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			Praise for The Real Lincoln

			
				“This is a scholarly, lucidly written work that is bound to generate robust, even heated, controversy. It may very well end up revolutionizing our understanding of one of the great American icons.”

				—RALPH RAICO, professor of history,
Buffalo State College, and editor of The Roosevelt Myth

			

			
				“To the legions of Americans who regard Abraham Lincoln as aracial saint and a national demigod, Thomas DiLorenzo's The Real Lincoln will come as a rude awakening. Unlike his mythic representations as Honest Abe and the Great Emancipator, the real Lincoln dedicated his political career to the establishment of a corrupt system of high tariffs and corporate subsidies, and he was willing to plunge the nation into a bloody cataclysm in order to achieve his lifelong political aspirations.”

				—ROBERT HIGGS, PH.D.,
author of Competition and Coercion

			

			
				“The Real Lincoln is not for weaklings. But for those who prefer historical truth over ignoble fiction and republican self-government over oppressive empire, read this book. Professor DiLorenzo superbly unmasks tyranny in the personage of Lincoln and the apparatus of centralization he set in motion.”

				—MARSHALL DEROSA, professor and
chair of social sciences, Florida Atlantic University

			

			
				“A war of coercion was Lincoln's creation and he had to violently subvert the Constitution to carry it out. His purpose? To establish a centralized state. It sometimes takes a century or more to bring an important historical event into perspective. This study does just that, and leaves the reader asking, ‘Why didn't we know this before?’ ”

				—DONALD LIVINGSTON, professor of history,
Emory University

			

			
				“Professor Thomas J. DiLorenzo has stepped forward with a blockbuster of a book, The Real Lincoln. Read it and regain perspective.”

				—PAUL CRAIG ROBERTS, nationally syndicated columnist
and author of The Tyranny of Good Intentions

			

			
				“The leading lights of the historical procession… fiercely guard a set of axioms [about Lincoln]… DiLorenzo refutes them all.”

				—H. A. SCOTT TRASK,
Chronicles magazine

			

			
				“A magnificent contribution to history, vital reading for anyone concerned with the defense of liberty.”

				—DAVID GORDON,
The Mises Review

			

			
				“ [A] moving, reasoned, provocative if most iconoclastic book on the Lincoln legacy.”

				—WILLIAM H. PETERSON,
Washington Times
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			FOREWORD

			IN 1831, long before the War between the States, South Carolina Senator John C. Calhoun said, “Stripped of all its covering, the naked question is, whether ours is a federal or consolidated government; a constitutional or absolute one; a government resting solidly on the basis of the sovereignty of the States, or on the unrestrained will of a majority; a form of government, as in all other unlimited ones, in which injustice, violence, and force must ultimately prevail.” The War between the States answered that question and produced the foundation for the kind of government we have today: consolidated and absolute, based on the unrestrained will of the majority, with force, threats, and intimidation being the order of the day.

			Today's federal government is considerably at odds with that envisioned by the framers of the Constitution. Thomas J. DiLorenzo gives an account of how this came about in The Real Lincoln: A New Look at Abraham Lincoln, His Agenda, and an Unnecessary War.

			As DiLorenzo documents—contrary to conventional wisdom, books about Lincoln, and the lessons taught in schools and colleges—the War between the States was not fought to end slavery. Even if it were, a natural question arises: Why was a costly war fought to end it? African slavery existed in many parts of the Western world, but it did not take warfare to end it. Dozens of countries, including the territorial possessions of the British, French, Portuguese, and Spanish, ended slavery peacefully during the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Countries such as Venezuela and Colombia experienced conflict because slave emancipation was simply a ruse for revolutionaries who were seeking state power and were not motivated by emancipation per se.

			Abraham Lincoln's direct statements indicated his support for slavery. He defended slave owners’ right to own their property, saying that “when they remind us of their constitutional rights [to own slaves], I acknowledge them, not grudgingly but fully and fairly; and I would give them any legislation for the claiming of their fugitives” (in indicating support for the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850).

			Abraham Lincoln's Emancipation Proclamation was little more than a political gimmick, and he admitted so in a letter to Treasury Secretary Salmon P. Chase: “The original proclamation has no… legal justification, except as a military measure.” Secretary of State William Seward said, “We show our sympathy with slavery by emancipating slaves where we cannot reach them and holding them in bondage where we can set them free.” Seward was acknowledging the fact that the Emancipation Proclamation applied only to slaves in states in rebellion against the United States and not to slaves in states not in rebellion.

			The true costs of the War between the States were not the 620,000 battlefield-related deaths, out of a national population of 30 million (were we to control for population growth, that would be equivalent to roughly 5 million battlefield deaths today). The true costs were a change in the character of our government into one feared by the likes of Jefferson, Madison, Monroe, Jackson, and Calhoun—one where states lost most of their sovereignty to the central government. Thomas Jefferson saw as the most important safeguard of the liberties of the people “the support of the state governments in all their rights, as the most competent administrations for our domestic concerns and the surest bulwarks against anti-republican tendencies.”

			If the federal government makes encroachments on the constitutional rights of the people and the states, what are their options? In a word, their right to secede. Most of today's Americans believe, as did Abraham Lincoln, that states do not have a right to secession, but that is false. DiLorenzo marshals numerous proofs that from the very founding of our nation the right of secession was seen as a natural right of the people and a last check on abuse by the central government. For example, at Virginia's ratification convention, the delegates affirmed “that the powers granted under the Constitution being derived from the People of the United States may be resumed by them when-soever the same shall be perverted to injury or oppression.” In Thomas Jefferson's First Inaugural Address (1801), he declared, “If there be any among us who would wish to dissolve this Union or to change its republican form, let them stand undisturbed as monuments of the safety with which error of opinion may be tolerated where reason is left free to combat it.” Jefferson was defending the rights of free speech and of secession. Alexis de Tocqueville observed in Democracy in America, “The Union was formed by the voluntary agreement of the States; in uniting together they have not forfeited their nationality, nor have they been reduced to the condition of one and the same people. If one of the states chooses to withdraw from the compact, it would be difficult to disapprove its right of doing so, and the Federal Government would have no means of maintaining its claims directly either by force or right.” The right to secession was popularly held as well. DiLorenzo lists newspaper after newspaper editorial arguing the right of secession. Most significantly, these were Northern newspapers. In fact, the first secession movement started in the North, long before shots were fired at Fort Sumter. The New England states debated the idea of secession during the Hartford Convention of 1814–1815.

			Lincoln's intentions, as well as those of many Northern politicians, were summarized by Stephen Douglas during the senatorial debates. Douglas accused Lincoln of wanting to “impose on the nation a uniformity of local laws and institutions and a moral homogeneity dictated by the central government” that would “place at defiance the intentions of the republic's founders.” Douglas was right, and Lincoln's vision for our nation has now been accomplished beyond anything he could have possibly dreamed.

			The War between the States settled by force whether states could secede. Once it was established that states cannot secede, the federal government, abetted by a Supreme Court unwilling to hold it to its constitutional restraints, was able to run amok over states’ rights, so much so that the protections of the Ninth and Tenth Amendments mean little or nothing today. Not only did the war lay the foundation for eventual nullification or weakening of basic constitutional protections against central government abuses, but it also laid to rest the great principle enunciated in the Declaration of Independence that “Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.”

			The Real Lincoln contains irrefutable evidence that a more appropriate title for Abraham Lincoln is not the Great Emancipator, but the Great Centralizer.

			—Walter E. Williams

			John M. Olin Distinguished Professor of Economics,
George Mason University, and nationally syndicated columnist

		

	
		CHAPTER 1

		INTRODUCTION
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			Anyone who embarks on a study of Abraham Lincoln… must first come to terms with the Lincoln myth. The effort to penetrate the crust of legend that surrounds Lincoln… is both a formidable and intimidating task. Lincoln, it seems, requires special considerations that are denied to other figures…

			—ROBERT W. JOHANNSEN, LINCOLN, THE SOUTH, AND SLAVERY

		

		MORE WORDS have probably been written about Abraham Lincoln than about any other American political figure. According to one source, more than 16,000 books have been written on virtually every aspect of Lincoln's private and public life. But much of what has been written about Lincoln is myth, as Pulitzer Prize–winning Lincoln biographer David Donald noted in his 1961 book, Lincoln Reconsidered. Donald attempted to set at least part of the record straight; but, if anything, the literature on Lincoln has become even more dubious in the succeeding decades.1 Anyone who delves into this literature with an open mind and an interest in the truth cannot help but be struck by the fantastic lengths to which an entire industry of “Lincoln scholars” has gone to perpetuate countless myths and questionable interpretations of events. Many of these myths will be examined in this book.

		In the eyes of many Americans, Lincoln remains the most important American political figure in history because the War between the States so fundamentally transformed the nature of American government. Before the war, government in America was the highly decentralized, limited government established by the founding fathers. The war created the highly centralized state that Americans labor under today. The purpose of American government was transformed from the defense of individual liberty to the quest for empire. As historian Richard Bensel has observed, any study of the origins of the American state should begin no earlier than 1865.2

		This aspect of the War between the States has always been downplayed or even ignored because of the emphasis that has been given to the important issue of slavery. Lincoln will forever be known as the Great Emancipator. But to understand the real Lincoln one must realize that during his twenty-eight years in politics before becoming president, he was almost single-mindedly devoted to an economic agenda that Henry Clay labeled “the American System.” From the very first day in 1832 when he announced that he was running for the state legislature in Illinois, Lincoln expressed his devotion to the cause of protectionist tariffs, taxpayer subsidies for railroads and other corporations (“internal improvements”), and the nationalization of the money supply to help pay for the subsidies.

		Lincoln labored mightily in the political trenches of the Whig and Republican parties for nearly three decades on behalf of this economic agenda, but with only minor success. The Constitution stood in the way of the Whig economic agenda as one American president after another vetoed internal improvement and national bank bills. Beginning with Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe, Southern statesmen were always in the forefront of the opposition to this economic agenda. According to Lincoln scholar Mark Neely, Jr., Lincoln seethed in frustration for many years over how the Constitution stood in the way of his political ambitions.

		Lincoln thought of himself as the heir to the Hamiltonian political tradition, which sought a much more centralized governmental system, one that would plan economic development with corporate subsidies financed by protectionist tariffs and the printing of money by the central government. This agenda achieved little political success during the first seventy years of the nation's existence, but was fully implemented during the first two years of the Lincoln administration. It was Lincoln's real agenda.

		Roy Basler, the editor of Lincoln's Collected Works, has written that Lincoln barely ever mentioned the issue of slavery before 1854, and, even then, he did not seem sincere.3 Chapter 2 explores the doubts that many others have also expressed about Lincoln's supposed commitment to racial equality. The average American—who has not spent much time reading Lincoln's speeches but who has learned about him through the filter of the “Lincoln scholars”— will be surprised or even shocked by some of his words and actions. He stated over and over again that he was opposed to political or social equality of the races; he was not an abolitionist but denigrated them and distanced himself from them; and his primary means of dealing with racial problems was to attempt to colonize all American blacks in Africa, Haiti, Central America—anywhere but in the United States.

		Chapter 2 also shows the extent to which Lincoln's views on race were consistent with those of the overwhelming majority of white Northerners, who discriminated against free blacks so severely that several states, including Lincoln's home state of Illinois, amended their constitutions to prohibit the emigration of black people into those states. Such facts raise serious questions about the extent to which racial injustice in the South motivated Lincoln and the Republican Party to wage a long, bloody war.

		Chapter 3 poses a key question that almost no one has addressed in much detail: Why didn't Lincoln do what much of the rest of the world did in the nineteenth century and end slavery peacefully through compensated emancipation? Between 1800 and 1860, dozens of countries, including the entire British Empire, ended slavery peacefully; only in the United States was a war involved. It is very likely that most Americans, if they had been given the opportunity, would have gladly supported compensated emancipation as a means of ending slavery, as opposed to the almost unimaginable costs of the war: 620,000 deaths, thousands more maimed for life, and the near total destruction of approximately 40 percent of the nation's economy. Standardizing for today's population of some 280 million (compared to 30 million in 1865), this would be roughly the equivalent of 5 million deaths—about a hundred times the number of Americans who died in Vietnam.

		Chapter 4 outlines Lincoln's real agenda: Henry Clay's “American System.” For his entire political life Lincoln was devoted to Clay and Clay's economic agenda. The debate over this economic agenda was arguably the most important political debate during the first seventy years of the nation's existence. It involved the nation's most prominent statesmen and pitted the states’ rights Jeffersonians against the centralizing Hamiltonians (who became Whigs and, later, Republicans). The violence of war finally ended the debate in 1861.

		Chapter 5 discusses the long history of the right of secession in America, beginning with the Declaration of Independence, which is properly viewed as a “Declaration of Secession” from England. The New England Federalists attempted for more than a decade to secede from the Union after Thomas Jefferson was elected president in 1800. Until 1861 most commentators, North and South, took it for granted that states had a right to secede. This doctrine was even taught to the cadets at West Point, including almost all of the top military commanders on both sides of the conflict during the War between the States.

		Lincoln's insistence that no such right existed has no basis whatsoever in history or fact. He essentially invented a new theory—that the federal government created the states, which were therefore not sovereign—and waged the bloodiest war in world history up to that point to “prove” himself right.

		Chapter 6 deals with the odd nature of the claim by so many Lincoln scholars that Lincoln “saved” the Constitution by suspending constitutional liberty in the North for the entire duration of his administration. He supposedly had to destroy constitutional liberty in order to save it. Quite a few Lincoln scholars have labeled Lincoln a “dictator” for launching a military invasion without the consent of Congress; suspending habeas corpus; imprisoning thousands of Northern citizens without trial for merely opposing his policies; censoring all telegraph communication and imprisoning dozens of opposition newspaper publishers; nationalizing the railroads; using Federal troops to interfere with elections; confiscating firearms; and deporting an opposition member of Congress, Clement L. Vallandigham, after he opposed Lincoln's income tax proposal during a Democratic Party rally in Ohio.

		Even though many have labeled these acts as “dictatorial,” they usually add that Lincoln was a “good” or “benevolent” dictator. In reality, these precedents did irreparable harm to constitutional liberty in America. Some writers, such as historian Garry Wills and Columbia University law professor George P. Fletcher, have voiced their approval of Lincoln's assault on constitutional liberty because they believe that the Constitution stands in the way of their cherished goal of “egalitarianism.” They openly celebrate the fact that Lincoln led the way in subverting constitutional government in America.

		In addition to abandoning the Constitution, the Lincoln administration established another ominous precedent by deciding to abandon international law and the accepted moral code of civilized societies and wage war on civilians. General William Tecumseh Sherman announced that to secessionists—all of them, women and children included— “death is mercy.” Chapter 7 details how Lincoln abandoned the generally accepted rules of war, which had just been codified by the Geneva Convention of 1863. Lincoln famously micromanaged the war effort, and the burning of entire Southern towns was an essential feature of his war strategy.

		Lincoln's political legacy is explored in chapter 8 in the context of how, during Reconstruction (1865–1877), the Republican Party essentially plundered the South for twelve more years by instituting puppet governments that constantly raised taxes but provided very few public benefits. Much of the money was simply stolen by Republican Party activists and their business supporters. The adult male ex-slaves were immediately given the right to vote in the South (even though blacks could not vote in several Northern states), while most white male Southerners were disenfranchised. Former Union General and newspaper editor Donn Piatt, a close Lincoln confidant, expressed the opinion that using the ex-slaves as political pawns in such a corrupt way poisoned race relations in the South beyond repair at a time when racial reconciliation should have been the primary objective.

		Lincoln's policy of crushing dissenters with overwhelming military might was continued after the war with the federal government's eradication of the Plains Indians by many of the same generals who had guided the North's war effort (particularly Grant, Sherman, and Sheridan). The stated purpose of this campaign against the Plains Indians was to make way for the government-subsidized transcontinental railroads. The quest for empire had become the primary goal of government in America.

		Chapter 9 describes Lincoln's economic legacy: the realization of Henry Clay's American System. Many (primarily) Southern statesmen had opposed this system for decades because they viewed it as nothing more than the corrupt “mercantilist” system that prevailed in England during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and they wanted no part of it. Indeed, many of the original colonists fled to America to escape from that very system. So powerful was Southern opposition to the American System that the Confederate Constitution outlawed both protectionist tariffs and internal improvement subsidies altogether. Lincoln's war created the “military-industrial complex” some ninety years before President Eisenhower coined the phrase.

		The notorious corruption of the Grant administrations was an inevitable consequence of Lincoln's success in imposing the “American System” on the nation during the war. The “Era of Good Stealings,” as one historian described it, proved that the concerns of Southern statesmen, from Thomas Jefferson to Jefferson Davis, were well founded.

		Chapter 10 explains how the death of federalism—the decentralized system of government that was established by the founding fathers—was perhaps the biggest cost of Lincoln's war. Although Lincoln is generally credited with having “saved the Union,” in reality he destroyed the idea of the Union as a voluntary association of states by forcing the Southern states to remain in the Union at gunpoint. Lincoln can be said to have saved the Union only in a geographical sense.

		It was not to end slavery that Lincoln initiated an invasion of the South. He stated over and over again that his main purpose was to “save the Union,” which is another way of saying that he wanted to abolish states’ rights once and for all. He could have ended slavery just as dozens of other countries in the world did during the first sixty years of the nineteenth century, through compensated emancipation, but he never seriously attempted to do so. A war was not necessary to free the slaves, but it was necessary to destroy the most significant check on the powers of the central government: the right of secession.

	
		CHAPTER 2

		LINCOLN'S OPPOSITION
TO RACIAL EQUALITY
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			The whole nation is interested that the best use
shall be made of these [new] territories. We want
them for the homes of free white people.

			—ABRAHAM LINCOLN, OCTOBER 16, 1854

		

		ABRAHAM LINCOLN was a master politician and, as such, was a master of rhetoric as well. It is doubtful that any American politician has ever matched his skills in this regard. But his actions frequently belied his beautiful prose; and, like most successful politicians, he was not above saying one thing to one audience and the opposite to another. Lincoln's speeches and writings offer support for both sides of many issues.

		Lincoln is usually thought of as a great statesman rather than a great politician, but that distinction can be misleading. Lincoln was, first and foremost, a consummate politician. Lincoln biographer David Donald described Lincoln as “the master wirepuller who operated the [Illinois] state political organization first of the Whig Party and, after its decay, that of the Republicans.” 1 Lincoln's law partner, William Herndon, once recalled that Lincoln was “the smartest parliamentarian and cunningest logroller” in the Illinois legislature.2 Lincoln himself once said that his political ambition was to become the “De Witt Clinton of Illinois,” so impressed was he with the former governor of New York, who introduced the spoils system to America.3 Economist Murray Rothbard was even more forthright in his assessment: “Lincoln was a master politician, which means that he was a consummate conniver, manipulator, and liar.” 4

		Lincoln has gone down in history as a champion of equality; indeed, some political scientists, such as Harry V. Jaffa, have even argued that Lincoln literally redefined the purpose of American government as the pursuit of equality rather than individual liberty.5 This is a problematic interpretation, however, for Lincoln stated over and over that he was opposed to racial equality. Perhaps his clearest statement of opposition to racial equality was his response to Senator Stephen Douglas in an 1858 debate in Ottawa, Illinois:

		
			I have no purpose to introduce political and social equality between the white and black races. There is a physical difference between the two, which, in my judgment, will probably forever forbid their living together upon the footing of perfect equality; and inasmuch as it becomes a necessity that there must be a difference, I, as well as Judge Douglas, am in favor of the race to which I belong having the superior position. I have never said anything to the contrary.6

		

		Lincoln also said that he was not and never had been “in favor of making voters or jurors of Negroes, nor of qualifying them to hold office, nor to intermarry with white people.” 7 He was indignant over Senator Douglas's insinuation that he might favor racial equality and dismissed the idea by saying, “Anything that argues me into his [Douglas's] idea of perfect social and political equality with the Negro is but a specious and fantastic arrangement of words, by which a man can prove a horse chestnut to be a chestnut horse.” 8

		Lincoln is often hailed as a champion of the dictum in the Declaration of Independence that “all men are created equal.” However, not all Lincoln scholars agree; some have even mocked the idea that Lincoln was upholding the equality principle of the Declaration. Ebony magazine editor Lerone Bennett, Jr., disagrees with the standard interpretation. “On at least fourteen occasions between 1854 and 1860,” Bennett writes, “Lincoln said unambiguously that he believed the Negro race was inferior to the White race. In Galesburg, he referred to ‘the inferior races.’ Who were ‘the inferior races’? African Americans, he said, Mexicans, who he called ‘mongrells,’ and probably all colored people.” 9 These words contradict the Declaration.

		On the topic of emancipation, Lincoln said, “Free them, and make them politically and socially our equals? My own feelings will not admit of this… We cannot, then, make them equals.” 10

		He also strongly defended the right of slaveowners to own their “property,” saying that “when they remind us of their constitutional rights [to own slaves], I acknowledge them, not grudgingly but fully and fairly; and I would give them any legislation for the reclaiming of their fugitives.” 11 That is, he promised to support the Fugitive Slave Act of 1850, which obligated the federal government to use its resources to return runaway slaves to their owners. (Under this act, fugitive slaves had no legal safeguards, such as a trial or a hearing. A federal slave “commissioner” was paid $10 if he ordered a slave's return but only $5 if he granted a slave's freedom. Citizens were called upon by the federal government to capture runaway slaves, and there were fines and prison sentences for anyone who concealed a runaway slave. At the time, the act had been upheld by the U.S. Supreme Court and by the supreme courts of every Northern state. Lincoln was clearly in the mainstream of Northern public opinion here.)

		While adamantly opposing “social and political equality” of the races, Lincoln took the contradictory position of also defending—at least rhetorically—the natural rights of all races to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, as enumerated in the Declaration of Independence, and referred to slavery as a “monstrous injustice.” 12 But blacks could never in fact achieve equality if they were denied all the other rights that Lincoln would deny them—to vote, to become jurors, and so on. It was a textbook example of a masterful, rhetorically gifted, fence-straddling politician wanting to have it both ways—in favor of and opposed to racial equality at the same time—in an attempt to maximize his political support.

		If Lincoln had an idol and a role model, it was the Kentucky slaveowner Henry Clay, whom he described as “my beau ideal of a statesman, the man for whom I fought all my humble life.” 13 Clay was “the great parent of Whig principles,” said Lincoln, and the source of his own political views. “During my whole political life I have loved and revered [Henry Clay] as a teacher and leader.” 14(More will be said of Lincoln's devotion to Clay's “Whig principles” in chapter 4.)

		In his eulogy to Henry Clay, delivered in Springfield, Illinois, on July 6, 1852, Lincoln mustered his best rhetorical talents to praise Clay as a “majestic form” who supposedly “beat back the storms of anarchy” with his “mighty mind” and “gallant heart,” the “mighty sweep of that graceful arm,” and the “magic of that eloquent tongue.” 15

		When Lincoln began explaining Clay's policy positions in the eulogy, writes Lincoln biographer Robert W. Johannsen, he was in fact “describing his own.” 16On the issue of slavery, Lincoln's position was virtually identical to Clay's. “I can express all my views on the slavery question,” Lincoln announced, “by quotations from Henry Clay.” 17 This position was, as Johannsen described it, “opposition to slavery in principle, toleration of it in practice, and a vigorous hostility toward the abolition movement.” 18

		In the eulogy Lincoln claimed that Clay, like himself, had a “deep devotion to the cause of human liberty,” even though Clay was a slaveowner. Clay was opposed to slavery “on principle”; however, he not only owned slaves but also was opposed to eliminating slavery. In Lincoln's words, “[Clay] did not perceive, as I think no wise man has perceived, how [slavery] could be at once eradicated, without producing a greater evil, even to the cause of human liberty itself.” 19

		It's hard to imagine a clearer example of circular reasoning: Slavery is an affront to human liberty, but ending slavery would supposedly be even worse.

		Lincoln denounced the abolitionists as zealots who “would shiver into fragments the Union of these States; tear to tatters its now venerated constitution, and even burn the last copy of the Bible, rather than slavery should continue a single hour.” 20Moreover, the “name, and opinions, and influence of Mr. Clay” (and presumably of Mr. Lincoln as well) “are fully, and, as I trust, effectually and enduringly, arrayed against [the abolitionists]” who were at the time receiving their “just execration” by the public.21

		Lincoln was a highly skilled lawyer who, from 1837 to 1860, tried literally thousands of cases and was frequently employed by other lawyers as a consultant. He was one of the top attorneys in the Midwest, and his clients included the Illinois Central Railroad, then the largest railroad in the world. By the 1850s his income averaged about $5,000 per year, three times what the governor of Illinois was paid.22

		Lincoln tried all kinds of cases, from those dealing with disputed wills, taxes, foreclosures, and debt to slander, assault, murder, divorce, and horse theft. He argued before the Illinois Supreme Court dozens of times and once appeared before the U.S. Supreme Court. In twenty-three years of litigation he never defended a runaway slave, but he did defend a slaveowner.

		His client was a wealthy Illinois farmer named Robert Matson who brought slaves into Illinois from Kentucky during part of the year to work his farm. Matson's mistress became angry with him and threatened to sell the slaves in another state. Anthony Bryant, a freed black who was Matson's overseer, smuggled the slaves away to an innkeeper's house, and Matson brought suit to have his slaves returned.

		Lincoln defended Matson before William Wilson, the chief justice of the Illinois Supreme Court. The slaves’ attorney argued that since Illinois was not a slave state, the slaves had to be set free. Lincoln countered that the Illinois Constitution did not apply because the slaves were only seasonal workers and did not reside in Illinois the entire year; they returned annually to Kentucky, which was a slave state. On October 17, 1847, the Illinois Supreme Court ruled against Lincoln and emancipated Matson's slaves.23

		Lincoln was widely regarded as “a lawyer's lawyer”; and so, one could argue, it was no more unusual for him to represent a slaveowner than it would have been for him to represent a murderer. The Constitution guarantees every citizen the right of legal defense in criminal cases. But isn't it odd that Lincoln, who professed to be so bothered by the existence of slavery, attempted to condemn several dozen men and women into permanent, lifetime servitude for a modest legal fee?

		LINCOLN AND COLONIZATION

		ACCORDING TO ROY BASLER, the editor of Lincoln's Collected Works, as of 1857 Lincoln had no solution to the problem of slavery “except the colonization idea which he inherited from Henry Clay.” 24 When, before the war, he was asked what should be done with the slaves were they ever to be freed, he said, “Send them to Liberia, to their own native land.” 25 As president, Lincoln held a White House meeting with freed black leaders and implored them to lead a colonization movement back to Africa. He developed plans to send every last black person to Africa, Haiti, Central America—anywhere but the United States.26

		In his eulogy to Clay, Lincoln made much of Clay's colonization idea. Clay was one of the founding members of the American Colonization Society and was its president when he died in 1852. The movement to send all blacks back to Africa was one of Clay's “most cherished objects” under “his direct care and consideration,” said Lincoln, and “the association of his name with it has probably been its very greatest collateral support.” 27 Lincoln approvingly quoted Clay as saying that “there is a moral fitness in the idea of returning to Africa her children” since “they will carry back to their native soil the rich fruits of religion, civilization, law and liberty.” 28 How they would do this after having been deprived of an education and of the fruits of religion, civilization, law, and liberty in the United States was not explained. Nevertheless, sending all blacks back to Africa would supposedly be a “signal blessing to that most unfortunate portion of the globe.” 29

		To this Lincoln added that Clay's colonization idea, first proposed in 1827, could mean the “ultimate redemption of the African race.” Moreover, every year since then had “added strength to the hope of its realization,” he said. “May it indeed be realized!” 30 Some ten years later, December 1, 1862, in a message to Congress, Lincoln reiterated his earlier assertions: “I cannot make it better known than it already is, that I strongly favor colonization.” 31

		Eliminating every last black person from American soil, Lincoln proclaimed, would be “a glorious consummation.” 32 This was apparently always Lincoln's position. In his famous Cooper Union speech on February 27, 1860, he advocated the peaceful “deportation” of blacks so that “their places be… filled up by free white laborers.” 33 As a member of the Illinois legislature, he urged his colleagues to appropriate money to remove all of the free blacks from the state of Illinois.34

		When Congress ended slavery in the District of Columbia in 1862, it simultaneously appropriated $600,000 as an initial authorization to send the freed slaves back to Africa. Lincoln appointed as his Commissioner of Emigration James Mitchell, a former leader of the American Colonization Society, who planned to send the freedmen not to Africa but to the Danish West Indies, Dutch Guiana, British Guiana, British Honduras, Guadeloupe, and Ecuador—anywhere but Washington, D.C., in particular and the United States in general.35

		Lincoln gave colonization such a high priority that he also instructed his Secretary of the Interior, Caleb Smith, to work out plans for colonization and asked Senator Samuel Pomeroy to supervise resettlement efforts. Pomeroy proposed a Central American colony called “Linconia.” 36

		The Lincoln administration also signed a contract with businessman Bernard Kock to establish a colony in Haiti. Kock turned out to be a crook and an embezzler, which must have been a deep disappointment to Lincoln, who “continued to believe that removal [of blacks] was the true solution to the race question.” 37 Historian P. J. Staudenraus, who wrote the definitive book on the American Colonization Society, explained that

		
			The American Colonization Society's leaders watched in amazement as Lincoln's administration, spurning Liberia, toyed with first one plan and then another. In vain they urged the harried war leader to send emigrants to the African republic. Lincoln privately agreed with President Roberts of Liberia that Africa was the logical place for American Negroes, but he continued to endorse Central American ventures.38

		

		America's preeminent abolitionist, William Lloyd Garrison, bitterly denounced Lincoln because of his infatuation with attempts to preserve the United States for whites through colonization. “President Lincoln may colonize himself if he choose,” Garrison fumed, “but it is an impertinent act, on his part, to propose the getting rid of those who are as good as himself.” Lincoln, in Garrison's eyes, “had not a drop of antislavery blood in his veins.” 39 Garrison was furious that Lincoln held a meeting in the White House with freed black leaders and asked them to lead an exodus of blacks out of the country. Garrison began calling Lincoln “The President of African Colonization” and referred to the meeting as a “humiliating” and “impertinent” spectacle.40

		Lincoln has become such an American icon that when one delves into the historical literature, one discovers that much of the Lincoln historiography is not so much an attempt to explain history as to devise rationalizations or excuses for Lincoln's behavior. An example of this phenomenon is an essay by historian Gabor Boritt on Lincoln and colonization. As just described, Lincoln was very clear—for literally decades— about his views on colonization and about their origins with Henry Clay and the American Colonization Society.

		But to Boritt, Lincoln only “evoked in a vague way colonization.” 41 Although Lincoln was bitterly denounced for his colonization proposals by America's greatest champion of abolition, William Lloyd Garrison, to Boritt his “fundamental rationale for colonization remained noble, as far as nobility was possible on behalf of such a proposal.” 42

		Boritt admits that Lincoln was “the leading proponent of black emigration” out of the United States, but then offers a series of questionable rationalizations: Lincoln only “started” a colonization movement and did not succeed in shipping all blacks out of the country; he was “uncharacteristically sloppy in his thought” on this topic (but, presumably, on no others); he would have changed his mind with “more intensity of thought”; Americans would supposedly favor emancipation (which few did) if they thought all the freed slaves would be shipped out of the country; and, in a particularly Orwellian twist, he was an honest liar (“This is how honest people lie,” says Boritt).43 Historians like Boritt have created a literary and historical fog bank that makes it extremely difficult to understand the real Abraham Lincoln.

		LINCOLN'S OPPOSITION TO THE
EXTENSION OF SLAVERY

		LINCOLN HAD NO INTENTION of doing anything about Southern slavery in 1860. In his First Inaugural Address he announced that “I have no purpose, directly or indirectly, to interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, and I have no inclination to do so” (emphasis added).44 He also promised, in the same address, to strengthen the Fugitive Slave Law even though lax enforcement of it or none at all would have quickened slavery's demise.

		None of the four political parties that fielded presidential candidates in the 1860 election advocated the abolition of Southern slavery. Doing so would have meant political suicide because—except for the small abolitionist movement—public opinion was not in favor of abolition at the time. When the issue of slavery was raised by politicians, it was discussed in terms of the extension of slavery into the new territories, not abolition of the institution in the South. But even then, opposition to the extension of slavery was not always based on moral grounds. Although there were undoubtedly some sincere abolitionists who believed that disallowing slavery in the new territories would contribute to its eventual demise everywhere, a more prominent concern was that slaves would compete with white labor in the territories, which the Republican Party wanted to keep as the exclusive preserve of whites. Lincoln explained the rationale for this very clearly when he spoke in Peoria, Illinois, on October 16, 1854:

		
			Whether slavery shall go into Nebraska, or other new territories, is not a matter of exclusive concern to the people who may go there. The whole nation is interested that the best use shall be made of these territories. We want them for the homes of free white people. This they cannot be, to any considerable extent, if slavery shall be planted with them. Slave states are the places for poor white people to move from… New free states are the places for poor people to go and better their condition.45

		

		This idea—that the new territories were to become a whites-only preserve—defined the Republican Party's position on slavery in 1860. As Lincoln confidant and Secretary of State William Seward explained, “The motive of those who protested against the extension of slavery had always really been concern for the welfare of the white man, and not an unnatural sympathy for the Negro” (emphasis added).46

		New York Tribune editor Horace Greeley, perhaps the most influential journalist of his day and a staunch Republican, expressed the Republican Party's stance most succinctly: “All the unoccupied territory… shall be preserved for the benefit of the white Caucasian race—a thing which cannot be except by the exclusion of slavery.” 47

		Lyman Trumbull, a U.S. Senator from Illinois and Lincoln confidant, explained that “we, the Republican Party, are the white man's party. We are for the free white man, and for making white labor acceptable and honorable, which it can never be when Negro slave labor is brought into competition with it.” 48 Trumbull pledged that he would never consent to “Negro equality” on any terms. “When we say that all men are created equal,” Trumbull declared, “we do not mean that every man in organized society has the same rights. We don't tolerate that in Illinois.” 49 He agreed with Lincoln that colonization was the best “solution” to the race problem.

		Throughout the 1860 campaign, writes historian Eugene Berwanger, “Republicans made no pretense of being concerned with the fate of the Negro and insisted that theirs was a party of white labor. By introducing a note of white supremacy, they hoped to win the votes of the Negrophobes and the antiabolitionists who were opposed to the extension of slavery.” 50 Republican Party leaders— “especially from the Middle West”— “made it sufficiently clear that they had no intention of uplifting the Negro or equalizing his place in society.” 51

		When Representative David Wilmot of Pennsylvania introduced his historic proviso to exclude slavery from the territories acquired after the Mexican War, he carefully explained that he had “no morbid sympathy for the slave” but “[pled] the cause and the rights of white freemen”: “I would preserve to free white labor a fair country, a rich inheritance, where the sons of toil, of my own race and color, can live without the disgrace which association with Negro slavery brings upon free labor.” 52

		There was a second political reason why Lincoln and the Republicans opposed the extension of slavery into the new territories: It would artificially inflate the congressional power of the Democratic Party. The three-fifths clause of the Constitution allowed every five slaves to account for three persons for purposes of determining the number of congressional seats in each state, which has always been a function of a state's population. This, Lincoln believed, was “manifestly unfair” to the Northern states that, in 1860, chose him as the first sectional presidential candidate in U.S. history. (He received no electoral votes from any Southern state in the election because he was perceived as representing only Northern interests.)

		In his Peoria speech, Lincoln spoke of “the practical effect of this” by comparing Maine and South Carolina, each of which had six congressional representatives and eight electors, even though Maine had 581,813 white people and South Carolina had a mere 274,567. By Lincoln's accounting, the three-fifths clause gave each white male South Carolinian two votes in Congress for every one vote for a man from Maine because of the former state's 384,984 slaves. “This principle, in the aggregate, gives the slave States in the present Congress, twenty additional representatives.” 53 The extension of slavery into the new territories would exacerbate this congressional imbalance in favor of the Democratic Party, which is why Lincoln led the Republican Party's opposition to it—it was opposition to slavery, but not on moral grounds.

		NORTHERN ATTITUDES TOWARD RACE

		THE MORE OR LESS “official” interpretation of the cause of the War between the States, as described in The Complete Book of U.S. Presidents, by historian William A. DeGregorio, asserts that the slavery issue “pitted abolitionists in the North who viewed it as a moral evil to be eradicated everywhere as soon as practicable against southern extremists who fostered the spread of slavery into the territories.” Lincoln is posited as one of the moderates “who believed slavery to be wrong but nevertheless protected by the Constitution and who were content to contain it in the South.” 54

		This may be the official interpretation, but myriad facts suggest that it is, at the least, an incomplete interpretation. There was indeed a vigorous abolitionist movement in parts of the North, but it was a very small movement—so small that politicians like Lincoln did not risk associating themselves with it. The overwhelming majority of white Northerners cared little about the welfare of the slaves and treated the blacks who lived among them with contempt, ridicule, discrimination, and sometimes violence. As Eugene Berwanger wrote in North of Slavery, as of 1860,

		
			In virtually every phase of existence [in the North], Negroes found themselves systematically separated from whites. They were either excluded from railway cars, omnibuses, stagecoaches, and steamboats or assigned to special “Jim Crow” sections; they sat, when permitted, in secluded and remote corners of theaters and lecture halls; they could not enter most hotels, restaurants, and resorts, except as servants; they prayed in “Negro pews” in the white churches, and if partaking of the sacrament of the Lord's Supper, they waited until the whites had been served the bread and wine. Moreover, they were often educated in segregated schools, punished in segregated prisons, nursed in segregated hospitals, and buried in segregated cemeteries… racial prejudice haunts its victim wherever he goes.55

		

		In Democracy in America, Tocqueville wrote
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