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HE TOWN OF MANHATTAN, OHIO WAS FORMED IN 1835
on the west bank of the Maumee River, near where it empties into
Lake Erie.  Along with a number of other towns such as Maumee,
Perrysburg, and the precursors to Toledo, Manhattan was founded

with the intention of becoming a transitional point between lake traffic and soon-
to-be canal traffic, once the Wabash and Erie canal was finished (as it was in
1842).  An enterprise of the Maumee Land and Railroad Company, it was backed
primarily by investors from Buffalo, NY. After a failed attempt to gain control of
the Erie and Kalamazoo Railroad, along with its banking capabilities, these
investors decided to petition for a bank of their own. 

Most histories of the Manhattan Bank begin by noting the unusual nature
of its charter.  At that time, Manhattan was part of the “Toledo Strip,” a piece of
land whose ownership was contested between Ohio and Michigan.  Arguably,
soon-to-be bank President Daniel Chase could have sought a charter for the new
enterprise from either Columbus or Detroit (the territorial capital at the time).
He chose to petition the Michigan legislature, and received his charter on
February 25, 1836.  By the time the bank began business in November of 1837,
however, the contested land had been given over to Ohio as a precursor to
Michigan’s statehood.  

After the Manhattan Bank went under in 1840, this situation caused
much difficulty.  On one hand, lawsuits were filed claiming the charter was
invalid, as it mentioned “the State legislature of Michigan,” where there was no
such entity in 1836 (it still being a territory), thereby making any contracts invalid
and debts uncollectible.  On the other hand, commentators postulated that Chase
had been attempting a fraud.  The August 1, 1840, issue of the Toledo Blade (which
also reported the closure of the bank, three days earlier) all but declared the pur-
suit of a Michigan charter an act of treason.  Surviving correspondence, however,
does not hint as to how the decision between the two legislatures was made, and
Chase complained about the difficulty of lobbying the Michigan legislature.  It is
entirely possible that the decision was made purely on geographical grounds, since
Columbus is more than twice as far from Lucas County as Detroit is.

In fact, the Ohio legislature amended the Michigan charter in an act of
March 12, 1839.  This little-reported act brought the Manhattan Bank charter in
line with other Ohio charters for the purposes of taxes and interest, thereby mak-
ing the Manhattan Bank a legitimate entity.  This act was pushed through the
Ohio legislature by John Hough James, the majority stockholder in the
Manhattan Bank at the time, as well as president of the Urbana Banking
Company.  In light of this, it seems unlikely that the bank was conceived as a
fraud.  We therefore turn to the closing of the Bank, which is far more similar to
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that of other banks of the period, if not for the detail available to us thanks to the
politics of the time in Ohio, and the unique role Daniel Chase had in the closure.

By 1840, the LocoFoco (Jacksonian anti-bank) portion of the Democratic
Party had been a major player in Ohio politics for a number of years, passing con-
trol of the legislature and statehouse back and forth with the Whigs on an almost
yearly basis.  In 1838 the LocoFocos passed a number of new banking laws, the
most directly relevant to this discussion being the formation of a Board of Bank
Commissioners, charged with visiting every chartered bank in Ohio in person and
giving an annual report to the legislature.  

Along with reporting on the solvency of the banks, violations of the bank-
ing laws -- including, but not limited to, issuing notes below $5, issuing post-
notes, and redeeming notes in the notes of other banks as opposed to specie --
were to be reported, as these were potentially cause for charter forfeiture.  In the
summer of 1840, both the Clinton Bank of Columbus and the Lancaster Ohio
Bank refused to receive the bank commissioners, claiming that they had no
authority to review the banks’ operations.  In each case, the commissioners sought
and received a writ of mandamus, but each was overturned by judges friendly to the
banks.  In a letter to the commissioners, the Honorable F. Grinke explained his
decision to vacate the writ as follows: 

1st Because there is not in existence a legal Board of Bank Commissioners
2nd Because the provisions of the act under which you are called upon to act, are

unconstitutional. 1
In the middle of this political fight, however, the Manhattan Bank was

closed by a writ of mandamus on July 29, 1840.  How was this possible, given the
difficulty the Commissioners had enforcing similar writs against any other bank in

Top:  A Manhattan note signed by
W.A. Chamberlain and David Chase,
dated May 1, 1840.  (Courtesy of
Vern Potter)

Above:  Another Manhattan note
also dated May 1, 1840, but signed
by Charles Danforth instead of
Chase.  (Courtesy of Vern Potter)
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the state?
According to the Commissioners’ Report, the first hint that there were

serious violations at the Manhattan Bank came in the spring of 1840, when a new
emission of notes occurred.  Piquing their interest was the fact that these notes
were signed not by president Daniel Chase, but rather by Charles Danforth, the
vice-president.  The Commissioners decided to revisit the monthly statements
that all chartered banks in the state were required to submit.  Given the fact that
these reports were filed under oath, and they showed no appreciable increase in
outstanding circulation, they decided that this must have been a case where older
notes were being removed from circulation and replaced with a new printing.

To make certain of this assumption, the Board met with Chase in
Columbus.  The President of the Bank stated that he had been working to take up
this new circulation, as it was signed and circulated without his knowledge, and he
wanted to avoid any bad publicity from the matter.  He went on to state that this
was an isolated incident, and that the bank was in a “safe and solvent condition.”
He did add that he would communicate with the Commissioners any information
he might come by, that was “calculated to impair the security of the public.”

Almost immediately upon returning from this meeting, Mr. Hubbard
received a letter from Mr. Chase that changed the situation considerably.

Manhattan Bank
Manhattan, July 17, 1840

Dear Sir,
The object of this letter is request [sic] you to repair, as soon as possi-

ble to this place.  The interest of the public requires it.  The affairs of this
Bank have been, in my view, unlawfully managed, though altogether with-
out my knowledge, so far as the matter alluded to is concerned; and as there is
not a board here who will act upon the subject, I have taken the liberty to act
myself, and, in this way, invite you to visit us.  I believe all is yet safe, and I
desire, as I know that you do, that all will remain so.

Yours, very respectfully,
David Chase

E.W. Hubbard Esq.
Bank Commissioner

N.B. Delay, in my view, in this case, would be decidedly dangerous.  D.C.

By July 25, four days before the closure of the bank, E.W. Hubbard of
the board arrived in Manhattan for the purposes of deposing the major players,
before deciding what actions should be taken.

During his deposition, Chase explained that earlier that year, he had
received notes from Mr. Brown (VP) and Mr. Rennick (Pres) of the new
Circleville Bank (that is, the bank formed in 1840 claiming to be authorized by a
charter dating from 1818, as opposed to the legitimately chartered bank by that
name that had opened in 1834), requesting $17,500 as soon as possible, to be
charged to the account of Calvin L. Cole, who had recently purchased a control-
ling interest in the Manhattan Bank from John H. James.  This transaction is
shown in James’ daybook as occurring on April 25, 1840.

In an attempt to discern the nature of this request, Chase went to
Columbus only to find that Cole had gone east.  At this point it is best to quote
his testimony.

From this circumstance, and others which I heard of, together with
some facts which I accidentally came in possession of about that time, I was led
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to believe that all was not right.  From what I had heard, I was led to believe
that Mr. Cole had, by some means or other, contrived to get out of the Bank,
fraudulently, a small amount of money – I could not tell how much.

I accordingly questioned our cashier, Mr. Chamberlain, very closely
upon the subject, but he averred, most solemnly that all was right.

I, however, was not satisfied with this, but told him he must resign,
or fill up his bonds to about $50,000.  He chose to do the former, until he
could send forward his bond to Buffalo for responsible signers, or names.  It
was not long, however, after this, when I became satisfied that Mr.
Chamberlain had let Mr. Cole have monies which were not charged to him.
I accordingly charged it upon him to his face.  He acknowledged the whole
matter, and to my astonishment, he had let Mr. Cole have about $25,000
more than I knew anything about, although he had told me a day or two
before of a $10,000 transaction of a similar nature.  I immediately wrote to
Mr. Hubbard, Bank Commissioner (yourself) requesting him to come to
Manhattan as soon as possible, giving him my reasons why I wished to see
him here.

Not surprisingly, the majority of the testimony in the record is that of
W.A. Chamberlain, the cashier.  He says that he began in that capacity on May
5th, very shortly after Cole took ownership.  He further states that he resigned as
Casher on July 3rd, which gives us some sense of the timing in Chase’s story.

According to Chamberlain, on May 16th, $16,000 was paid in $1-$2-$3
notes, with a few $5s, to Cole without the knowledge of Chase or the directors,
and kept off the books.  The small denomination notes were not new -- they were
primarily previously redeemed but uncancelled notes, stored in a box in the bank
building.  The total amount was added to circulation on July 19 (two days after
Chase’s letter to Hubbard), but until then kept only in a “small book or memoran-
dum.”  Additionally, Silas Stone, an agent for Cole, received $3K, and $5K from
Danforth for a total of $8K also without the knowledge of Chase.  All told, $21K
was paid in small notes.  The exact contents of Chamberlain’s book were repro-
duced in the testimony.

1840 May 16 Drawn on C.L. Cole, cash per Willis $16,000
“       “    17 do           do        Stone $3,000
“       “    21 per Cornwall & Son $7,000
“       “    24 D. Chase $9,000
“     June 2 C. Danforth $20,000
“       “     2 Stone $5,000

$60,000

1840 June 14 Credit to C.L. Cole, cash received $7,500
“       “    18 do       charge to account $9,000
“       “     “   Stone $8,000
“       “     “ charge C.L. Cole & Co. $19,000

$43,500

In addition to these loans, Cole had deposited two certificates of deposit,
one in his name for $5,000 and one on the Binghampton Bank for $18,000, as part
of his share of the bank’s capital.   It is likely that Chase learned of some, but not
all, of the fraud before sending his letter on the 17th.  It is not surprising that after
deposing the main players on the 25th, Hubbard got a writ of mandamus two days
later, and that the bank was placed in receivership on the 29th.  

In his testimony, Danforth states that he was made President pro tem on
May 4th, 1840, as Cole told him that Mr. Chase was not in town often enough to
perform the day-to-day duties required.  It is worth noting that in response to this
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claim, Chase told the Commissioners on the 25th that he had not left the bank
since the 17th, even sleeping there at night. Obviously, he was concerned about
what was happening to the Manhattan Bank.

Danforth acknowledged signing a number of notes, specifically “[t]he
largest part of them dated May 1st 1840; a small part of them dated June 1st 1840;
denominations fives and tens.  No other denominations signed by me.  Perhaps a
small part of the amount signed by me may have been dated 4th of May, 1840.”
This author is aware of survivors bearing Danforth’s signature dated both May 1
and May 4.  

The record is unclear how much of a knowledgeable accomplice Charles
Danforth was in Cole’s fraud.  His brother Dwight was a business partner of
Cole’s, but it is possible that Charles was just an available tool by which Cole
could bypass Chase’s involvement in the business of the bank.  

For his part, Chase received no blame for the bank’s failing from the
Commissioners.  On the contrary, the final report made clear that “[t]he prompt-
ness with which this communication was made, after the frauds were ascertained
by the President, and the facilities afforded by him for a thorough and immediate
examination of the Manhattan Bank, together with his desire to redeem the paper
improperly put in circulation, and to protect the interests of those to whom the
institution was indebted, would seem to require of us a marked expression of our
approbation.”

Manhattan Bank Issues

As part of his deposition in preparation for the writ of mandamus,
Chamberlain was asked to give the dates, contents, and amounts of every shipment
of currency received by the Manhattan Bank during its existence.  Fortunately for
us, he was able to do exactly that.  The accompanying chart shows his response;
the first three columns are his testimony, while the last two represent educated
guesses of the notes in question, based on known examples.

The last two deliveries are referred to by Chamberlain as being from
“new plates,” ordered on May 10, 1840, and received on May 20.  Chamberlain
further notes that at some point during March 1838, $75,000 worth of $25 post
notes (Wolka 1532-16) were received, but none were ever issued or even prepared
for issue.  In addition, the shipment received on March 13, 1840 was destroyed by
fire at the behest of the directors of the Bank on April 28 of that year.  This
explains the existence of proofs (Wolka 1532-10 and -14) for which no circulating
examples have been reported. From the reports, it is also possible to put together a

Date Rec’d Shipment Amount Printer Wolka #
12 Nov 1837 1000 sh. 1-1-2-3 $7,000 Wright & Prentiss 1532-03, -05, -07
28 Nov 1837 1000 sh. 1-1-2-3 $7,000 Wright & Prentiss -03, -05, -07
7 Dec 1837 4000 sh. 1-1-2-3 $28,000 Wright & Prentiss -03, -05, -07
26 Mar 1838 2000 sh. 5 $10,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -11
26 Mar 1838 400 sh. 25 2 $25,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -17
10 Sep 1838 2000 sh. 2,1,1 $8,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -06, -04
27 Oct 1838 2000 sh. 5,2,1,1 $18,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -11, -06, -04
4 June 1839 3000 sh. 1,1,1,3 $18,000 UBS&H -02, -09
13 Mar 1840 3000 sh. 10,5,5,5 $75,000 UBS&H -14, -10

$196,000

20 May 1840 3000 sh. 10-5-5-5 $75,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -13, -12
10 July 1840 5000 sh. 10-5-5-5 $125,000 Rawdon, Wright & Hatch -13, -12

$200,000
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timeline of all officers of the Manhattan  Bank, against which legitimately signed
surviving notes can be compared.

Cashier President Dates 3

Henry D. Ward David Chase Open – Oct 1839
Foster M. Follett David Chase Oct 1839 – May 1840
W.A. Chamberlain David Chase May 5, 1840 – July 3, 1840
W.A. Chamberlain Charles Danforth (pro tem) May 4, 1840 – July 3, 1840
F.L. Nichols David Chase July 18, 1840 – close

This author is unaware of any notes signed by Nichols, and considers it
unlikely that any such notes were issued.

Unfinished Business

Some loose ends still remain.  Notes with dates and signatures that are
likely spurious are known.  The results of receivership are not included in the
Bank Commissioners’ report.  Calvin Cole’s role and ultimate fate is still hazy.
Most directly applicable to this discussion are the specifics of the transfer of own-
ership from James to Cole.  It is easy to assume that the destruction of notes that
occurred on April 28 was ordered by Cole upon gaining control, but that is not
certain.  Whether James had any knowledge of Cole’s plans, or for that matter,
who approached whom is still unknown.   Fortunately, a great number of James’
letters survive in a number of collections, so these last questions may yet be
answered.  In any case, it is best to end with a final quotation from the final Bank
Commissioners’ report:

The inspection of the Manhattan Bank has presented a map of testimony, of a
character so extraordinary that we deem it our duty to lay the principal part
of it before the General Assembly.

The author is interested in histories and materials of all Ohio banks pre-
ceding the State Bank of Ohio era (1803-1844).  He can be reached at jddaven-
port@hotmail.com.

End Notes
1. All quotations come from the Bank Commissioners’ journals, dated July

27, 1840, for testimony of the Manhattan Bank officers, and October 2,
1840, for the final report.

2.  The report does in fact read 400 sheets of $25 notes, totaling $25,000.
Given the totals included inthe report, it is likely that the number of
sheets was incorrectly transcribed, and 1,000 sheets is the correct quanti-
ty.

3. Dates given are when the officers were actually in office.  In the cases of
Chamberlain and Danforth, we known that both signed notes dated May
1, 1840, even though they did not take office until a few days later.
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