood of legal disputes arising from conflict-
ing claims. Most important, Iredell claimed that the real goal of a land
system was to provide to the government “the information of the public,
from whom the grant is to be obtained.” Iredell therefore claimed that a
land market was an institution serving the public, and that as such, it re-
quired uniform regulations.'3
As Iredell’s opinion took aim at the logistical problems that beset unregu-
lated land markets, John Marshall, in his second case as Chief Justice, criti-
cized the political agenda of Kentucky’s judiciary. Wilson v. Mason (1801),
for example, was a caricature of the standard Kentucky land case of the late
eighteenth century. One party, lacking legally sanctioned title, sued the other
party, a claimant with an older, registered claim to title, with the first party
being awarded the contested land. After an excursus touching on the flawed
and impractical system of administration in Kentucky——citing, like Iredell in
Sims v. Lessee, the lack of public access to records—Marshall got to the heart
of the matter and attacked the Kentucky court’s redistributive logic on legal
grounds. “The [D]istrict Court of Kentucky has erred,” he wrote, because “a
survey not based on an entry is a void act and constituted no title whatso-
ever.” Marshall was perplexed as to how the Kentucky Court could legiti-
mate a claim to title when no public foundation existed for such a claim. If
the state’s land system did not acknowledge the validity of an individual’s
claim, then, there was “no title whatsoever.” In Marshall’s opinion, then, a
land system required proper administrative oversight, the foundation of which
was the idea that, as Iredell put it, private property rights stemmed from a
public grant to individuals.™
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For all of this, though, the decline of the s = e “m“, s

Kentucky land market would continue well

into the antebellum period. On the other
hand, the general political and legal critique
of key aspects of unregulated land markets

seems to have crystallized in the federal Land
Law of 1800, a law that ‘officially’ an-
nounced the opening of the land business in
the Northwest Territory, beginning with

Ohio. The law’s key points were fourfold.

First, federal employees would conduct the

surveys not land claimants or their contracted

employees. Second, all plots of land to be

sold, called sections, would be exactly rect-

angular, replacing the irregularly shaped
properties that arose from the metes and
bounds method. Third, the state would value

all land equally at $2.50 per acre. Finally,

and perhaps most important, land sales would take place at auctions con-
ducted in federal land offices throughout the frontier.* Although the federal
government had previously attempted to sell land, the Land Law of 1800
would serve as the foundation of the federal land system throughout the nine-
teenth century. For the United States, as historian Paul Wallace Gates has
shown, raising public revenue remained the paramount interest. Yet the new
federal land market would have far reaching effects beyond the sphere of
national finances. As in Kentucky, market, state, and society would become
inextricably intertwined in Ohio, albeit with more positive, generative effects.!®

s he prepared to depart for the Ohio frontier, Thomas Worthington
caught wind of the changing attitudes among national politicians
toward land markets, the same attitudes that would generate the
federal Land Law of 1800. Sensing opportunity, Worthington began lobby-
ing hard for the prestigious position of Deputy Surveyor, calling on the “influ-
ence” of his elite friends. Worthington also wrote directly to the Surveyor
General, and even used his January 1797 honeymoon in Philadelphia as an
opportunity to curry favor with important congressional figures.'” His per-
sistence appears to have paid off. Although the current Surveyor General
Rufus Putnam had barely settled in to his post, the name Thomas Worthington
“was early communicated to me by a gentleman of Virginia on whose recom-
mendation I can rely.” When the time came for surveying, Putnam assured
him, Worthington would be assigned as a Deputy Surveyor.'s
In the early spring of 1798, Worthington was to survey lands north of the
Ohio River, west of the Scioto River, and east of the Little Miami River. Un-
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der this older legislation, surveyed lands would be sold at federal land auc-
tions in Pittsburgh, New York, and Philadelphia, the direct goal of which was
to raise money with which to pay down the ballooning national debt.' Plagued
by poor sales and logistical disasters, the federal government replaced this
inadequate model of federal revenue generation two years later with the Land
Law of 1800. But while the government learned something about its admin-
istrative capacity, Thomas Worthington absorbed a different lesson from his
first experience as a federal official: that a federally protected land market
posed distinct opportunities for simultaneous public and personal benefit.

n fact, Worthington’s first lesson in exploit-

ing a federally subsidized market came from

applying an old speculator’s mindset to
public office. Under the pertinent federal land
statute, as we have seen, surveys of Ohio lands
were to be perfectly rectangular, with each sec-
tion occupying precisely sixty-four acres. The
bulky federal guidelines for conducting these sur-
veys specified a uniform terminology and pro-
vided models for recording survey results. The
surveyor would note a landmark and list its dis-
tance. Yet Worthington added an important, de-
scriptive element to the federal model. Where
the Surveyor General’s example may have indi-
cated ”timber 20 lengths,” Worthington would
add a descriptive notation, such as “hilly poor
timberland.”? That Worthington’s entire sur-
vey book is filled with descriptions of land as
“good,” “excellent,” “poor,” or even, “extremely
poor” indicates his thinking, not simply about
federal protocol, but also about the future value
of these lands.?' Indeed, Worthington’s flurry of correspondence with specu-
lators from July 1798 to 1800 communicated the locations of these “good”
lands, or lands worth investing in.2 Although the government had not yet
put up these lands for sale, Worthington’s information gave his clients a po-
tential advantage in future federal land auctions.?> More important, how-
ever, Worthington had discovered that well-connected entrepreneurs such as
himself stood to gain greatly by working within the federal land system.

Of course, had the federal government not enacted new land legislation,
Worthington’s discovery might have been for naught. In May 1800, Con-
gress approved the newest land bill and President John Adams signed it into
law. The law created several federal land offices and located them through-
out the frontier, including one office in the small frontier town of Chillicothe

<«
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in the Northwest Territory—not coincidentally, Thomas Worthington’s new
home. The administrative historian Leonard White has argued that the Fed-
eralists sought well-known and respected local citizens for federal offices,
mostly to provide a credible and aristocratic federal voice in individual locali-
ties. For the Land Office at Chillicothe, not surprisingly, President John Adams
commissioned the Virginian of patrician stock, Thomas Worthington, to be
chief officer, or Register.?* If his position as Deputy Surveyor planted the
seeds for Worthington’s future prosperity, his tenure as Land Office Register
provided regular opportunity to grow those seeds to fruition.

After a year of preparations Worthington announced the opening of the
federal land office in Chillicothe in April 1801, and the first auctions began
some weeks later.”’ Land located next to water or that was known to have
particularly fertile soil generally brought high bidding, as farmers, distillers,
and speculators vied for “good land” and its promise of agricultural and com-
mercial benefit.?® Although auctions were generally brief in and of them-
selves, the ensuing paperwork kept Worthington and his accountant Samuel
Findley busy for some time afterwards.?” Indeed, it did not take long for the
mountains of work connected with the land office to discourage Worthington.
Writing to Gallatin just four months after the commencement of auctions in
Ohio, Worthington complained that he had “for some time past intended to
resign the office of Register.” “I find the business of the land office,” he
continued, “confines me so much as to be injurious to my health.”28

nitially, Worthington’s dissatisfaction with the land business stemmed from

problems associated with the unexpected volume of purchasers. In addi-

tion to the large amount of paperwork, the office also required cleaning
after an auction, as it was not uncommon for garbage to pile up, and worse,
for spittoons to spill over. Clearly Worthington could not discourage people
from using the Land Office and competing in land auctions, as that would be
contrary to his role as a public official. Rather, Worthington complained
loudly that staffing at the Land Office was “inadequate to the services ren-
dered the publick.”?

Worthington solved the vexing problem of inadequate personnel, and thus
inefficiency, by adapting the Federal Land Law of 1800 to the market demand
in Chillicothe through taxation. With absolutely no authority to do so,
Worthington began imposing minor taxes on individual land purchases in or-
der to finance the hire of two clerks and a janitor. When Virginian Isaac Van
Meter purchased 1,230 acres at the standard $2.50 per acre, he paid $128 for
the first installment, as specified by the Law of 1800. But Worthington’s tax
system added another $4.80, bringing the total to $132.80. While the precise
economic effect of Worthington’s tax system is difficult to discern, once in place,
land sales at Chillicothe skyrocketed. Consider that while a year’s worth of
auctions at Pittsburgh under the earlier legislation sold 49,000 acres for

WINTER 2003

27



THOMAS WORTHINGTON AND THE GREAT TRANSFORMATION

First Ohio State Capitol,
Chillicothe. Cincinnati
Museum Center, Cincinnati

Historical Society Library

28

$112,135, in only three weeks of sales in May 1801, Worthington’s land of-
fice sold and processed 99,058 acres for just over $220,000. With the tax
system in place, Worthington reported $400,000 in sales, a figure that would
more than double by November, with a reported 398,646 acres sold.*! In
fact in 1801, Worthington’s Chillicothe land office sold more acreage
(163,262.72) for more federal revenue ($104,954.90) than would any land
office in its first year of operation until well after the War of 1812.3

virtuous concern for the nation’s fiscal welfare did not drive
Worthington’s visionary connection between administrative efficiency
and public benefit. As an employee of the land office, after all,
Worthington profited from its increased sales. According to the 1800 Law,
Worthington worked largely on commission; his pay rate was a small fraction
of the yearly sales at Chillicothe. More business for the land office thus meant
more income for Worthington. Moreover, the law authorized the ”private”
sales of lands that found no takers at auction, and Worthington taxed these
lands as well, often getting high prices from his wealthy friends. 33
Because Worthington’s tax sys-
tem was as legally dubious as it
was efficient and profitable, it did
not take long for his local politi-
cal foes to draw attention to his
rather expansive understanding of
an administrator’s discretionary
power. Indeed, Worthington’s po-
litical nemesis in the Northwest
Territory, Governor Arthur St.
Clair, fired the first salvo, com-
plaining to the U.S. Secretary of the
Treasury, Albert Gallatin,
Worthington’s direct superior, that
the Chillicothe land register was
charging unmandated fees. When Gallatin asked Worthington for a response,
the latter coolly pointed out the inadequacies of the Land Law of 1800.
Worthington was “extremely sorry the Law is not more plain & free from
doubt,” but went to great pains to show that the law’s inability to accommo-
date the Chillicothe market did not mean “I am blameable.” So vague was
the law of 1800, Worthington continued, that he needed to create ways to
execute the law “as directed.” In this case, because he was “obliged to keep
2 clerksl,]... , my own services, office rent, and other expenses,” taxes were
simply a way of defraying the costs of executing the law.>* For Worthington
to arrive at the ends of federal land policy, then, he believed he needed a free
hand to manipulate the means.
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Worthington’s logic posed a dilemma for Secretary Gallatin, who clearly
sympathized with his successful Ohio agent. On the one hand, it was clear
that Worthington had exceeded his authority as Register. On the other hand,
a cash-strapped government found Worthington’s financial successes very at-
tractive. As such, Gallatin took the path of least resistance, allowing the Ohio
money to continue pouring in while asking Attorney General Levi Lincoln to
investigate the legality of Worthington’s system. When Lincoln found no le-
gality to speak of—Worthington, he argued, had absolutely no authority what-
soever to tax purchasers of federal land without some act of Congress the
Ohio agent persisted in making his case that the Land Office needed to be
flexible enough to respond to the demands of the local market. In late July,
1801, Worthington tried switching tactics and turned to a legal argument.
“[O]n a close examination of this Law (of 1800),” he argued, “it will be
found that the duties of the register is [sic] so general & applicable to all lands
sold” that “if a distinction was made in his duties,” it would be contrary to
the terms of the law. Remarkably Worthington read the Land Law of 1800 as
giving him autonomy to do as he pleased in order to execute a law “as di-
rected.” Even more remarkable was the fact that Gallatin agreed with him.
After a series of exchanges, Gallatin concluded that the attorney general’s
legal critique of the tax system was “only an opinion, and, that in that vein, it
is not to be construed as binding, but merely as advice.” Although “a decision
by a court...would be preferable,”* Gallatin wrote, Worthington was free to
continue his tax system.

ot content with Gallatin’s approval, though, the crafty Worthington

realized that “a decision by a court” would effectively isolate his

system, and the Chillicothe Land Office, from administrative inter-
ference at the local and federal levels. As a result, in July 1802, Worthington,
in collusion with his local allies, decided to manufacture judicial approval of
his fee system.* He persuaded Noah Lane—one of the largest benefactors of
Worthington’s “private” sales—to file suit against Worthington in the Fairfield
County Court of Quarter Sessions.’” Emanuel Carpenter, another close po-
litical ally, presided on the bench. Not surprisingly, the court unanimously
decided in Lane v. Worthington that Worthington “was authorized to recover
the fees and gave judgment in favour of the Defendant.”?® It was, after all, a
simple matter, as the court’s decision confirmed an arrangement that seemed
to work in the best interests of all involved.*

Thomas Worthington’s manipulations of market and public office for the
mutual benefit of himself, third parties, and the federal government did not
end with his tax system. Perhaps most important was Worthington’s expan-
sive reading of the federal mill preemption policy. Regarding preemptions, or
discounts, for those that built mills, the Law of 1800 stated:
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That each person who, before the passing of this act, shall
have erected, or begun to erect, a grist-mill or saw-mill upon
any of the lands herein directed to be sold, shall be entitled to
the pre-emption of the section including such mill, at the rate
of two dollars per acre: Provided, the person or his heirs,
claiming such right of pre-emption, shall produce to the reg-
ister of the land office satisfactory evidence that he or they
are entitled thereto.*

Read precisely, the law of 1800 entitled any-
one who built or began to build a grist- or
saw-mill to preemption if they could “produce
to the register” some form of “satisfactory
evidence” that the mill did or would exist. Mill
preemptors then had a chance to lay claim to
their land during the auction, or at any time
the land office was open. Once approved, their
claim allowed preemptors to purchase the land
at a massively discounted rate. Preemptions
were supposed to be subsidies to settlers who
had ”improved” the value of their land.*!

or Worthington the language in the
law raised another issue about the ex-
tent of the preemption for mills. The
law stated that if a person built a mill, the owner “shall be entitled to the pre-
emption of the section including such mill.” Under the 1800 law a “section”
was a unit of sale containing exactly 640 acres. Was this the same “section”
mentioned in the mill-preemption clause? Worthington was unclear on the
matter and wrote the Secretary of the Treasury, Oliver Wolcott, mentioning
that such an interpretation might stimulate economic growth, or “policy,” by
encouraging mill construction. For his part, Wolcott admitted the attraction
of Worthington’s rationale. “[J]ustice and policy recommend,” he wrote, “that
the Act should receive an interpretation favorable to the claimants.”*
Indeed, Worthington would consistently interpret the mill preemption
clause in favor of the preemptor, often with thin ‘evidence,’ in an attempt to
encourage the development of the local and territorial economy.* As with
his tax system, however, Worthington’s policy for mill preemptions eventu-
ally drew the attention of the Treasury Department. In 1802, Albert Gallatin
acknowledged that mill preemptions were “provided for by the law,” but
argued that “no precedent can be drawn” to support Worthington’s interpre-
tation of the law. In Gallatin’s opinion, and that of the Attorney General,
Levi Lincoln, Worthington had “followed a practice different from that which
I consider as the most consistent with the law.” Attorney General Lincoln

OHIO VALLEY HISTORY



also demanded that Worthington maintain a higher standard of evidence when
issuing preemptions. “Most clearly,” Lincoln wrote, “none but such, who
had actually made improvements” should be able to enter a “claim by the
operation of this law.”*

Again, however, Gallatin yielded to his subordinate Worthington, thinking
it “better that you should on your own responsibility adopt...the same prac-
tice as had been pursued by you in similar cases.” So long as Worthington
was consistent in his rulings in preemption cases, Gallatin claimed, no real
problem existed. Whether or not Gallatin, like his predecessor Wolcott, saw
the economic advantage of Worthington’s policy, he had given Worthington
carte blanche to continue his practice of favoring personal and regional inter-
ests over the letter of federal statutes.*

Worthington’s “designs” for expanding the number of mills in the Chillicothe
land district enjoyed very little success. Settlers registered only a few preemp-
tions under the sixteenth section of the Law of 1800, and none of these mills
appear to have lasted very long.* Tronically, Worthington’s own mill holdings
expanded rapidly from 1800 to 1802, so much so that a year later he would
hire a staff to run his day-to-day businesses. Worthington also effectively re-
cycled part of his profits back into the mills, thereby assuring they would be an
enduring source of income.*” As Worthington profited from these improve-
ments, so would the area around Chillicothe, for through his mill-preemption
policy, Worthington interpreted federal land policy to his and his constituents’
own advantage, benefiting his and his community’s business interests.

Thomas Worthington’s land business offers fascinating interpretive possibili-
ties for making sense of the rise of the federal land business in the early nine-
teenth century. The beginnings of “mixed enterprise,” or the use of federal
institutions to create improvement projects and commercial opportunity in the
states, is clear. Worthington’s later political career only confirms his commit-
ment to legislation that encouraged economic growth, whether personal or na-
tional. Asan Ohio senator, he cast his first vote in favor of Jefferson’s Louisiana
Purchase. He largely devised the legislation behind the Cumberland Road, not
to mention the idea of using funds from the land business to cover construction
costs. Finally, Worthington served as a commissioner for the Ohio Canal, per-
haps the crowning achievement of the “mixed-enterprise” approach. 4

ost important, Worthington’s actions illustrate the interaction
between land markets—local and national—and governance that
decidedly shaped the Ohio Valley of the early republic. Politi-
cally-motivated legal entanglements in Kentucky affected the land market so
drastically as to influence the construction of a vastly different type of market
at the national level. With the failure of unregulated land markets the federal
government sought to closely regulate land markets, and that formed a part
of a larger, conscious effort to “subsidize economic growth.” Yet the larger
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goal of the federally protected land market was to introduce stability and reliability
into a market of great public importance in the early republic.* Taken together these

interpretations suggest the possibility of a revision of key national narratives of the

early republic in the areas of law, politics, nation-building at regional, and even local
levels in light of the history of the Ohio Valley. Indeed, the national story does not
make sense without studying the role that the Ohio Valley played in shaping national
narratives. Yet neither does the national narrative of development make sense with-
out taking into account self-interested individuals like Thomas Worthington who
played a crucial role in applying national policies at the intersections of markets and
governance, of private and public interests, and of personal economies and the exi-
gencies of locality, state, region, and nation. S
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