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Foreword


BY PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON


This is a book about a war and a newspaper: the Civil War — the bloodiest and most transformative conflict in our history, and The New York Times, which recorded the events of the war and explained them to its vast audience.


In our own age of relentless information and opinion overload from 24-hour television news, talk radio, blogs, Facebook, Twitter, and the World Wide Web, the old-fashioned broadsheet newspaper with its narrow columns and tiny type may seem to be nothing more than a curious antique of limited reach. But such papers managed to elect presidents, propel (or depress) the national economy, sustain wars, and inspire the expansion of human freedom.


During the Civil War era, New York’s daily newspapers gave an increasingly diverse population of local readers — native-born New Yorkers, German and Irish immigrants, free African-Americans, and many others — a vivid window into current events and forceful opinions on the most important issues. Their power to inform and persuade also reached well beyond their hometown base, through national editions that reached hundreds of thousands of people from coast to coast, an enormous audience for the period.


This golden age of newspapers did not necessarily guarantee readers greater reliability than the noisy outlets we have today. Unlike today’s big urban dailies, nineteenth century papers did not pretend to be neutral and impartial dispensers of information. They were openly and proudly partisan. The New York Herald was the conservative-leaning Democratic paper; The New York Tribune was the paper of the liberal Republicans; and The New York Times was the paper of the establishment Republicans. (Of course, there has been some realignment in the positions of the major parties since Lincoln’s time!)


This book vividly reminds us just how strongly the Republican newspapers supported the Union during the Civil War, while the northern Democratic papers questioned and attacked the policies and practices of Lincoln and his administration and those published in the South supported the rebellion and the Confederacy. They were, in effect, the Fox News and MSNBC of their day. The Times, which in modern times has been called the “Gray Lady,” was anything but back then.


Even then, however, as this collection shows, The Times pioneered a somewhat different, subtler brand of journalism. Though the paper was unabashedly pro-Republican — its founder, Henry Raymond, had served as the Republican speaker of the State Assembly — The Times promised from the outset of the war to seek truth, avoid extremism, and strive for consensus. At a time when newspapers routinely used the kind of inflammatory language we currently associate with talk radio, this flagship of American dailies all but invented the policy of offering straightforward, temperate, and credible reporting.


Still, its efforts at restraint shouldn’t be overstated. Readers who sample this collection — edited by historians Craig Symonds and my friend Harold Holzer — will see that its viewpoint was pro-Union and pro-Lincoln. The Times earnestly supported the war to suppress the Rebellion and, later, cheered the Emancipation Proclamation and the recruitment of African-American soldiers to fight for their own freedom. It condemned weak-kneed Unionism and urged loyalty to the Lincoln administration. Moreover, from the ardor and the emphasis on specific issues evident in the articles, it becomes clear that The Times did more than cheer from the sidelines: it helped spur a sometimes weary North to maintain the struggle to restore the Union and provide the “new birth of freedom” that Abraham Lincoln spoke of so eloquently at Gettysburg. Because there was no live coverage of momentous events, newspapers like The Times gave Americans their only record of the words Lincoln spoke that day. In doing so, it helped create what today we call “the first draft of history.”


Presidents of that era held no news conferences or daily briefings. Nor did they employ press and public relations specialists to defend their programs and hone their messages. Instead, they relied on friendly newspapers to print their letters and public statements. Abraham Lincoln made great use of this method of communicating with the American people, thanks in no small measure to The Times.


Times editor Henry Raymond continued running his newspaper even after he assumed the role of chairman of the Republican National Committee and began raising funds for Abraham Lincoln’s re-election campaign. There is no modern example of this kind of open political participation by journalists. Imagine the outcry today if the head of one of the major television networks assumed chair-manship of one of the major parties. During the era of the Civil War, such partisanship was not only tolerated, but accepted. Today independent groups issue reports on positive or negative bias in the coverage of candidates and officeholders, while media outlets routinely deny that it exists. Readers of this collection will decide for themselves how effective, responsible, and appropriate the system was then, and whether today’s coverage would serve the public better if more media declared their sympathies openly.


For most Americans of the Civil War era, newspapers were the sole source of information — social or political — for a news-hungry population. They were there every morning for a penny or two. Often brilliantly written, they brought the Civil War — with all its terror, grandeur, cruelty, suffering, triumph, and social change — into American homes. They were the eyes and the ears of the people.


The New York Times not only reported these events; it influenced them as well. The first draft of history has never been more passionately presented, nor its role in history more worthy of examination and appreciation.





Introduction
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Civilians eagerly reading the latest war news on Broadway in New York City.


THIRTY MILLION AMERICANS lived in the United States during the Civil War. Nearly four million of them began the war as slaves and, by war’s end, were free. More than 3.5 million men, black as well as white, served in uniform and fought on the battlefields of that war from Texas to Pennsylvania. For the remaining millions who did not serve, the war ultimately touched nearly every one of them in countless ways. Many had sons, fathers, brothers, cousins, husbands, or sweethearts fighting in the ranks who sent them occasional letters home; some witnessed battles that raged, in a few cases, in their own backyards; Northerners as well as Southerners lost homes and property as cities and towns became military targets. But the vast majority of Northerners experienced the war day to day by reading the country’s great newspapers. New York, then as now the publishing center of the nation, boasted more than half a dozen dailies (among some 174 newspapers nationwide), among which three morning papers exerted enormous influence and attracted readers beyond the city’s boundaries: James Gordon Bennett’s Herald, Horace Greeley’s Tribune, and Henry J. Raymond’s New York Times.1 Though newspapers offered the country its principal source of news — the only source for most — editors and reporters in mid-19th century America did not aspire to objective journalism as they do (most of the time) in the 21st century. Papers were expected to maintain a clear and decisive political point of view and reflect it consistently in editorials and news coverage alike. Democrats read Democratic papers, and Republicans read Republican papers, and their respective readers expected no diversity of views in either.


Bennett’s Herald was unabashedly Democratic. Bennett himself, who was 61 years old when the war began, was an old Jacksonian who had flirted with the anti-foreigner Know-Nothing movement in the 1850s but returned to “the Democracy” before the war. His p a p e r, with a circulation of 84,000, promoted itself at the time as the most widely read daily in America, a claim The Times once disputed with a rare and savage caricature of Bennett as a horned devil “inflating his well-known, first-class, A-No. 1 Wind-bag Herald.” Bennett used his paper to assail Republicans generally, and the administration of President Abraham Lincoln in particular, at nearly every opportunity, though he might dispatch a correspondent to write friendlier stories if they promised to boost readership.
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James Gordon Bennett, founder, editor, and publisher of The New York Herald.


Northern Democrats like Bennett were generally supportive of a war to maintain the Union, but suspicious of any attempt to use the conflict to forward a social agenda, especially if it embraced emancipation, or worse, equal rights for blacks. War for the Union was one thing; war for the black race quite another. As Bennett wrote in 1862: “That the negro should be as free as white men, either at the North or at the South, is out of the question.” Bennett was suspicious of Lincoln’s emancipationist tendencies, and he was occasionally as vituperative toward the president as the Richmond Enquirer or other Confederate dailies.2


On the other side of the political spectrum, Horace Greeley’s Tribune had become a liberal Republican paper. That meant that it generally championed the antislavery position, and was often well in advance of Lincoln on the question of emancipation. It was not quite an abolitionist paper like, for example, William Lloyd Garrison’s Liberator or Frederick Douglass’s Monthly, but when Greeley took Lincoln to task for not being aggressive enough in prosecuting the war or ending slavery, he reached a far larger audience. If Bennett’s Herald was the most widely read daily in America, Greeley’s Tribune (which reached 200,000 readers nationwide with its weekly edition) may have been the most influential.


The 50-year-old Greeley himself was something of an eccentric who went about New York in every season garbed in a full-length duster and carrying an umbrella. His cheeks were clean-shaven, but he let the white whiskers on his throat grow long and frizzy, giving him the appearance of an old gobbler. A strong supporter of manifest destiny, Greeley had famously urged young Americans to “go west” in 1835. Politically, he generally supported Lincoln and the Republicans, but he also challenged the president on occasion, and aware of Greeley’s influence, Lincoln paid attention to what he had to say.


Greeley’s politics were somewhat idiosyncratic, however, and occasionally unpredictable. He supported the conservative Edward Bates over the antislavery New York Senator William H. Seward for the 1860 Republican presidential nomination, then tried without success to win Seward’s vacant Senate seat for himself after Lincoln made his onetime rival his secretary of state.


It would not be Greeley’s only political failure. During the war, he persuaded Lincoln to authorize him to undertake a mission to Niagara Falls to negotiate peace with Confederate emissaries. The adventure proved a debacle. Finally, in 1872, Greeley accepted the Democratic nomination for president to run against the enormously popular President Ulysses S. Grant. Greeley not only lost overwhelmingly, but also became the only candidate in presidential history to die before the electoral votes were officially counted.3


In contrast to The Herald and The Tribune (which merged into one paper decades later), The New York Times reflected a centrist position. Its co-owner and editor was Henry Jarvis Raymond (1820–1869), a staunch Republican, who was neither as conservative as Bennett nor as liberal as Greeley. Born on a farm in the upstate town of Lima, New York (a “poor boy from the country,” his obituary stressed), he had graduated from the University of Vermont with high honors at the age of 20 and went to work at once writing for newspapers, including, for a time, Greeley’s Tribune. At the tender age of 31, Raymond and a partner, George Jones, raised $100,000 in pledged capital and formed a new company to establish a third major morning daily in New York. Jones, the largest stockholder, took on the role of publisher and business manager. Raymond, who owned 20 of 89 shares of the paper, became its editor.
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Henry Jarvis Raymond, founder and editor of The New York Times.
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Horace Greeley, founder and editor of The New York Tribune.


Initially the new venture was called The New-York Daily Times, and afterward simply The New-York Times. (“Daily” vanished from the logo in 1857; the hyphen in “New-York” disappeared in 1896.) Founded in 1851 as a pro-Whig paper, but with aspirations to avoid “the advancement of any party, sect, or person,” the broadsheet, priced at a penny per issue, or $4 annually by subscription, promised to feature “tales, poetry, biography, the news of the day, editorials upon all subjects of interest, and a variety of interesting and valuable matter.” It would be “a family newspaper” committed to “needful reform,” yet “conservative.” It would try to “allay, rather than excite, agitation,” but it would also “inculcate devotion to the Union and the Constitution” and “obedience to law.”
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The first edition of The New York Times was printed on September 18, 1851.


The Times’s success, however, was by no means automatic. Immediately after Raymond announced its publication, The Tribune threatened local newsdealers that it would cease doing business with them if they dared to carry the new daily. (They defied him.) During the ensuing circulation war, both Greeley and Bennett dispensed rumors that their younger new rival was a dangerous radical.4


These harsh responses stemmed not only from the threat of business competition, but of political rivalry as well. Along with many of his fellow editors of the period, Raymond was also an active politician with ambitions not only for his party, but also for himself. Originally an “old Whig of the Seward School,” Raymond had served as a New York State Assemblyman — in 1851, the same year he opened The Times, he served as Assembly speaker — and later, from 1855 to 1857, he was New York’s “Anti-Nebraska” lieutenant governor (opposed to the controversial Kansas-Nebraska Act, which gave those territories autonomy and the right to decide whether slavery was allowed). For the last-named post he had defeated Greeley himself, ensuring his competitor’s lifelong enmity.


Like Lincoln, Raymond abandoned the fading Whig organization to become one of the founding members of his state’s new Republican party in the mid-1850s. At the first Republican National Convention in 1856, Raymond was instrumental in writing the new party’s founding principles and offered a widely praised speech from the floor. Within only five years, he had thus earned a reputation as both a “great orator” and a “great journalist” who “never absolutely abdicated his real and invisible authority as a writer when he assumed the insignia of a more palpable but a less genuine influence as a politician.”5


By the dawn of the Civil War, The Times had carved out its own niche in the furiously competitive marketplace for loyal New York readers. Though it still described itself in early 1860 as “the youngest of the daily newspapers of the City,” The Times could credibly boast that it had already “become one of the most widely known and most firmly established daily journals of the United States.” To be sure, some Republican critics assailed the conservative Raymond for his “thundering orthodoxy”; but others preferred his cautious nature to that of his counterpart at The Tribune. Horace Greeley was perhaps the better natural writer, but he was an inferior editor, for as one admirer wrote, Raymond “did not force, but coaxed, public opinion.... He had the soft answer that turned away wrath.” As his associate editor John Swinton recalled, Raymond “was a man of many talents rather than of special genius.” Yet this made him “a model editor, a man of mental equipoise, clear-headed, reasonable, ingenious, and genial.”6


Raymond’s Times proved capable of political independence, too — at least at the beginning of the Civil War. Although Raymond had supported Lincoln for president in 1860, he lost patience with the new administration when it failed to act swiftly against secession or to suppress rebellion at once. Less than two weeks after the Confederate attack on Fort Sumter (which The Times, along with most Northerners, including Lincoln, spelled “Sumpter”), The Times published a scathing editorial that began with the words: “Wanted — a Leader!” Lincoln clipped it along with several similar editorial critiques from the same unsettling period and filed them under the heading “Villainous articles.” The president was not pleased.7


But relations with the White House improved once Raymond better understood the unprecedented challenges facing the new president (and after he experienced some personal time with the commander-in-chief). After one White House meeting, the editor accepted the president’s explanation that he “wished he could get time to attend to the southern question,” as Lincoln put it, but for the fact that “the office-seekers demanded all his time.” Lincoln, Raymond said, was “like a man so busy in letting rooms in one end of the house, that he can’t stop to put out the fire that is burning the other.”8


Not that Raymond himself did anything to reduce such pressures — quite the opposite. From the beginning of the Lincoln administration, the editor sought to use his political influence to gain jobs for friends and allies. One job-seeker was granted an audience by the State Department simply because, as Lincoln put it, “He has a note from Raymond.” Indeed, Raymond asked Lincoln’s intervention to secure appointments large and small, both “on public grounds,” as he put it in one such plea, and “as a personal favor.” Once, when a New York congressman-elect asked Lincoln’s help on “a matter of political importance,” the president perhaps only half-jokingly urged him to see the editor of The New York Times instead. “Raymond,” he said, “is my Lieutenant-General in politics. Whatever he says is right in the premises, shall be done.” Those “premises,” after all, embraced the largest and wealthiest city in the nation, and Raymond grew in stature, in the words of another newspaper, by sitting “in that editorial chair which has so long swayed the minds of so vast a portion of the mighty multitudes of men that belong to, or are tributary to the heart of the Continent — New York City.”9
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This Times editorial was printed on April 25, 1861.


Notwithstanding their common purpose, disputes between Lincoln and Raymond occasionally flared up. When, for example, The Times criticized Lincoln’s 1862 proposal for compensated emancipation as too costly, a vexed Lincoln shot off a famous letter to Raymond defending his initiative. “Have you noticed the facts,” asked Lincoln, “that less than one half-day’s cost of this war would pay for all the slaves in Delaware, at four hundred dollars per head? — that eighty-seven days’ cost of this war would pay for all in Delaware, Maryland, District of Columbia, Kentucky, and Missouri at the same price… Please look at these things, and consider whether there should not be another article in the Times.”


Raymond, who had not written the offending editorial himself, quickly saw to the publication of several corrective pieces in the paper. In a personal letter to Lincoln, moreover, he called the compensated emancipation proposal “a master-piece of practical wisdom and sound policy” typical of what he called Lincoln’s “plain, self-vindicating, common-sense” approach.” Not only did Raymond praise the idea in print as the president requested, he also introduced a resolution in the State Legislature endorsing the idea. For Raymond had returned to the Assembly — and would soon again become Speaker.10


Raymond offered further wartime advice after the July 1863 New York City Draft Riots, during which Times shareholder Leonard Walter Jerome (future grandfather of Winston Churchill) took to the roof of the newspaper’s headquarters to hold off a mob with a Gatling gun. After order had been restored, and the draft peaceably resumed, Raymond proposed that Lincoln submit the controversial federal conscription law to immediate review by the courts to counter the prevailing impression “that the act is unconstitutional.” The editor may well have influenced the prompt — and favorable — judicial review of the nation’s new draft laws.11


For the most part, Raymond’s newspaper remained a consistent champion of the administration and the war. Republican electoral successes and Union battlefield triumphs were invariably headlined as “Glorious News!” Democratic dissent was usually likened to high treason. The editor reliably defended the president from attacks by Bennett on the right and Greeley on the left. Though Greeley regarded Raymond as a “little villain,” the Tribune editor later conceded — once Raymond’s premature death, just four years after the war, softened the memories of their rivalry — “Abler and stronger men I may have met; a cleverer, readier, more generally efficient journalist, I never saw.”12


Raymond also grew into a peripatetic personal advocate for the Union and the party. As one example, just two weeks before Lincoln delivered his Gettysburg Address in November 1863, Raymond delivered a pro-war speech of his own in Wilmington, Delaware. In early 1864, a presidential election year, Raymond chaired the New York delegation to the national convention of the newly renamed National Union party, and led the Committee on Resolutions that wrote the party platform calling for a constitutional amendment abolishing slavery. He may have played a role in securing the nomination of conservative Tennessee Senator Andrew Johnson as Abraham Lincoln’s vice presidential running mate. Certainly he praised the selection in his editorials. The choice would come back to haunt both the editor and the nation.


By now Raymond had also taken on yet another key political role, the most important of his career: that of chairman of the National Union Executive Committee (the equivalent of today’s Republican National Committee). For the 1864 campaign, he also wrote a highly flattering campaign biography titled History of the Administration of President Lincoln; including His Speeches, Addresses, Letters, Messages and Proclamations; with a Preliminary Sketch of His Life. Its publisher openly described it as “written with a view to aid President Lincoln’s re-nomination,” privately confiding: “It cannot fail to have an excellent influence upon everyone who reads it.” That publisher, interestingly, referred to his author as “Gov. Raymond,” indicating that during the war the editor continued to use the traditional honorific he had earned as the state’s antebellum lieutenant governor.13


Once the convention chose Lincoln as its nominee in June, Raymond devoted himself, and his paper, to providing “the American people the material for forming an intelligent judgment as to the wisdom of continuing Mr. Lincoln, for four years more, in the Presidential Office.” That meant frequent editorials, along with political advice to both his readers and his candidate. When Horace Greeley’s Niagara Falls peace initiative collapsed, for instance, Raymond urged the publication of Greeley’s correspondence with Lincoln to expose Greeley as a liar for blaming Lincoln for the undertaking’s failure. Of course he also no doubt wanted The Times to seize the high ground over The Tribune. Lincoln, however, wanted the letters published only if he could first delete some of Greeley’s more incendiary charges about dwindling Northern morale; Greeley refused to authorize the cuts, so Raymond’s idea was dropped. “I have concluded that it is better for me to submit, for the time, to the consequences of the false position in which I consider he has placed me,” the president explained to Raymond, “than to subject the country to the consequences of publishing these discouraging and injurious parts.” Raymond had lost a battle but won a war: he, not Greeley, emerged with the administration’s entire confidence.14


If Raymond was eager to expose Greeley’s willingness to negotiate with the Southern traitors, by the late summer of 1864, he worried that Northern public opinion was turning against the war, and that a clear-cut Union victory was slipping away. In A ugust 1864, he sent the president a brutally frank and politically ominous assessment lamenting Republican prospects in the fast-approaching presidential election, and proposing a peace initiative of his own. Wrote Raymond:


I am in active correspondence with your staunchest friends in every state and from then all I hear but one report. The tide is turning strongly against us.... Nothing but the most resolute and decided action on the part of the government and its friends, can save the country from falling into hostile hands.... Why would it not be wise, under these circumstances, to appoint a Commissioner, in due form, to make distinct proffers of peace to [Jefferson] Davis, as the head of the rebel armies, on the sole condition of acknowledging the supremacy of the constitution — all other questions to be settled in a convention of the people of all the States?15


What Raymond implied, of course, was that in order to get reelected, Lincoln might have to back away from the promise of emancipation. That Lincoln was unwilling to do. He did draft a reply that would have authorized Raymond to seek an armistice under the terms he proposed, but he did so in the conviction that Jefferson Davis and the Confederacy would reject such an overture, and thereby bolster Northern determination. It never came to that. Instead, the cabinet (led by Raymond’s particular ally, Secretary of State Seward) urged Lincoln not to make the offer — to Davis or to Raymond. Instead, the president met with the entire National Committee at the White House. Arriving “in obvious depression and panic,” the party leaders were treated to a briefing and something of a dressing down. Lincoln bluntly told them that “sending a Commission to Richmond would be worse than losing the Presidential contest — it would be ignominiously surrendering it in advance.” Though Lincoln had adroitly neutralized Raymond in this instance, the editor and party boss apparently left Washington satisfied, and resumed his active campaigning for the administration in print — unleashing a stream of pro-Lincoln editorials that masked Raymond’s apparent personal yearning for a speedy peace.16


The Times’s advantages and influence expanded exponentially during the Civil War — and, arguably, because of it. First of all, the paper maintained the strongest connections with the Lincoln administration, which meant its political coverage was authoritative. But it also nurtured a sober style of reporting by a stable of talented and relentless correspondents, plus enviable contacts throughout the country and the world (The Times far outshone its rivals in foreign news). Adding temperate editorializing to its recipe for success, The Times established a major reputation as a source of news and opinion that only grew as the war continued. To some readers, the writing style in this collection will no doubt seem florid and ornamental; but to Civil War–era patrons, it was perhaps the most measured in the field of journalism.


The Times relied on a vast and growing network of sources, including news services it helped create, staff, and manage. During the war, all three New York newspapers also printed official notices provided by the government and public addresses by government officials, but each paper also boasted its own reporters who filed stories from the front — by telegraph if one were available, or by post if necessary. When reporters had access to the military telegraph, they often filed updates on battles as they were in progress. Here, for example, are the reports filed with The New York Times during the Battle of Bull Run, the first engagement of the war, on July 21, 1861, and which appeared in the paper the next day:


11:40. — The fighting is very heavy, and apparently more on our left wing.


11:50. — There is evidently a battle toward our left in the direction of Bull’s Run, and a little north. The firing is very rapid and heavy.


1:45. — Heavy guns are heard again, and apparently nearer. The musketry is heavy and nearer.


2 P.M. — The musketry is very heavy and drawing much nearer. There is evidently a movement more to our left.


2:45 P.M — The firing is a little farther off, and apparently in the direction of the Junction. Less heavy guns and more light artillery, as near as I can judge.


3 P.M. — The firing has ceased ten minutes since.17


More often, the stories of the fighting at the front reached New York readers in the form of narrative accounts filed by field reporters. Though occasionally it was possible to read these narratives the day after the events took place, a two-day delay often occurred between events at the front in Virginia and the stories that appeared in New York. The delay was greater in the case of events that occurred in the Western Theater — between the Appalachian Mountains and the Mississippi River. The war on the Mississippi was especially remote from New York readers. News about the siege of Vicksburg, for example, had to travel upriver by steamboat to Cairo, Illinois, for several days before it could be sent to New York by telegraph. On one occasion it was further delayed, and rendered almost obsolete, when an assistant of The Times correspondent Franc Wilkie got drunk and allegedly left the reports the correspondent had entrusted to him in a hotel room. Even in the best of circumstances, however, events in “the West” might not be reported in the New York papers for a full week.18


Every paper sent reporters into the field. Early in the war, the eager and dedicated Raymond acted as his own correspondent. He accompanied the Union army to Manassas, Virginia, in July 1861 and reported on the battle from there, filing his first dispatch on the pre-battle skirmish that took place along the banks of Bull Run Creek on July 18, 1861. Like most reporters at the time, Raymond described what he observed personally as an eyewitness. He did not interview sources. Generals who tolerated reporters at all were disinclined to grant them interviews. As a result, Raymond’s reports were written in the first person, and he often attached himself to a New York regiment, since his readers would want to know what their husbands and sons had done in the battle. The following is representative:


I went out with the centre column. At ten minutes before six we halted about a mile this side of the position of the rebels. The Sixty-ninth and Seventy-ninth Regiments of New-York were thrown to the right, in the woods, and the First and Second Ohio and the Second New-York to the left in advance....”19


Like journalists in every era, Raymond and his fellow correspondents worked on tight deadlines. They had to get their stories to the telegraph office in Washington in time to transmit them to the papers in New York for publication early the next morning. As a result, Raymond filed his story on Bull Run early at about 2:15 p.m. on the day of the battle. His dispatch that afternoon read: “I write this at 2 ¼ o’clock, and am compelled to close in order to avail myself of a special messenger to Washington. The fight is still going on with great energy.” At that time, the Union was winning the battle, and that was the news that Raymond wired. Alas, 45 minutes after the courier departed, fresh reinforcements from the Confederate army led by Joseph E. Johnston arrived on the field to turn the tide and force a Union retreat, a retreat that soon tuned into an embarrassing rout. Raymond tried to submit an amended report, but it had to wait until he arrived back in the capital. He showed up at the military telegraph office that night “sun-burned, dusty, and hardly recognizable” to file a new story. But the army telegrapher decided that it was not in the national interest to transmit news of a defeat, and would not let him use the army telegraph. Consequently, it was not until July 26, four days later, that The Times carried a full account of the humiliating loss.20


Raymond was hardly the only journalist caught short by the events along the banks of Bull Run Creek. All the New York dailies initially reported a Union victory, then had to correct the story later. Raymond decided that his days as a field reporter were over. After that, he sent other men to the front to report the news while he stayed in New York to assemble the paper, which was, after all, the editor’s job. But his writers in the field seldom failed him: they wrote quickly, for the most part authoritatively, and almost always evocatively. Their dispatches might offer thrilling accounts of the ebb and flow of distant battles, or features on the everyday life of soldiers: their diets, their frustrations, and their emotional attachment to the Union cause. Raymond supplemented their frontline reporting with editorials that usually ran a day or two after major encounters or political events, assessing each victory or defeat with commentary that not only reflected, but often scripted, the official Republican party line.


The Times could be counted on to reflect administration dissatisfaction with failed commanders, a resolute commitment to the overweening theme of Union and, later, emancipation, hatred of slave owners, the view that Jefferson Davis and other Confederate leaders were traitors, and a deep and abiding hostility to anti-war Democrats. That last category included New York’s own Mayor (and later Congressman) Fernando Wood — whose brother owned the anti-Lincoln New York Daily-News, as well as so-called Copperhead activists in other states. There was no pro-secession, pro-Confederate, pro-slavery, or, indeed, anti-Lincoln sentiment to be found on the pages of The Times during the Civil War. Thus, the stories that appear in this collection are undisguisedly, even proudly, biased — just as they would have seemed to the delight of pro-Republican readers of their day.


Raymond’s instructions to his correspondents were clear enough: “Don’t let anybody croak [lie] in The Times.… Put in as much spice as can be had.” And “Uphold Mr. Lincoln always.”21


Even after he abandoned his brief role as a war correspondent, Raymond did not sequester himself full-time in the paper’s lavish, fresco-filled five-story headquarters on New York’s “Newspaper Row” — the period name for the cluster of major publishing houses just south of City Hall Park. He still journeyed occasionally to the front or took the train to Washington to see administration officials, including Secretary of State Seward, Secretary of the Treasury Chase and the president himself. It was common understanding that the confidences they shared would not be reported in the paper. Once, Raymond even took on the role of industry lobbyist, traveling to the national capital with other editors to urge the government to repeal or reduce a recently imposed tax on printing paper.22


Raymond also traveled to observe the Army of the Potomac on the Virginia Peninsula in mid-1862. And the following January, in response to a sad summons to meet his soldier-brother’s corpse in Belle Plain, Virginia, he journeyed down to the remote village on the Potomac Creek. There, to his joy, he found his brother alive and well: the telegraph had garbled the message — the editor had been summoned to visit not his brother’s corpse, but his corps. Happy as he was at this unexpected news, Raymond was horrified at the “state of gloom and discouragement among the officers and soldiers” of Ambrose Burnside’s army after its recent defeat at Fredericksburg. The troops had lost confidence in their general, the editor observed, because Burnside “had no confidence in himself.” Ever loyal, Raymond confined these observations only to his diary. But he did approach Lincoln at a White House reception a few days later to whisper his concerns about Burnside’s rumored successor, Joseph Hooker — whom Raymond and others suspected of harboring dictatorial ambitions. Lincoln reassured him personally. He “put his hand on my shoulders,” Raymond later recalled, “and said in my ear, ‘Hooker does talk badly; but the trouble is, he is stronger with the country today than any other man.’”23
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The New York Times building near City Hall was the most elaborate newspaper headquarters in the city.


Not even The Times could be everywhere all the time, so occasionally Raymond’s newspaper reprinted stories and even editorials from other papers, especially from the West — there was no copyright law then to protect such stories from being copied and reprinted, and most dailies of the time did so routinely. The Times also reprinted stories from some Southern journals. These might present a rare pro-Union or defeatist view from the region, but just as often offer a retrograde defense of slavery or secession, which The Times usually accompanied with an incredulous headline or mocking introductory paragraph. Conversely, stories in The Times were also frequently reprinted in other papers all across the country.


Most of its original reports came from field correspondents — men (and they were all men) who were embedded (as we would say today) with the army at the front. Some of them became household names, as familiar to readers of The Times as Walter Cronkite became to a later generation of television viewers. There was Lorenzo Livingston Crounse, who reported on the Battles of Chancellorsville and Gettysburg and reveled in pursuing what he called “the single object of getting the news, and getting it first, too,” explaining: “In no business in existence is the competition so sharp as between the leading newspapers of New York.” There was the “cold-blooded” William Swinton, who once traveled with the army in the company of Raymond, and later covered Gettysburg as well; and George F. Williams, who traveled with Grant’s army through the Wilderness and Spotsylvania to Richmond, as well as many others. Sometimes they signed their articles; sometimes they provided only initials (Raymond himself was only “R” or “H. J. R.”); and sometimes they employed noms de plume: George H. S. Salter signed his pieces “Jasper”; Franc Banks Wilkie was “Galway,” the name of his upstate New York childhood home; and William Conant Church chose the name “Pierrepont.” Often their contributions remained entirely unattributed. There was no such thing as an under-the-headline “byline” during the Civil War.24


It was not always easy for these reporters to gain the necessary credentials to get to the front lines. Lincoln’s personal intervention was required in May 1864 when The Times reporter Edward A. Paul was denied such a pass. “We have had a great deal of difficulty in getting any correspondents into the field for The Times,” Raymond huffed, “while special pains seems to have been taken to give the World [an anti-Administration paper], The Herald &c. all possible facilities.” Raymond was particularly incensed when Secretary of War Edwin Stanton personally held up Paul’s approval (Paul reported that Stanton used “stronger language than is necessary to repeat” to the president), complaining that his “treatment of me in this matter is perfectly inexplicable.... I am not aware of having ever given him cause for the resentment & hostility he seems to feel towards The Times.” Actually, The Times had earlier railed against “the vexatious despotism of the War Department since Mr. Stanton became its chief,” and Stanton no doubt held a grudge. History remains unclear about whether Paul ever got his credentials.25


But the secretary of war was not the only official in authority to impede the uncensored transmittal of news. The mercurial Union Gen. William T. Sherman made life miserable for nearly every reporter covering his army, and reportedly rejoiced when one of them was captured by Confederates. In September 1864, Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Butler issued an order to all journalists covering the Army of the James that “there shall be no prognostications, no assertions that you could give news if it were not contraband; no predictions that movements are about to be made that will surprise the enemy or anybody else.” Butler perhaps had reason for concern. Earlier that same year, several New York newspapers — though not The Times or The Tribune — had published a bogus presidential proclamation calling for 400,000 fresh Union volunteers. The hoax was designed to enrich Wall Street speculators poised to sell short on the wings of the counterfeit order, but it was quickly exposed. High-speed boats were even successfully sent out from the city’s ports to intercept liners carrying the faked news to Europe. One of the reporters responsible for the forgery turned out to be Joseph Howard of The Brooklyn Eagle. Howard had previously worked for The New York Times.26
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Harper’s Weekly illustration from 1864 showing war correspondents interviewing emancipated slaves (left), soldiers (center), and an unidentified man.


When they could get to the front and do their reporting unobstructed, the lives of wartime correspondents were as adventurous, and occasionally as dangerous, as those of embedded 21st-century reporters in Iraq or Afghanistan. The Tribune reporter Whitelaw Reid recalled an encounter with Crounse of The Times: “A horseman gallops up and hastily dismounts. It is a familiar face — L. L. Crounse, the well-known chief correspondent of the New York Times, with the army of the Potomac. As we exchange hurried salutations, he tells us that he has just returned from a little post-village in Southern Pennsylvania, ten or fifteen miles away; that a fight, of what magnitude he cannot say, is now going on near Gettysburg, between the First corps and some unknown force of the enemy; that Major-General Reynolds is already killed, and that there are rumors of more bad news.” Then Crounse and Reid both mounted up to ride toward Gettysburg. Unsurprisingly, perhaps, Crounse had two horses shot from under him during the war.27
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Times correspondent L. L. Crounse.


The “thick-skinned” war correspondent William Swinton (1833–1892) accompanied Grant’s army during the decisive Overland Campaign in 1864. He was an indefatigable journalist who often incurred the anger of Union generals who thought him too eager to discover — and to print — stories about the army’s movements. After Swinton reported on Burnside’s march across the Rappahannock River in January 1863 (“the army was literally stuck in the mud … absolutely helpless”), the general threatened to have him shot. In several of his reports, Swinton kept a running diary recording his impressions hour by hour as the battles in Virginia were being fought, and later relied on that diary to write two acclaimed books: Twelve Decisive Battles of the War (1871) and The History of the Campaigns of the Army of the Potomac (1882). Henry Ward Beecher said of him, “If any one will know the mechanism and anatomy of battle, let him read our American Napier, William Swinton.” It did not hurt that Swinton’s brother John was an influential associate editor of The Times. But William more than earned his own reputation (though Herald reporter Henry Villard, for one, thought him a “habitual liar”). Raymond ultimately assigned his star reporter to interview Lincoln himself on his relationship with General McClellan, and to obtain copies of their unpublished correspondence. The editor described William Swinton as “a gentleman of ability & intelligence and fully worthy of any confidence you may place in him.” But that did not stop him from leaving the paper by 1864 for a job with the rival Tribune.28


The prototypical Western Theater correspondent Franc Bangs Wilkie beautifully described fresh-faced recruits for whom the war seemed at first “a picnic, a pleasure-trip, a triumphal jaunt through Dixie, with flying banners and beating drums.” When Raymond saw one of Wilkie’s well-crafted early freelance pieces, The Times hired him for $7.50 per column of type. But Wilkie widened the communications gap between New York and the West by periodically failing to transmit stories (he did not, for instance, file a timely account of the Battle of Wilson’s Creek). Raymond nevertheless extravagantly hailed a subsequent contribution as “unparalleled in the history of journalism,” and hired him as a full-time correspondent. Wilkie ended up campaigning with Grant for nearly two years. His postwar books included Pen and Powder (1888).29
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Times correspondent Franc Bangs Wilkie.


George Forrester Williams was another daring and intrepid Times reporter. He was so determined to get to the scene of action that during the Battle of the Wilderness in 1864, though he was denied permission by the army’s provost marshal to approach the battlefield, he borrowed a horse and rode twelve miles to observe and report on the fighting firsthand. The provost marshal subsequently arrested him and hauled him before General Grant. To the frustration of the provost, Grant declared that the reporter had violated no law, he had merely been resourceful. Then he added: “Your description of the battle, Mr. Williams, was a very good one. I read it with a great deal of interest.” After the war Williams wrote Bullet and Shell: War as the Soldier Saw It (1884), though he might have subtitled it: War as a New York Times Reporter Saw It.30


Arguably no Times reporter endured more danger and sorrow — yet maintained a more professional demeanor — than Samuel Wilkeson, who worked for both The Tribune and The Times, but covered the war’s greatest battle, Gettysburg, for the latter paper, knowing that his own son was serving in the ranks of Union forces engaging the Confederate enemy. Once the fighting subsided, he went searching for the boy, only to find him dead. While sitting at his son’s grave, Wilkeson wrote the following justly famous lines:
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Times correspondent Samuel Wilkeson.


Oh, you dead, who are at Gettysburgh have baptized with your blood the second birth of Freedom in America, how you are to be envied! I rise from a grave whose wet clay I have passionately kissed, and I look up and see Christ spanning this battle-field with his feet and reaching fraternal and lovingly up to heaven. His right hand opens the gates of Paradise — with his left he beckons these mutilated, bloody, swollen forms to ascend.31


The articles by these men, and those of many others, form the bulk of this volume. The idea is to allow modern readers to follow the full story of the war as the original readers of the Civil War–era New York Times did from 1861 to 1865. Twenty-five wartime chapters are preceded by a prologue featuring articles covering the major events that led to secession and war; and they are followed by an epilogue containing accounts that carry the story forward through the important postwar period known as Reconstruction. The articles are all reprinted here in the order in which they appeared. For that reason, accounts of the events in the West sometimes appear four, five, or six days after the events themselves. In a few cases, such as during the 1864 Red River campaign in Louisiana, accounts arrived several weeks after the fact.


The emphasis — just as it was in the original editions of the newspaper — remains firmly focused on the military aspect of the Civil War. But the political battles on the home front were seldom far from the lead position of the paper, and they get ample space in this collection, too. Raymond knew that without Republican majorities in Washington and Albany, public and financial support for the Union would evaporate. Consequently, The Times reported avidly on local and national elections alike, not only New York’s own, but also assailing Democratic candidates in other states, particularly if they advocated for peace at any price. After Raymond assumed his role as Republican chairman in early 1864, his principal job became defeating Democrats at every level.


On August 27, just days after sending his dis-obliging letter on the party’s prospects and then visiting Lincoln to propose a peace conference, Raymond reiterated to his readers that he was now “deeply impressed with the belief that Mr. Lincoln will be re-elected; and regards the political situation as most hopeful and satisfactory....” To help ensure the victory, he demanded a $500 political contribution from each cabinet secretary. And he proposed assessing the employees of their various departments and tithing workers at the New York Custom House, one of the city’s most lucrative patronage mills, to the tune of 3 percent of annual wages. In a letter to government contractors, Raymond blatantly informed them: “I take it for granted you appreciate the necessity of sustaining the government in its contest with rebellion.… Please remit whatever you feel inclined to give in a check, payable to my order as treasurer of the national executive committee. I respectfully ask your immediate attention to this matter, as the need of funds is pressing and the time for using them is short.” The dividing line between journalism and politics, if there ever was one, was now totally erased.32


By now, Raymond was himself a candidate, too — for the House of Representatives — facing a difficult race of his own in New York’s evenly split Eighth Congressional District. Raymond described the candidacies of himself and the president’s as representing the conviction that the war must be prosecuted until the “complete and final overthrow of the rebellion.” Fundraising was the weapon of choice. Raymond called on Lincoln to sanction active campaigning for money among government workers at the city’s post offices and navy yards; Lincoln did nothing to squelch the effort.33


Navy Secretary Gideon Welles, for one, resisted Raymond’s attempts to pressure employees of his department. Labeling the Times editor “an unscrupulous soldier of fortune,” he charged: “He and some of his colleagues are not to be trusted, yet these political vagabonds are the managers of the party.” Welles’s objections to Raymond’s blatant fund-raising were not based entirely on principle. He suspected Raymond at least in part because of the editor’s close ties to Welles’s cabinet rival William H. Seward. The Navy secretary was convinced that The Times would “attack any and every member of the Cabinet, but Seward.” Raymond ultimately journeyed to Washington to plead his case personally to Lincoln at the White House. There, Welles was appalled to find the editor one day speaking “in a low tone of voice” to the president about the lack of party loyalty among the 7,000 employees of the Brooklyn Navy Yard. They should, Raymond brazenly insisted, accept a levy imposed on their wages for the party’s use or be fired. Outmaneuvered, Welles reluctantly agreed that the most “obnoxious” foes of the administration at the Brooklyn yard could be dismissed, and shrank away from the meeting, later confiding to his diary: “I am amazed that Raymond could debase himself so far as to submit such a proposition, and more that he expects me to enforce it.” To Welles, Raymond’s methods represented an “arbitrary and despotic exercise of power.” Eventually, some pro-Democratic workers in Brooklyn were indeed fired — but only some 50 of them.34
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Secretary of the Navy Gideon Welles.


Ultimately, Raymond, like the president, easily won his November election (though Lincoln lost decisively in New York City). Earning 42 percent of the vote in a four-man contest, the editor now became a congressman-elect. Ironically, his victory also hastened his decline; his editorial and political power would never again be so great. By the time Raymond headed to Washington to take his seat in the House in December 1865, his great benefactor Lincoln was dead, and his unpopular successor was splintering the old Republican coalition, while the influential Times languished in the hands of caretaker editors. But then, the great issue of the day — the Civil War — had been settled.


Throughout that war, readers of The New York Times, particularly during election campaigns, were treated to almost daily puff pieces about the Republicans, alongside withering criticisms of the Democrats. But to suggest that The Times featured only war stories and political propaganda would be misleading. Like other broadsheets of the day, it contained reprints of major orations, odd human-interest stories, literary items, business and financial news, reports of public meetings and scientific innovations, crime stories, reviews of art and music, and reports on the comings and goings of the rich and famous — the “early publication of reliable intelligence from both continents,” according to its original prospectus. Most of these, the editors have been unable to include in this volume; but we mention them here to give the readers of this book an appreciation of the scope of coverage the paper provided six days a week throughout the war.35


It might be added that while The Times and most other newspapers of the period were designed for home-front consumption, the paper also offered soldiers in the field a vital link to the communities they had left behind to fight for the nation. Just as the paper brought news of the war to civilians, it brought civilian news to soldiers as well. In 1864, when The Times and other pro-Republican dailies successfully advocated for the soldiers’ right to vote by absentee ballot if they could not return home on Election Day, the newspaper also became a vital sounding board for campaign politics among the military. Speaking for soldiers and civilians alike, Oliver Wendell Holmes observed early in the war: “If we are rich, we can lay down our carriages, stay away from Newport or Saratoga, and adjourn the trip to Europe sine die.... Only bread and the newspaper we must have, whatever else we do without.”36
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A newspaper vendor near a soldier camp in Meade, Virginia, 1863.


[image: Image]


Union General Ambrose E. Burnside reading a newspaper with photographer Mathew B. Brady (nearest tree) at Army of the Potomac headquarters.


The American Civil War was the nation’s greatest and most traumatic event. Its genesis is covered in a Prologue and its consequences in an Epilogue, but it is the war itself — the bitter, sanguinary conflict that lasted almost exactly four years, from April 1861 to April 1865 — that is the centerpiece of this book. To read about it as New Yorkers and other contemporaries did allows a modern reader to gain an entirely new understanding of the complexity of this wrenching conflict. It was not a constant parade of battles, nor was there universal appreciation of the deep channel that the war was carving out for itself. Wars have a tendency to create their own momentum, and the unpredictable and uneven momentum of the Civil War is evident in the pages of The Times.


The national conversation about the relationship of slavery to re-Union, for example, began almost at once and lasted throughout the war and into the Reconstruction era. The understanding of the protocols of war — what today we would call the rules of engagement — changed constantly, too. Lincoln initially declared Confederate privateers to be pirates, and then had to back down from that when Jefferson Davis threatened retaliation. Once Lincoln made the decision to allow black men to serve in the Union Army, Davis asserted that black men under arms would be considered as escaped slaves and would be sold back into slavery, and that their white officers would be treated as guilty of fomenting a slave rebellion and executed on the spot. Other issues, including the treatment of prisoners, the protection of noncombatants, and the legitimacy of targeting factories and farms, emerged as the war progressed. Throughout it all, thoughtful men with various perspectives considered and debated the meaning of these changes in the pages of The New York Times.


The cost of the war, both in dollars and in human lives, astonished everyone. As appalling as the losses in the Battle of First Bull Run in the summer of 1861 seemed at the time, they paled by comparison to the losses at Shiloh in 1862, and those in turn paled in comparison to the killing at Gettysburg. The Overland Campaign in 1864 was a 40-day bloodletting, with no historical antecedent, that foretold the World War I carnage in the trenches of the Western Front from 1915 to 1917. Before the Civil War was over, some 620,000 men lost their lives, and Abraham Lincoln, as The Times reported in detail, became very nearly the last of them.


In editing this volume, the first challenge we faced was selecting from among a truly breathtaking archive — the tens of thousands of stories printed by The Times — those that most accurately revealed the course of events and the shift in attitude provoked by those events. In the end, we chose some 650 articles, editing some of the longer ones down to their central argument. The surgery necessary to do this was painful, but we are convinced that what remains represents the central essence of The Times’s reporting of the Civil War. Still, for those who wish to read all the stories in their unedited format, the accompanying disks contain all the raw material. As lengthy as this book is, it could well have been much longer.


To save space, one of the things we were forced to edit was the character of the 19th-century headlines — and Raymond’s Times is generally credited with introducing the display headline. During the Civil War, it was common for most important articles to be introduced by as many as a dozen headings and subheadings — “banks” or “decks,” as professional journalists call them. In this manner, readers could quickly understand major events as might by glancing at a handbill. As but one daunting example of this tradition, here is the “headline” that led the article printed on July 7, 1863, about the Battle of Gettysburg:
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Rather than duplicate all of this, the headline we used in this volume is:


THE GREAT VICTORY.


GEN. MEADE’S ORDER OF THANKS TO THE ARMY.


In the articles themselves, abridged or not, we occasionally indicate the misspelling of a proper name by adding the accurate spelling in brackets. Likewise, the first time an important individual is named in an article, we have had added the first name in brackets. For important historical actors we have provided more detailed information in footnotes at the end of many articles. Otherwise we have retained the original structure and spelling of the articles just as they appeared during the war. The Times spelled Gettysburg and Vicksburg as “Gettysburgh” and “Vicksburgh” and spelled entrenchments as “intrenchments,” and we have allowed these to stand, too. Similarly, the paper used capital letters in printing the name of every person it described in print; that practice long ago vanished, but we have retained it here out of respect for the original journalistic convention.


Aside from these minor concessions to modern sensibilities among readers to whom we introduce this material 150 years after the Civil War began, the editors have gratefully allowed The New York Times to speak again for itself. As the following pages will demonstrate, it did so with extraordinary vitality, breadth, and determination.


After Lincoln’s death, Raymond wrote a laudatory biography called The Life and Public Services of Abraham Lincoln that burnished the martyr’s growing legend for an audience beyond even that of The Times. But in his day, Lincoln had expressed similar sentiments about Raymond’s newspaper. When Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton once insisted that he could not issue passes to Times correspondents in advance of those issued to others, Lincoln made clear his undisguised favoritism. “The Times,” he wrote, “is always true to the Union, and therefore should be treated at least as well as any other.” (See art below.)37


The editors hope they have done the same.
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This endorsement from President Lincoln—and the subsequent comments by Secretary of War Edwin M. Stanton— came after Times correspondent E.A. Paul complained that he had been refused a pass from the War Department to cover General Grant’s army in the field. Paul demanded that “The Times be placed on an equal footing with other loyal papers.”


The Times I believe is always true to the Union, and therefore should be treated at least as well as any.


A. Lincoln
May 24. 1864


Respectfully returned to the President. The Times is treated by this Department precisely as other papers are treated. No pass is granted by the Department to any paper except upon the permission of General Grant or General Meade. The Repeated application by Mr Forney and by other Editors have been refused on the same ground as the Times until the correspondent is approved by the Commanding General. This is the regulation of all the armies and the Secretary of War declines to do for the Times what is not done for other papers.


Edwin M. Stanton
May 24. 1864


P. S. Since writing the above I perceive a paper purporting to be a pass from Beckwith which I have not before seen. It was shown to Col Hardie who refused to approve it on account of the condition of the army & transportation. I think he did right & that as soon as it is known where the army is a pass may be given if authorised by General Meade or Grant but not without their express or personal authority.


Edwin M. Stanton
Sec of War
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PROLOGUE



“The Question of Freedom or Slavery: The Coming of the Civil War”


1850 –1860
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Detail from an 1850 editorial cartoon condemning the Fugitive Slave Act.


Every modern American knows — just as every reader of The New York Times understood at the time — that the Civil War began with the first shots fired at Fort Sumter in April 1861. But there was a dramatic backstory, too: the long-simmering dispute between North and South over the toxic issue of chattel slavery. It had been smoldering anew for nearly a decade, beginning with the passage of the Fugitive Slave Act in 1850. An earlier Fugitive Slave law dating from 1793 had made it unlawful for citizens to harbor runaways or abet their escape from slavery. But this new legislation, passed as part of the Compromise of 1850, went further by making it unlawful for any citizen to refuse to assist authorities in recapturing escaped slaves. In effect, it made every Northerner part of the slave-catching apparatus of the government.


Two years later, author Harriet Beecher Stowe published her explosive novel Uncle Tom’s Cabin; or, Life among the Lowly, an exposé of the evils of slavery that caused both a literary and political sensation. The book sold 300,000 copies domestically in 1852 alone, and eventually became the biggest best seller of the century. Abraham Lincoln probably did not, as the legend holds, declare on meeting the author for the first time: “So this is the little lady who made this big war.” But he might as well have said exactly that.


Politically, the dominant issue of the 1850s was not the continued existence of slavery in the South — only a handful of extremists like William Lloyd Garrison advocated outright abolition, and he was excoriated by the vast majority of Americans, North and South alike. Instead, the issue was the extension of slavery into the national territories in the West. Most Americans believed the issue had been settled by two great Congressional compromises: one in 1820 that concerned Missouri, and one in 1850 that concerned the territory that had been gained from Mexico in the Mexican-American War. Then in 1854, Congress passed the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Sponsored by Senator Stephen A. Douglas, an Illinois Democrat, primarily to facilitate the construction of a transcontinental railroad, Southerners refused to support it unless the new territories were opened to slave owners.


To gain Southern support in Congress, Douglas added a codicil declaring that the residents of the new territories could vote on the issue for themselves. This became known as the doctrine of “popular sovereignty.” When Southerners protested that it was a false choice because slavery had been banned north of the latitude of 36°30’ by the Missouri Compromise, Douglas added another codicil repealing that portion of the 1820 act. In effect, the bill thus opened territories to slavery where it previously had been forbidden. Douglas argued that slavery would never take root in these territories anyway, because the cotton culture was incompatible with the climate in Kansas, but antislavery interests reacted to the legislation with fury, arguing that it threatened to nationalize the “peculiar institution.” The legislation hastened the formation of the new Republican Party, which denounced Douglas and mocked his proposal as “squatter sovereignty.”


The Nebraska law set the stage for a bloody outbreak in Kansas’s territory — in a sense, a violent precursor to the convulsive war yet to come. In a protracted, bitter fight over whether to accept a slave or free constitution for the new territory, sustained fighting broke out between pro-slavery “Border Ruffians” and antislavery Free Staters, who had poured into the region. They squared off in a series of bloody guerrilla battles that ultimately claimed more than four dozen lives. After pro-slavery zealots burned a hotel in the town of Lawrence, abolitionist John Brown led a band of antislavery zealots into a pro-slavery settlement and killed five men along the banks of Pottawatomie Creek. A few months later, armies of vigilantes on both sides of the explosive issue fought at the so-called Battle of Osawatomie.


At the outset of the Kansas violence, U.S. Senator Charles Sumner of Massachusetts, a champion of abolition and black rights, delivered a speech denouncing the authors of the Kansas-Nebraska Act, describing one of them, Senator Andrew Butler, as a Don Quixote (to Douglas’ Sancho Panza). Sumner’s three-hour oration featured a devastating impersonation of Butler, who suffered from slurred speech caused by a stroke. The next afternoon, Butler’s enraged nephew, South Carolina Congressman Preston Brooks, avenged his uncle by savagely attacking Sumner at his Senate desk, using a heavy cane to beat him into unconsciousness. Sumner nearly died as a result of the assault and, though he ultimately recovered, did not return to Washington for three years. By the end of 1856, Charles Sumner had become a martyr to the cause of antislavery, and Preston Brooks a hero to the champions of Southern chivalry.


The genie was now fully out of the bottle, and bitter debates on the slavery issue roiled Congress, as well as town halls, lyceums, and newspapers nationwide. Two years later, in 1858, Douglas faced a stiff challenge for a third-term from a former Whig Congressman, all but unknown outside of Illinois. Abraham Lincoln, a recent convert to Republicanism, challenged the incumbent to a series of open-air political debates in Illinois. With newspapers breathlessly reporting the prairies “on fire” with their oratorical dueling, the entire nation focused on this local race as if it would determine the future of popular sovereignty and slavery itself. Douglas won re-election, but Lincoln emerged with a national reputation. Newspaper transcripts of their “joint meetings,” followed by publication of a book-length reprint masterminded by Lincoln, immortalized the encounters as the most famous political debates in American history and set the two principals — and the rest of the increasingly divided nation — on a collision course toward the 1860 election.


Until 1857, however, only the legislative and executive branches had weighed in on the growing sectional crisis — with the new President, James Buchanan, feebly (and unsuccessfully) attempting to impose a pro-slavery constitution on Bleeding Kansas. A few days after Buchanan’s inauguration, however, the judicial branch was heard from — in thunder tones that shook the very foundation of the country. The Supreme Court’s now-infamous Dred Scott decision held that African-Americans could never, in effect, be citizens of the United States, and judged slavery to be permissible anywhere and everywhere. Southerners cheered the ruling as a vindication of their “peculiar institution,” while Northerners like Lincoln insisted that the ruling violated the “all men are created equal” spirit of the nation’s founding documents.


To some Southerners, outright war became likely, if not inevitable, in May 1859, when John Brown of Kansas fame caused another sensation by leading a raid on the federal arsenal at Harpers Ferry, Virginia — a quixotic, doomed plot designed to arouse and arm what he hoped would become a massive slave insurrection. Although many Northerners dismissed Brown as a madman, he became a martyr to abolitionists after his trial and execution in December. Antislavery admirers shaved slivers from his wooden coffin. Composers wrote songs in tribute, and artists romanticized his hanging. Brown’s martyrdom infuriated and frightened slave owners who worried that their black chattels, more numerous in some Southern states than whites, might one day revolt against them and convulse the region in bloodshed. By the dawn of the critical year 1860, many Southerners were loudly warning that the Union of states would be fatally doomed should any Republican capture the White House later that year. Northerners in turn denounced Southerners for a “rule or ruin” mentality, and insisted that the Union could not be fractured.


In February, at the end of a series of well-publicized audition speeches by Western Republicans in New York, the frontier giant who had captured national attention in his earlier debates with Douglas made his local oratorical debut with an address at Cooper Union. Abraham Lincoln’s speech — which ended with the ringing assurance to antislavery men that “right makes might” — set the stage for one of the most rancorous presidential election campaigns in American history. It also triggered the further national convulsions that many Americans, North as well as South, had ample reason to fear would follow.


SOUTHERN SLAVERY.


A GLANCE AT UNCLE TOM’S CABIN.


JUNE 22, 1853


We commence this morning the publication of a somewhat extended notice of “Uncle Tom’s Cabin,” a book which has been more widely read and more generally noticed already than any other ever issued in this country, but which still has a fresh and profound interest for every class of readers, and in every section of the country.1 The review is written by a Southern gentleman, a lawyer of distinction, an accomplished scholar, and who has filled very high and responsible public stations with honor to himself and credit to the country. It presents naturally enough the opinion of the book generally entertained in the Southern States, where the work has been widely read, and where whatever good it is calculated to effect, will be accomplished. Such a book was scarcely needed to demonstrate to the people of the North the odiousness of many of the features of Southern slavery, and still less to stimulate the hostile intermeddling of officious persons of both sexes in Europe, with evils which, however responsible they may be for their existence, they can now do nothing whatever to remedy, and which their ill-judged action cannot fail to aggravate. But there are many things contained in the book which cannot fail to do good in the South, by directing the attention of those who have it in their power to apply a remedy, to many gross and glaring evils which have grown up in connection with Slavery as it exists in the Southern States. The review referred to, will be read, we think, with general interest.


FIRST PAPER. BY A SOUTHERNER.
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Harriet Beecher Stowe, author of Uncle Tom’s Cabin, ca. 1880.


The time has come for a calm review of Mrs. HARRIET BEECHER STOWE’s2 book — a book which has attracted so much attention, both at home and abroad. It is quite clear that the review must come from the South.3 The book cannot be fairly judged anywhere else in all the world; in truth, it cannot be comprehended anywhere else. Its style may be admired the world over, its vivid sketches of the lights and shadows of life, its life-like creation — presenting at one moment the loveliest impersonation of virtue, and at the next the most revolting embodiment of course vice — gives powerful interest to the book, independent of the particular class or race whose wrongs it is intended to depict.


The power of the book is not to be questioned. Its fidelity, its fairness, its morality we may venture to discuss; but it would be idle to deny that it is a powerful appeal to humanity; that it moves the soul in its very depths; and that it awakens the intensest interest in the fortunes of the humble hero of the story, and of all the personages in any way connected with him. A writer just beginning to be talked about, undertakes to show us that all popular superstitions are founded on some truth. In his argument, which is historical, he overlooks astrology, one of the most beautiful, fascinating, and commanding forms of speculative faith which the world has ever acknowledged, since the stars first glittered in the firmament....


There lies the secret power of Mrs. STOWE’s sketch of Life among the Lowly. It is not merely that it depicts the scenes in the life of a slave torn from his happy home, his family, his friends, and subjected to cruel treatment upon a Southern plantation; but it is because the glowing pages exhibit the chequered fortunes of a man displaying a character at every step of his eventful history, at once gentle and heroic. Through the darkening shadows of his later years, the beautiful lineaments of the Christian shine out clear, steady and strong; and we do not know whether the soul is most moved by admiration for the lofty courage and sublime faith of the expiring martyr, suffering, bleeding, sinking in the loneliness of a wretched hovel, without an eye to cheer, or a human voice to speak a word of sympathy; or with indignant detestation of the demon-like brutality of a wretch, without a single redeeming quality. Such a picture, drawn anywhere, would move us....


It is quite clear that whatever may be the demerits of the slave system, they are not fairly exhibited in Mrs. STOWE’s Book; a book which we do not misconceive or undervalue.


We have already said that it possesses extraordinary attractions. It has fixed in the eyes of the civilized world on the Slaveholding States. Its “still, sad music” has reached the ear of mankind. It is altogether impossible that it should pass away without working great results; indeed we trust that its results will be seen in all the future fortunes of the African race. It ought to be read by every Slaveholder; it is far more important that he should read it, than the Abolitionist of America, or of Europe, should find in its pages fresh fuel for his passions. All this we freely say. But we say something more than this; and it is — that the sympathy of the civilized world has been roused, not by an exhibition of the true relations between master and slave, but by a splendid picture; — an elaborate and successful performance, in which the imagination prevails to so high a degree, that the scene should have been laid in some Oriental region, rather than amidst the sober and commonplace realities of the Plantation States.


Uncle Tom’s Cabin stands at the head of that entertaining class of books known as “Tales Founded on Facts.” WALPOLE. 




1. First published in June 1851 as a serial in the abolitionist journal The National Era, the novel Uncle Tom’s Cabin appeared in book form the following March, creating a national — and ultimately, international — sensation. The book made characters like “Uncle Tom,” “Little Eva,” and “Simon Legree” pillars of American folklore.


2. Harriet Beecher Stowe (1811–1896) was the daughter of the famous minister Lyman Beecher, and the sister of both minister Henry Ward Beecher and educator Catherine Beecher, with whom she wrote another bestselling book about the American woman’s role in the home. It was said that Harriet and her husband, Calvin Stowe, harbored many fugitive slaves in their home as they fled to freedom via the Underground Railroad.


3. This careful and reasoned — but critical — multipart review of the book was anything but typical of Southern reaction to Uncle Tom’s Cabin. Southern writers also produced some 30 rebuttal books, like Mary Henderson Eastman’s Aunt Phillis’s Cabin, which argued that slavery was a benevolent institution that protected blacks.





THE NEBRASKA BILL.


THE CLOSING SCENES — EFFECT OF THE MEASURE.


MAY 7, 1854


WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, MAY 26, 1854.
1½ O’CLOCK A.M.


I have just left the Senate chamber, where the Nebraska iniquity was consummated a few minutes since;1 and, as I write, the roar of cannon from Capitol Hill is speaking the joy of those who have accomplished it. The work is finished. Tomorrow, doubtless, the bill will receive the President’s approval;2 and by Monday-next, the hire-ling crew who have betrayed their constituencies for prices stipulated, may walk up and demand the reward of their ignominy. The work of organizing the Territories, and of rewarding those whose consciences would not let them vote the measure until stiffened by Executive promises of a share in the spoils, will probably progress pari passu; and it will be an interesting study to analyze the appointments for officers of the new Territories, and ascertain who gives a receipt in full for services rendered, as each commission is filled up by the Executive. The fat jobs and contracts which constitute the price of some of those whose votes passed the measure through Congress, will not be available for some time yet; but as they come along in the course of time, I shall hope to have the pleasure of announcing them, and of giving the value of the contract, and the vote which secured it, side by side, as cause and effect.


There is little to be said of tonight’s session of the Senate. It was interesting, but not exciting. Mr. [William H.] SEWARD, Mr. [Salmon P.] CHASE,3 and others, in their speeches distinctly indicated the results which are to flow from the consummation of the Nebraska swindle. Their language was calm, courteous, and forcible. They were replied to by Mr. [Stephen A.] DOUGLAS in a tirade of scurrilous abuse towards themselves, the clergy, and everybody else who does not belong to the Slavery Propaganda, such as he only is capable of; and as he has been practicing this speech and this style before the Senate now for some three or four months, he has become rather perfect in that line, as you may suppose.


The disclosures in the Senate, during the last day or two, in relation to the action of the Southern Whig Senatorial Caucus on the Nebraska bill, presents one fact in a very strong light — to wit: that every man of the Whig party who went for the Nebraska bill, was filled with the conviction that he was going to political death, so far as a national political position is concerned. And the same thing is equally true, of nearly every Senator among those who have heretofore claimed the title of Democracy. A more lamentable exhibition of moral cowardice can scarce be imagined, than has been displayed in connection with this bill, from beginning to end. Nobody hardly, except DOUGLAS, has been for it. The men who have spoken for it, and toiled for it with him, have cursed it and him with it, continually, in secret. But they were in his toils, and dared not refuse to do his bidding, lest they should be suspected of being Abolitionists, or of being disloyal to the “Democratic” party. I know this to be true, as does everybody else here, who is at all familiar with political life behind the scenes. It was clear from the first, that there was no sincere, spontaneous support of the bill, from any quarter. And still I saw it must pass, for it had the earmarks of the Administration, which had adopted it, and brought to bear upon it the whole weight and influence of Executive power and patronage — and that, at this day, is irresistible.


It remains now to be seen whether DOUGLAS and Co. can cheat the people into believing that after all it’s best to be quiet and “acquiesce” in this new triumph of the Slave Power — whether the arch Demagogue who initiated this scheme, and whose untiring energy and industry this scheme, and whose untiring energy and industry has carried it through, is right when he laughs to scorn all threats of resistance to his plans of Slavery aggression.


The events of last month are considered by all thinking men here to have completely broken down all old party lines. Whigs of the North have no longer any responsibility to or sympathy with the Southern Whigs as such. The line of division is complete. On the other hand a large portion of the Democracy of the North feel that they are thrown out of their old party association, because while they are honest, patriotic men, they can never consent to political fellowship with those whose whole end and aim is to strengthen, develop and extend the Slave power, at the sacrifice of all that true Democracy claims to feel and to inculcate. The old issues by which party lines were marked have been suspended. The question of Freedom or Slavery as the ruling principle, the controlling interest in the Republic, is the only issue of any importance now before the people; and it certainly is a far more interesting and vital one than any the country has divided upon since the foundation of the Government. Upon that the country must divide. That is inevitably the issue, although the most strenuous efforts will be made to divert public attention from it. The friends of freedom and the public faith must rally under the banner of Democracy, for that is the name which expresses the sentiment necessarily embodied in the party of Freedom. Let the organization commence without delay. The enemies of Freedom are untiring, remorseless, sleepless. The true Democracy will need to be ceaselessly vigilant, or the chains, ere long, will have been so firmly riveted upon them that escape will be almost hopeless. It is the time for action. That action has already begun in the hearts of the people. Let the leaders in every hamlet, town and city give it immediate direction and permanent form.


S.
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An 1856 poster cartoon attributes the violence in Kansas to proslavery elements.




1. The controversial Kansas-Nebraska Act, authored by Senator Stephen A. Douglas (1813–1861), Democrat of Illinois, reignited the sectional crisis by repealing part of the Missouri Compromise, which had limited slavery to territory below the 36°30’ parallel.


2. As predicted, the legislation was signed by Democratic President Franklin Pierce (1804–1869).


3. Northern antislavery Senators from New York and Ohio, respectively, who would later serve as Cabinet officers in the Lincoln administration.





RIGHTS OF MINORITIES — A SOUTHERN VIEW OF THE PASSAGE OF THE NEBRASKA BILL.


MAY 31, 1854


FROM THE CHARLESTON (S.C.) MERCURY, MAY 27.


The recent struggle in the House of Representatives over the Nebraska bill will be memorable not only for the pertinacity with which the minority resisted its passage, but also for the extraordinary measures to which the majority resorted at the last to secure their triumph. The amendment offered by Mr. [Alexander H.] STEPHENS1 in Committee of the Whole, to strike out the enacting clause of the bill, cut off all other amendments, deprived the bill of its vitality, and compelled the Committee to rise and report the bill thus amended to the House. The question then came up in the House upon the adoption of this report. By previous understanding the very majority who had so amended the bill in committee now voted for the rejection of the report.


The effect of this move, then, was to remove the bill from Committee where amendments without limit could impede its passage, and bring it before the House where the call for the previous question to the exclusion of all amendments would force it at once to a direct vote. The tactics were most adroit and as the result showed, entirely successful. Thus after a tedious Parliamentary campaign, which left the question still to be decided by patience and physical endurance, the victory is won by a simple maneuver, as unlooked for as it is unusual. The resort to it is an era in the Parliamentary history of the country. It has closed the door henceforth to the successful resistance on the part of minorities to measure which they deem unconstitutional and oppressive. And the effect of the victory thus won will be to make majorities more intolerant of opposition, and regardless of the claims and arguments of the weaker side. We do not speak of this movement in reference to the Nebraska bill. We look at it as a question deeply affecting the future history of the country and as such it is worthy of note.


As Mr. CALHOUN2 observed, Governments were formed to protect minorities — majorities can take care of themselves. The rules of the House of Representatives constitute a part of the system. The restrictions imposed by them upon hasty or oppressive legislation by placing in the hands of the minority the power to check and defeat it, are among its wisest provisions. They have ever been regarded in England and in this country as necessary to justice and liberty.


We think the late move in the House of Representatives by which the Nebraska bill was carried, subversive of this system and these restrictions. The precedent is established, and majorities in the future need only follow it to perpetrate acts of the grossest injustice. Where now is there any parliamentary protection for minorities. This new system of tactics violates it utterly, and by a single blow deprives them of that power, which, although it may at times be the rallying point of faction, yet in the light of all history is the last strong refuge of justice and freedom. In the annihilation, therefore, of the power of minorities, in the intolerant spirit which hereafter will actuate majorities, and the consequent wrongful legislation to which they may lead in all these aspects, we regard the precedent established as bad and dangerous. It is a fearful stride to that fatal evil which ever impends Democratic institutions when minorities, their protests, appeals and rights, are unheeded in the remorseless tread of majorities.


There are some who now congratulate themselves and the country upon the success of Mr. STEPHENS’ tactics, who will yet regret and decry their application. They will yet feel the value of the rights of minorities, when they belong to the weaker side themselves, and will bitterly remember that they first administered the poisoned chalice which evenhanded justice commends to their own lips. The whole country, and particularly the South, will be made to feel at what cost the passage of the Nebraska bill was bought.


Whatever were the merits of the bill, whatever of wisdom or of justice which may be claimed for it, we place them far below the perpetuity and recognition of those rights which belong to the few against the many....




1. Georgia Congressman Stephens (1812–1883), floor manager of the Kansas-Nebraska bill in the House of Representatives, called the passage of the bill “the greatest glory of my life.”


2. The late Senator John C. Calhoun (1782–1850) of South Carolina was a longtime advocate of the “positive good” of slavery, and ardently believed in the right of a state to secede.





THE NEBRASKA BILL AGAIN.


JUNE 7, 1854


Popular indignation at the passage of the Nebraska bill finds vent in various projects, some wise and some otherwise. We have all sorts of violent propositions, from all quarters. CASSIUS M. CLAY1 proposes that every body who voted for the bill shall be treated to a social as well as a political crucifixion — and seeks to prepare the country for a dissolution of the Union. GARRISON, PHILLIPS & Co.2 are seizing the opportunity to push their project of dissolving the Union and breaking down the Constitution. We hear men a good deal more sensible than any of these, proclaiming their hatred of all compacts which bind us to the Slaveholding interest, and declaring they will keep no faith with those who keep no faith with them. All this effervescence is good so far as it may lead to practical measures. But all measures to be practical, must be rational, judicious and legal. Resisting the law affords no remedy for the wrong we have sustained. Denouncing the Constitution may gratify a temporary indignation, but cooler judgment will not approve it and the great mass of the people will not endorse it. The true remedy is to be sought by the quiet, old-fashioned agency of the ballot-box. All we have to do is to elect Congressmen who will make laws favoring Freedom instead of Slavery — and a President who will not throw the whole power, patronage and influence of that office — as all our Presidents have done hitherto — into the scale of the Slaveholding interest.


The champions of the Nebraska bill know perfectly well that they have acted in direct opposition to the popular will. The originators of the iniquitous measure have for months been as clearly persuaded that the great sense of the country is against this outrageous breach of honor and good faith, as they are of their own existence. Yet they have accomplished it through recreant Northern votes. These Northern traitors prating Democratic cant, have gone deliberately against what they knew to be the mind of the North. The smallest fraction of decent regard to honor and propriety would have led them to put it over, till the sense of the country could be tested by another election. They were chosen to vote on no such question. Its coming up was not dreamed of by the people at large. When it was sprung upon the country, there was but one consentaneous cry of indignation throughout all the Northern land, in which honest and honorable men of all parties joined. Scarcely the slavish officials from Custom-Houses and Post Offices in small packed meetings, dared peep feebly in its behalf. A large portion of the honest and honorable feeling of the South was against it too. The palpable indecency of driving it through under such circumstances, was doubtless as much a matter of distinct consciousness to the majority that perpetrated it, as to the minority that resisted it, as to the country that cried out against it. They did it because it was in their power to do it — they had the Might and that they knew was all the Right they had. They dreaded to let it go over to another Congress. They feared — they knew, it could not then be passed. Sublime devotion to the Public Will!…




1. Clay (1810–1903) was a onetime Kentucky slave owner who became an abolitionist editor, orator, Mexican War veteran, and founder of the Republican Party. Lincoln would appoint him Minister to Russia.


2. William Lloyd Garrison (1805–1879), editor of The Liberator, and Wendell Phillips, Massachusetts orator, were arguably the nation’s best known abolitionists — admired by antislavery Northerners, and reviled in the slaveholding South. It was Garrison who called the Constitutional protection of slavery “a covenant with death and an agreement with hell.”






THE COWARDLY ASSAULT ON MR. SUMNER.


MAY 23, 1856


WASHINGTON, FRIDAY, MAY 22


Immediately after the adjournment of Congress, today, PRESTON S. BROOKS, of South Carolina,1 a member of the Lower House, entered the Senate Chamber, and approaching the seat of Mr. SUMNER,2 struck him a powerful blow with a cane, at the same time accusing him of libeling South Carolina and his great bearded relative, Senator BUTLER.3 Mr. SUMNER fell from the effects of the blow, and BROOKS continued beating him. Mr. SUMNER soon recovered sufficiently to call for help, but no one interposed, and BROOKS repeated the blows until Mr. SUMNER was deprived of the power of speech. Some eyewitnesses state that BROOKS struck him as many as fifteen or twenty times. Mr. SUMNER was sitting in an armchair when the assault was made, and had no opportunity to defend himself. After his assailant desisted, he was carried to his room, but the extent of his injuries are not yet ascertained.


Various opinions on the subject are expressed, many applauding and some denouncing the assault as a cowardly attempt to beat down freedom of speech.


Mr. BROOKS has been complained of by Mr. Wm. [name illegible] on whose oath Justice HOLLINGSHEAD required BROOKS to give bail in the sum of [amount illegible] as security for his appearance tomorrow afternoon.


Messrs. CRITTENDEN, TOOMBS, MURRAY,4 and others interfered as soon as they could, and probably prevented further damage. The greatest excitement prevailed. Mr. SUMNER sank perfectly unconscious to the floor, where he lay bloody and dreadfully bruised, till raised by his friends. Mr. Sumner’s physicians say his wounds are the most severe flesh ones that they ever saw on a man’s head, and deny his friends admission to him.


Mr. SUMNER has several severe but not dangerous wounds on his head. The cane used by BROOKS was shattered to pieces by the blows....
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Congressman Preston S. Brooks of South Carolina.
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Senator Charles Sumner of Massachusetts, victim of a beating by Rep. Brooks on the Senate floor.




1. Democrat Preston Smith Brooks (1819–1857) was never indicted for attacking Sumner; the House did not even agree on a motion to censure him, but he eventually left Congress on his own. Constituents sent him canes to replace the one he had broken in beating Sumner.


2. A senator since 1851, Charles Sumner (1811–1864) of Massachusetts had declared in his incendiary speech that Senator Butler had a mistress “ugly to others” but “lovely to him...the harlot, slavery.” Sumner did not return to Washington until December 1859, at which time he delivered his first speech on “The Barbarism of Slavery.”


3. Andrew Pickens Butler (1796–1857) died shortly after the Sumner attack.


4. John J. Crittenden (1786–1863) of Kentucky, Robert A. Toombs (1810–1885) of Georgia, and possibly Rep. Ambrose S. Murray (1807–1885), a congressman from New York.





THE RUFFIANLY ASSAULT ON SENATOR SUMNER.


SPECIAL CORRESPONDENCE OF THE N.Y. DAILY TIMES.


MAY 24, 1856


WASHINGTON, THURSDAY, MAY 22


I can add but little of fact, in relation to the ruffianly assault upon Mr. SUMNER, to what I have already telegraphed. A well known personal friend of Mr. BROOKS publicly stated, tonight, before a dozen gentlemen, that the assault was premeditated and arranged for at a private conclave, held last evening, at which the individual who made the statement was present. Mr. BROOKS then agreed to do this ruffian work which today he has consummated. Whether the same chivalric Council agreed that the crime thus settled upon should be carried to the extreme of murder, I know not; but the weapon employed, the ferocity of manner with which it was used long after it was apparent that Mr. SUMNER was unconscious, and therefore unable even to raise an arm to ward off the blows, and the fact that the assailant’s accomplice exerted himself, cane in hand, to prevent interference with the outrage upon the helpless victim, all tend to produce the conviction in my mind that foul murder was the purpose.


The defenders of this outrage (for shame, be it said, it has defenders here in creatures bearing the human form) tell us that there was no such purpose — but only a design to disgrace the Senator from Massachusetts. Paltry subterfuge! If that were the only purpose, the weapon would have been something far less dangerous to life. Look at the facts. Mr. SUMNER was seated at his desk writing in great haste for the afternoon’s mail. Suddenly Mr. BROOKS — who had been sitting in the Chamber during twenty minutes, waiting, apparently, until the object of his malice should be quite alone — suddenly stepped up and addressed him. Mr. S. did not rise from his seat — had not the slightest expectation of being assailed, and had spoken no single word, when he received a blow that deprived him of consciousness. Those who dressed his wounds express their wonder that he was able to move at all after this blow had been inflicted. In the instinct of self-preservation, however, he sprang from his seat, ripping up his desk from the floor in the movement, and overturning it. You will understand that, with his nether limbs under the desk, and his arm chair drawn close up to it, he was, in a manner, pinioned fast. He sprang forward, however, but his strength and consciousness were already lost, and he could do nothing in the way of self-defense....


What will be the end of it all, do you suppose? The proof of the assault without other provocation than words spoken in debate is perfectly conclusive, but a fine of fifty or a hundred dollars will be the extent of the legal punishment visited upon the criminal unless I greatly err; and the chivalric sons of South Carolina who signalize their prowess by first disabling a man whom they take at a disadvantage, and then beating him with perfect safety until taken off, will walk our streets with heads as high as honest men.


I will not trust myself to comment upon the political aspect of this affair. Your readers cannot fail to see in it another exemplification of the arrogance and overbearing insolence by means of which a portion of the champions of the Slave power seek to crush out all liberty of speech or of the Press wherever that privilege is exercised in behalf of Freedom. It is a part of the great plot of fraud and violence and wrong enacting on a larger stage in Kansas. Here it is an Editor or a Senator assassinated in a manner which should make a coward blush; in Kansas it is a freeman murdered, simply for declaring himself a freeman, and another followed by relentless persecutions under the forms of a law which has its basis in fraud, simply because he was a witness of the murder. Where will it end? What is the remedy? One remedy of the people have in their hands — and that is a stern rebuke to the time-serving politicians whose attempts to force Slavery into Kansas — by a stupendous scheme of fraud, to be sustained only while freemen live, in violence and blood — have set the example for these no less disgraceful efforts to stop discussion by blackguardism and crime.
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An 1856 cartoon laments the caning of Senator Sumner.


S.


STUPIDITY OF THE SOUTH.


MAY 28, 1856


Happily for the world wisdom and wickedness do not often travel together; in fact they are never found in company, and malignity always overreaches itself and neutralizes its bitterness by its own folly. The assault on Senator SUMNER is a notable proof in point, and the most marvelous circumstance about the affair, after all, is the amazing stupidity of BROOKS, and the fatuous blindness of the Southern Senators in their approbation of his conduct. If that chivalric gentleman in his anxiety to defend his uncle’s reputation, and uphold the honor of his native State could have foreseen, as in any but a maniac must have done, that for every blow inflicted upon the head of Mr. SUMNER, the cause of Slavery must lose at the least ten thousand votes, he probably would have desisted from his foul and cowardly deed. There never was so good an opportunity offered to the South, before, to make capital for itself, as in this case of the ruffian BROOKS; but, true to their instincts, and blinded by the madness that must lead to their utter defeat, they have chosen to defend the outrageous scoundrelism of their self-appointed champion and have thus made themselves responsible for his acts. In consequence of the notoriety given to Mr. SUMNER’s speech it will now have ten readers where it would before have had one; and Mr. BROOKS may congratulate himself upon having done more to add to the Republican Party, and to give vigor and permanency to the Anti-Slavery sentiment of the North, than all the Free Soilers have done in Congress. Some of the Southern papers have the sagacity to see this; and while they express their admiration of Mr. BROOKS’ ruffianism, and pour out their vile abuse upon Mr. SUMNER, they regret the violence of which he was the subject — since it will inevitably strengthen the hands of their opponents. One of the Virginia papers, with unintentional felicity, calls the assault upon Mr. SUMNER a “classical caning.” The epithet was well chosen. The brutal act will become classical as the poisoning of SOCRATES and the ostracism of ARISTIDES are classical; and the speech of the Senator, which might have been forgotten, will become a classic, and be received by future school boys, and be committed to memory and quoted by public orators. We published a supplement, containing this speech, on Saturday, and the call for it has been incessant ever since. It is read more eagerly than a new novel by DICKENS or THACKERAY, and hundreds of thousands will read it now, and treasure up the facts it enumerates, who would never have perused a lie of it but for the stupid brutality of the ruffian BROOKS.



THE SLAVERY QUESTION — THE DECISION OF THE SUPREME COURT.


MARCH 9, 1857


The decision of the Supreme Court in the case of DRED SCOTT completes the nationalization of Slavery. Slavery is no longer a local institution — the creature of local law — dependent for its existence and protection upon State sovereignty and State legislation. It is incorporated into the Constitution of the United States. Its tenure is the tenure of all property, and the Constitution protects and preserves it, to the same extent and upon the same principles, as it protects any other property of any kind whatever. This is the fundamental position which the Supreme Court has just asserted, and upon which all its decisions in this case rest. Congress cannot exclude Slavery from Federal territory, because the right to slaves is the right to property, and cannot be divested. For the same reason the people of the Territory cannot exclude Slavery from their own domain — and when the time for the next step comes, we shall have it in the logical sequence, that no State Government has the right to deprive any citizen of property, which the Constitution of the United States protects him in holding.


It is not too much to say that this decision revolutionizes the Federal Government, and changes entirely the relation which Slavery has hitherto held towards it. Slavery is no longer local: it is national. The Federal Government is no longer held aloof from it, as a thing wholly and exclusively out of its jurisdiction — it is brought directly within its sphere and put immediately under its protection. The doctrine of State Rights, so long its friend, is now its foe.


That this decision is to produce the most profound impression upon the public judgment is certain. Its first effect will be to paralyze and astound the public mind. Familiar as our people have become to the advancement of Slavery towards supremacy in our Government, they have not believed that it could obtain so absolute a seat in the supreme council of the Republic at so early a day. The decision will be accepted and obeyed as law. There will be no wide or loud protest against it. The public peace will not be disturbed — the public ear will not be vexed — by clamorous outcries or noisy denunciations of the court and its decree. But the doctrine it has promulgated will sink deep into the public heart, and germinate there as the seed of discontent and contest and disaster hereafter. They mistake the temper of the men of this Republic, who believe that they will ever accept Slavery as the fixed and permanent law of the American Union. They have trusted to time — to the progress of civilization, to the melioration of legal codes — to climate, to population, to established metes and bounds, to old covenants and compacts and the advancement of Christian principle, for ultimate deliverance. They will strive still to cling to such of these as violence and wrong have left untouched. But this last decision leaves little to hope and everything to fear. And the people will begin to ask why, if Slavery is national, the nation should not assume the custody and control of it — why, if its extension is synonymous with its existence, both should not be ended together.


Apparent peace will follow the action of the Supreme Court. The partisans of its conduct and its doctrine will proclaim it to be the end of controversy upon this subject, and the immediate result will seem to confirm their hopes. But it has laid the only solid foundation which has ever yet existed for an Abolition party; and it will do more to stimulate the growth, to build up the power and consolidate the action of such a party, than has been done by any other event since the Declaration of Independence.
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Dred Scott, the most famous slave in America.


POLITICAL CONTEST IN ILLINOIS.


AUGUST 23, 1858


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW YORK TIMES


WASHINGTON, SUNDAY, AUG. 22


The city is dull, and there is very little important business transacted by the Cabinet, inasmuch as the Secretary of State, the Attorney-General, and the Secretary of the Navy are all absent in search of a change of air and recruited health.


The engrossing topic of conversation is the fierce contest in Illinois, and how it will end, and the politicians of all sorts are agog to see a report of the encounter between DOUGLAS and LINCOLN, which took place at Ottawa, Ill., yesterday. The friends of the Administration generally seem disposed to occupy a position of armed neutrality between them, taking no especial interest in either, being desirous rather of the election of some reliable Democrat....



DOUGLAS AND LINCOLN AT OTTAWA — PERSONAL REMINISCENCES.


AUGUST 26, 1858


Messers. DOUGLAS and LINCOLN had a grand tilt at Ottawa, Ill., last week.1 Mr. DOUGLAS’ speech contained this amusing passage:


In the remarks which I have made upon this platform, and the position of Mr. LINCOLN upon it, I mean nothing personal, disrespectful or unkind to that gentleman. I have known him for nearly twenty-five years. We had many points of sympathy when I first got acquainted with him. We were both comparatively boys — both struggling with poverty in a strange town for our support. I an humble school teacher in the town of Winchester, and he a flourishing grocery keeper in the town of Salem. [Laughter.] He was more successful in his occupation than I, and hence became more fortunate in this world’s goods. Mr. LINCOLN is one of those peculiar men that has performed with admirable skill in every occupation that he ever attempted. I made as good a school teacher as I could, and when a cabinet-maker I made the best bedsteads and tables, but my old boss said I succeeded better in bureaus and secretaries than in anything else. [Laughter.] But I believe that Mr. LINCOLN was more successful in his business than I, for his business soon carried him directly into the Legislature. There I met him in a little time, and I had a sympathy for him, because of the up-hill struggle we had in life. [Cheers and laughter.] He was then as good at telling an anecdote as now. He could beat any of the boys at wrestling — could out run them at a foot-race — beat them all pitching quoits and tossing a copper, and could win more liquor than all the boys put together; [laughter and cheers] and the dignity and impartiality with which he presided at a horse-race or a fist-fight were the praise of everybody that was present and participated. [Renewed laughter.] Hence I had a sympathy for him, because he was struggling with misfortune and so was I.


Mr. LINCOLN served with me, or I with him, in the Legislature of 1836, when we parted. He subsided or submerged for some years, and I lost sight of him. In 1846, when WILMOT2 raised the Wilmot Proviso tornado, Mr. LINCOLN again turned up as a Member of Congress from Sangamon District. I, being in the Senate of the United States, was called to welcome him, then without friend and companion. He then distinguished himself by his opposition to the Mexican war, taking the side of the common enemy, in time of war, against his own country. [Cheers and groans.] When he returned home from that Congress, he found that the indignation of the people followed him everywhere, until he again retired to private life, and was submerged until he was forgotten again by his friends. He came up again in 1854, in time to make the Abolition Black Republican platform, in company with LOVEJOY, GIDDINGS, CHASE and FRED. DOUGLASS,3 for the Republican Party to stand upon. TRUMBULL,4 too, was one of our own contemporaries. He was one born and raised in old Connecticut. Bred a Federalist, he removed to Georgia, and there turned Nullifier, when Nullification was popular. But as soon as he disposed of his clocks and wound up his business, he emigrated to Illinois. When he got here, having turned politician and lawyer, he made his appearance in 1840–41 as a Member of the Legislature, and became noted as the author of a scheme to repudiate a large portion of the State debt of Illinois, and thus bring infamy and disgrace upon the fair escutcheon of our glorious State. The odium attached to that measure consigned him to oblivion for a time. I walked into the House of Representatives and replied to his repudiation speeches until we carried resolutions over his hear, denouncing repudiation, and asserting the moral and legal obligation of Illinois to pay every dollar of debt she owed — every bond bearing her signature. TRUMBULL’s malignity toward me arises out of the fact that I defeated his infamous scheme to repudiate the State debt and State bonds of Illinois.
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Painting by Robert Marshall Root of the fourth Lincoln–Douglas debate at Charleston, Illinois. Abraham Lincoln is standing; seated on his right is Senator Stephen A. Douglas.




1. At the first of seven Lincoln-Douglas debates for the U.S. Senate seat from Illinois. The Times barely covered the duel.


2. David Wilmot (1814–1868) was at the time a Congressman from Pennsylvania. In 1846, he had introduced an amendment barring slavery in all territories acquired in the Mexican War. Though it never passed, the so-called Wilmot Proviso was reintroduced countless times over the next few years; Lincoln, as a Congressman, reckoned he voted for its passage more than 40 times in his single term in the House.


3. Abolitionists Owen Lovejoy (1811–1864) of Illinois, Joshua Giddings (1795–1864) of Ohio, Salmon P. Chase (1808–1873), and the African-American leader Frederick Douglass (1817?–1895).


4. Illinois Senator Lyman Trumbull (1813–1896) had won his seat in 1855, defeating Lincoln in a vote of the state legislature.






WHAT DOUGLAS IS, AND WHAT HE HAS DONE.


SEPTEMBER 20, 1858
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Senator Stephen A. Douglas, Democrat of Illinois.


FROM THE WASHINGTON UNION.


Mr. DOUGLAS is a self-nominated candidate for reelection to the Senate by the Legislature of Illinois. He asks the Democracy of the State to sustain him and to indorse his opposition last Winter to the President and the Democratic members of the Senate and House of Representatives. He has made that issue. It is not a party contest; it is whether he shall be sustained in his apostacy. In other words, Mr. DOUGLAS joined the opposition during the last session of Congress, and he now demands that his conduct, while fighting in their ranks, shall be ratified and confirmed, or repudiated, by the people of his State. If the Democracy sustain him, they have a sure thing of it with LINCOLN and DOUGLAS as candidates; for had the former occupied Judge DOUGLAS’ seat in the Senate he would doubtless have voted precisely as DOUGLAS did. Would the Democracy of Illinois indorse TRUMBULL on the issue presented? Why express dissatisfaction with TRUMBULL, who voted uniformly with DOUGLAS, and confidence in DOUGLAS, who voted uniformly with TRUMBULL? It must be remembered that the Lecompton issue in Illinois is one of Judge DOUGLAS’ own making. He asks for a special indorsement purely on the strength of his opposition to that measure. Then, why approve DOUGLAS and condemn TRUMBULL? Why fear LINCOLN, who would certainly have acted as DOUGLAS? We oppose LINCOLN because we know he is a Republican, and, had he been in the Senate, would have voted with TRUMBULL and DOUGLAS. We oppose him because he is an Abolition agitator, assailing the decision of the Supreme Court of the United States in order to keep open the Slavery issue. Judge DOUGLAS is doing the same thing. As a representative of the Democracy of the Union, he has forfeited all confidence in his integrity and virtue. He has broken the commandments, derided the faith, set aside the rituals, and violated the moral sense of the whole congregation. He is no longer worthy to be the expounder of our doctrines, the adviser of our people, or their representative in the councils of the nation. Then let his constituents strip him of the surplice, revoke his commission, disarm him of authority. That is all we can ask; and we appeal to the Register to modify its indignation, so that, by repentance and well-doing, Mr. DOUGLAS hereafter may associate with the Democracy.


THE NEGRO INSURRECTION.


ORIGIN AND OBJECTS OF THE PLOT.


CAPT. BROWN, OF KANSAS, ORIGINATOR OF THE DISTURBANCE.


OCTOBER 19, 1859


ORIGIN OF THE CONSPIRACY


FROM THE BALTIMORE AMERICAN, OCT. 18


The principal originator of this short but bloody insurrection was, undoubtedly, Capt. JOHN BROWN, whose connection with scenes of violence in the Border warfare in Kansas then made his name familiarly notorious throughout the whole country. BROWN made his first appearance in Harper’s Ferry more than a year ago, accompanied by his two sons — all three of them assuming the name of Smith. He inquired about land in the vicinity, and made investigations as to the probability of finding ores there, and for some time boarded at Sandy Point, a mile east of the Ferry. After an absence of some months the elder BROWN reappeared in the vicinity, and rented or leased a farm on the Maryland side, about four miles from the Ferry. They bought a large number of picks and spades, and this confirmed the belief that they intended to mine for ores. They were frequently seen in and about Harper’s Ferry, but no suspicion seems to have existed that “Bill Smith” was Capt. BROWN, or that he intended embarking in any movement so desperate or extraordinary. Yet the development of the plot leaves no doubt that his visit to the Ferry and his lease of the farm were all parts of his preparation for an insurrection which he supposed would be successful in exterminating Slavery in Maryland and western Virginia.


BROWN’s chief aide was JOHN E. COOK, a comparatively young man, who has resided in and near the Ferry some years. He was first employed in tending a lock on the Canal, and afterwards taught school on the Maryland side of the river, and, after a brief residence in Kansas, where, it is supposed, he became acquainted with BROWN, returned to the Ferry, and married there. He was regarded as a man of some intelligence, and known to be Anti-Slavery, but was not so violent in the expression of his opinions as to excite any suspicions.


These two men, with BROWN’s two sons, were the only white men connected with the insurrection that had been seen about the Ferry. All were brought by BROWN from a distance, and nearly all had been with him in Kansas.


The first active movement in the insurrection was made at about 10½ o’clock on Sunday night. WILLIAM WILLIAMSON, the watchman at Harper’s Ferry Bridge, whilst walking toward the Maryland side, was seized by a number of men who said he was their prisoner and must come with them. He recognized BROWN and COOK among the men, and knowing them, treated the matter as a joke; but, enforcing silence, they conducted him to the Armory, which he found already in their possession. He was detained till after daylight, and discharged. The watchman who was to relieve WILLIAMSON at midnight found the bridge lights all out, and was immediately seized. Supposing it an attempt at robbery, he broke away, and his pursuers, stumbling over him, he escaped. The next appearance of the insurrectionists was at the house of Col. LEWIS WASHINGTON, a large farmer and slave-owner living about four miles from the Ferry. A party, headed by COOK, proceeded thither, and rousing Col. WASHINGTON, told him he was their prisoner. They also seized all the slaves near the house, took a carriage horse and a large wagon with two horses. When Col. WASHINGTON saw COOK he immediately recognized him as the man who had called upon him some months previous, and to whom he had exhibited some valuable arms in his possession, including an antique sword, presented by FREDERICK THE GREAT to GEORGE WASHINGTON, and a pair of pistols, presented by LAFAYETTE to WASHINGTON, both being heir-looms in the family. Before leaving, COOK wanted Col. WASHINGTON to engage in a trial of skill at shooting, and exhibited considerable skill as a marks-man. When he made the visit on Sunday night, he alluded to his previous visit and the courtesy with which he had been treated, and regretted the necessity which made it his duty to arrest Col. WASHINGTON. He, however, took advantage of the knowledge he had obtained by his former visit, to carry off all the valuable collection of arms, which he did not re-obtain till after the final defeat of the insurrection.


From Col. WASHINGTON’s he proceeded with him as a prisoner in the carriage, and twelve of his negroes in the wagon, to the house of Mr. ALLSTADT, another large farmer on the same road. Mr. ALLSTADT and his son, a lad of sixteen, were taken prisoners, and all their negroes within reach forced to join the movement. He then returned to the Armory at the Ferry. All these movements seem to have been made without exciting the slightest alarm in town, nor did the detention of Capt. PHELP’s train.


It was not until the town was thoroughly waked up and found the bridge guarded by armed men, and a guard stationed at all the avenues, that the people discovered that they were prisoners. A panic appears to have immediately ensued, and the number of insurrectionists at once increased from fifty (which was probably their greatest force, including the slaves who were forced to join) to from five to six hundred. In the meantime a number of workmen, not knowing anything of what had occurred, entered the Armory, and were successively taken prisoners, until at one time they had not less than sixty men confined in the Armory. Among those thus entrapped were ARMISTEAD BALL, Chief Draughtsman of the Armory; BENJAMIN MILLS, Master of the Armory, and J. E. P. DANGERFIELD, Paymaster’s Clerk. These three gentlemen were imprisoned in the engine-house, which afterwards became the chief fortress of the insurgents, and were not released until after the final assault. The workmen were imprisoned in a large building further down the yard, and were rescued by the brilliant Zouave dash made by the Railroad Company’s men which came down from Martinsburgh.
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A period woodcut shows federal troops assaulting John Brown’s insurgents at Harpers Ferry.


THE BATTLE YESTERDAY


BALTIMORE, TUESDAY, OCT. 18 — P.M.


An eyewitness who has returned from Harper’s Ferry, describes the scene there as follows:


“The first attack was made by a detachment of the Charlestown Guards, which crossed the Potomac River above Harper’s Ferry, and reached a building where the insurgents were posted by the canal on the Maryland side. Smart firing occurred, and the rioters were driven from the bridge. One man was killed here, and another was arrested. A man ran out and tried to escape by swimming the river; a dozen shots were fired after him; he partially fell, but rose again, threw his gun away, and then his pistols, but both snapped; he drew his bowie-knife and cut his heavy accoutrements off and plunged into the river; one of the soldiers was about ten feet behind; the man threw up his hands and said, “Don’t shoot;” the soldier fired, and the man fell into the water with his face blown away; his coat-skirts were cut from his person, and in the pockets was found a captain’s commission to Capt. E. H. LEEMAN from the Provisional Government. The commission was dated Oct. 15, 1859, and signed by A. W. BROWN, Commander-in-Chief of the Army of the Provisional Government of the United States.


A party of five of the insurgents, armed with Minié rifles, and posted in the rifle armory were expelled by the Charlestown Guards.


They all ran for the river, and one who was unable to swim was drowned. The other four swam out to the rocks in the middle of the Shenandoah, and fired upon the citizens and troops upon both banks. This drew upon them the muskets of between two hundred and three hundred men, and not less than four hundred shots were fired at them from Harper’s Ferry, about two hundred yards distant. One was finally shot dead, the second, a negro, attempted to jump over the dam, but fell short, and was not seen afterwards; the third was badly wounded, and the remaining one was taken unharmed. The white insurgent, wounded and captured, died in a few moments after in the arms of our informant. He was shot through the breast and stomach. He declared that there were only nineteen whites engaged in the insurrection.


For nearly an hour a running and random firing was kept up by the troops against the rioters. Several were shot down, and many managed to limp away wounded. During the firing the women and children ran shrieking in every direction, but when they learned that the soldiers were their protectors, they took courage and did good service in the way of preparing refreshments and attending the wounded.”


Our informant, who was on the hill when the firing was going on, says: “All the terrible scenes of a battle passed in reality before his eyes. Soldiers could be seen pursuing singly and in couples, and the crack of a musket or rifle was generally followed by one or more of the insurgents biting the dust. The dead lay in the streets where they fell. The wounded were cared for.”...


EXECUTION OF JOHN BROWN.


HIS INTERVIEW WITH HIS WIFE.


SCENES AT THE SCAFFOLD.


DECEMBER 3, 1859


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW-YORK TIMES.
CHARLESTOWN, VA., FRIDAY, DEC. 2, HALF-PAST 3 O’CLOCK, P.M.


BROWN was executed to-day at a little after 11 o’clock. There was no attempt at rescue, nor any indications of any disposition to interfere with the course of justice in any way. Indeed, there was very little excitement of any kind.


I visited the field in which the gallows had been erected at an early hour this morning. The day was very fine and the air warm. All strangers were excluded from the town. Indeed, no railroad trains were allowed to enter during the entire day.


The gallows was erected at 7½ o’clock, and all preparations for the execution immediately completed. The reporters who had secured the privilege of being present were allowed to enter soon after.


On being summoned, BROWN appeared perfectly calm and collected. He took formal leave of each of his fellow prisoners, and gave each one a quarter of a dollar as a token of remembrance. He remarked to COOK that he did not tell the truth when he said that he had been induced by him to take up arms, and enter upon this project. COOK replied that he did — that BROWN did invite him to the course he had pursued. BROWN replied, “I did not.”


As he left the jail COOK bowed to acquaintances outside.


He rode to the scaffold in an open wagon, seated upon his coffin.


At the gallows BROWN was still perfectly cool. He made no remarks. As soon as he had mounted the scaffold the cap was put on and drawn over his face.


He was not standing on the drop. The Sheriff told him to get upon it.


BROWN said, “I cannot see — place me on it, and don’t keep me waiting.”


He stood upon the drop nine minutes and a half when it fell. He suffered but little. After three minutes, there were no convulsions, or indications of life. At the end of twenty minutes his body was examined, and he was reported dead.


THE INTERVIEW BETWEEN BROWN AND HIS WIFE — INCIDENTS OF THE EXECUTION.


CHARLESTOWN, FRIDAY, DEC. 2


The interview between BROWN and his wife lasted from 4 o’clock in the afternoon until 8 o’clock in the evening, when Gen. TALIAFERRO1 informed them that the period allowed had elapsed, and that she must prepare for departure to the Ferry. A carriage was again brought to the door, the military took possession of the square, and with an escort of twenty men, the cortegé moved off, Capt. MOORE, of the Montgomery Guard, accompanying her. The interview was, I learn, not a very affecting one — rather of a practical character, with regard to the future of herself and children, and the arrangement and settlement of business affairs. They seemed considerably affected when they first met, and MRS. BROWN was for a few moments quite overcome, but BROWN was as firm as a rock, and she soon recovered her composure. There was an impression that the prisoner might possibly be furnished with a weapon or with strychnine, by his wife, and before the interview her person was searched by the wife of the jailor, and a strict watch kept over them during the time they were together. At the time of separation they both seemed to be fully self-possessed, and the parting, especially on his part, exhibited a composure either feigned or real, that was truly surprising. I learn from Capt. MOORE that she rather repelled all attempt on his part to express sympathy with her under her affliction....


The prisoner said that he contemplated his death with composure and calmness. It would undoubtedly be pleasant to live longer, but as it was the will of God he should close his career, he was content. It was doubtless best that he should be thus legally murdered for the good of the cause, and he was prepared to submit to his fate without a murmur. Mrs. BROWN becoming depressed at these remarks, he bid her cheer up, telling her that his spirit would soon be with her again, and that they would be reunited in heaven.


With regard to his execution, he said, that he desired no religious ceremonies either in the jail or on the scaffold from ministers who consent or approve of the enslavement of their fellow creatures; that he would prefer rather to be accompanied to the scaffold by a dozen slave children and a good old slave mother, with their appeal to God for blessings on his soul than all the eloquence of the whole clergy of the Commonwealth combined.
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Thomas Hovenden’s ca. 1884 painting sympathetically depicted The Last Moments of John Brown.




1. William Booth Taliaferro (1822–1898) was commander of the Virginia state militia at the time of John Brown’s raid at Harpers Ferry, and later served in the Confederate Army as a brigadier-general.






REPUBLICANS AT COOPER INSTITUTE.


ADDRESS BY HON. ABRAHAM LINCOLN, OF ILLINOIS.


FEBRUARY 28, 1860


The announcement that Hon. ABRAHAM LINCOLN, of Illinois, would deliver an address in Cooper Institute, last evening, drew thither a large and enthusiastic assemblage. Soon after the appointed hour for commencing the proceedings, DAVID DUDLEY FIELD, Esq., arose and nominated as Chairman of the meeting Mr. WILLIAM CULLEN BRYANT.1 The nomination was received with prolonged applause, and was unanimously approved.


Mr. BRYANT, after the applause had subsided, said: It is a grateful office that I perform in introducing to you at this time an eminent citizen of the West, whom you know — whom you have known hitherto — only by fame, and who has consented to address a New-York assemblage this evening. The great West, my friends, is a potent auxiliary in the battle we are fighting, for Freedom against Slavery; in behalf of civilization against barbarism; for the occupation of some of the fairest region of our Continent on which the settlers are now building their cabins. I see a higher and wiser agency than that of man in the causes that have filled with hardy people the vast and fertile regions which form the northern part of the valley of the Mississippi — a race of men who are not ashamed to till their acres with their own hands, and who would be ashamed to subsist on the labor of the slave. [Applause.] These children of the West, my friends, form a living bulwark against the advance of Slavery, and from them is recruited the vanguard of the armies of liberty. [Applause.] One of them will appear before you this evening in person — a gallant soldier of the political campaign of 1856 – [applause] — who then rendered good service to the Republican cause, and who has been since the great champion of that cause in the struggle which took place two years later for the supremacy of the Republicans in the Legislature of Illinois; who took the field against Senator DOUGLAS, and would have won in the conflict but for the unjust provisions of the law of the State, which allowed a minority of the people to elect a majority or the Legislature [Applause.] I have only, my friends, to pronounce the name of ABRAHAM LINCOLN of Illinois – [cheers] — I have only to pronounce his name to secure your profoundest attention. [Prolonged applause, and cheers for LINCOLN.]


Mr. LINCOLN advanced to the desk, and smiling graciously upon his audience, complacently awaited the termination of the cheering and then proceeded with his address as follows:


...Some of you admit that no Republican designedly aided or encouraged the Harper’s Ferry affair; but still insist that our doctrines and deliberations necessarily lead to such results. We do not believe it. We know we hold to no doctrines, and make no declarations, which were not held to and made by our fathers who framed the Government under which we live. You never dealt fairly by us in relation to this affair. When it occurred, some important State elections were near at hand, and you were in evident glee with the belief that, by charging the blame upon us, you could get an advantage of us in those elections. The elections came, and your expectations were not quite fulfilled. Every Republican man knew that, as to himself at least, your charge was a slander, and he was not much inclined by it to cast his vote in your favor. Republican doctrines and declarations are accompanied with a continual protest against any interference whatever with your slaves, or with you about your slaves. Surely, this does not encourage them to revolt. True, we do in common with our fathers, who framed the Government under which we live, declare our belief that Slavery is wrong; but the slaves do not hear us declare even this. For anything we say or do, the slaves would scarcely know there is a Republican Party. I believe they would not, in fact, generally know it but for your misrepresentations of us in their hearing. In your political contests among yourselves, each faction charges the other with sympathy with Black Republicanism; and then, to give point to the charge, defines Black Republicanism to simply be insurrection, blood and thunder among the slaves.


Slave insurrections are no more common now than they were before the Republican Party was organized. What induced the Southampton insurrection, twenty-eight years ago, in which at least three times as many lives were lost as at Harper’s Ferry. You can scarcely stretch your very elastic fancy to the conclusion that Southampton was got up by Black Republicanism. In the present state of things in the United States, I do not think a general, or even a very extensive slave insurrection, is possible. The indispensable concert of action cannot be attained. The slaves have no means of rapid communication; nor can incendiary free men, black or white, supply it. The explosive materials are everywhere in parcels; but there neither are, nor can be supplied, the indispensable connecting trains.


Much is said by Southern people about the affection of slaves for their masters and mistresses; and a part of it, at least, is true. A plot for an Uprising could scarcely be devised and communicated to twenty individuals before some one of them, to save the life of a favorite master or mistress, would divulge it. This is the rule; and the slave-revolution in Hayti was not an exception to it, but a case occurring under peculiar circumstances. The gunpowder plot of British history, though not connected with slaves, was more in point. In that case, only about twenty were admitted to the secret; and yet one of them, in his anxiety to save a friend, betrayed the plot to that friend, and, by consequence, averted the calamity. Occasional poisonings from the kitchen, and open or stealthy assassinations in the field, and local revolts extending to a score or so, will continue to occur as the natural results of Slavery; but no general insurrection of slaves, as I think, can happen in this country for a long time. Whoever much fears, or much hopes, for such an event, will be alike disappointed.


In the language of Mr. JEFFERSON, uttered many years ago, “It is still in our power to direct the process of emancipation, and deportation, peaceably, and in such slow degrees, as that the evil will wear off insensibly; and their places be, pari passu, filled up by free white laborers. If, on the contrary, it is left to force itself on, human nature must shudder at the prospect held up.”


Mr. JEFFERSON did not mean to say, nor do I, that the power of emancipation is in the Federal Government. He spoke of Virginia; and, as to the power of emancipation, I speak of the Slaveholding States only.


The Federal Government, however, as we insist, has the power of restraining the extension of the institution — the power, to insure that a slave insurrection shall never occur on any American soil which is now free from Slavery.


JOHN BROWN’s effort was peculiar. It was not a slave insurrection. It was an attempt by white men to get up a revolt among slaves, in which the slaves refused to participate. In fact, it was so absurd that the slaves, with all their ignorance, saw plainly enough it could succeed. That affair, in its philosophy, corresponds with the many attempts, related in history, at the assassination of kings and emperors. An enthusiast broods over the oppression of a people, till he fancies himself commissioned by Heaven to liberate them. He ventures the attempt, which ends in little else than his own execution. ORSINI’s attempt on LOUIS NAPOLEON, and JOHN BROWN’s attempt at Harper’s Ferry were, in their philosophy, precisely the same. The eagerness to cast blame on old England in the one case, and on New-England in the other, does not disprove the sameness of the two things.


And how much would it avail you, if you could, by the use of JOHN BROWN, HELPER’s book2, and the like, break up the Republican organization? Human action can be modified to some extent, but human nature cannot be changed. There is a judgment and a feeling against Slavery in this nation, which cast at least a million and a half of votes. You cannot destroy that judgment and feeling — that sentiment — by breaking up the political organization which rallies around it. You can scarcely scatter and disperse an army which has been formed into order in the face of your heaviest fire, but if you could, how much would you gain by forcing the sentiment which created it out of the peaceful channel of the ballot-box into some other-channel? What would that other channel probably be? Would the number of John Browns be lessened or enlarged by the operation?


But you will break up the Union, rather than submit to a denial of your Constitutional rights.


That has a somewhat reckless sound; but it would be palliated, if not fully justified, were we proposing, by the mere force of numbers, to deprive you of some right, plainly written down in the Constitution. But we are proposing no such thing.


When you make these declarations, you have a specific and well-understood allusion to an assumed Constitutional right of yours, to take slaves into the Federal Territories, and to hold them there as property. But no such right is specifically written in the Constitution. That instrument is literally silent about any such right. We, on the contrary, deny that such a right has any existence in the Constitution, even by implication.


Your purpose, then, plainly stated, is, that you will destroy the Government, unless you be allowed to construe the Constitution as you please, on all points in dispute between you and us. You will rule or ruin in all events.


This, plainly stated, is your language to us. Perhaps you will say the Supreme Court has decided the disputed Constitutional question in your favor. Not quite so. But, waiving the lawyer’s distinction between dictum and decision, the Court have decided the question for you in a sort of way. The Court have substantially said, it is your Constitutional right to take Slaves into the Federal Territories, and to hold them there as property.


When I say the decision was made in a sort of way, I mean it was made in a divided Court by a bare majority of the Judges, and they not quite agreeing with one another in the reasons for making it; that it is so made as that its avowed supporters disagree with one another about its meaning; and that it was mainly based upon a mistaken statement of fact — the statement in the opinion that “the right of property in a slave is distinctly and expressly affirmed in the Constitution.”


An inspection of the Constitution will show that the right of property in a slave is not distinctly and expressly affirmed in it. Bear in mind the Judges do not pledge their judicial opinion that such right is impliedly affirmed in the Constitution; but they pledge their veracity that it is distinctly and expressly affirmed there — “distinctly” — that is, not mingled with anything else — “expressly” — that is, in words meaning just that, without the aid of any inference, and susceptible of no other meaning.


If they had only pledged their judicial opinion that such right is affirmed in the instrument by implication, it would be open to others to show that neither the word “slave” nor “slavery” is to be found in the Constitution, nor the word “property,” even, in any connection with language alluding to the things slave, or slavery, and that wherever in that instrument the slave is alluded to, he is called a “person;” and wherever his master’s legal right in relation to him is alluded to, it is spoken of as “service or labor due,” as a “debt” payable in service or labor. Also, it would be open to show, by contemporaneous history, that this mode of alluding to slaves and Slavery, instead of speaking of them, was employed on purpose to exclude from the Constitution the idea that there could be property in man.


To show all this is easy and certain.


When this obvious mistake of the Judges shall be brought to their notice, is it not reasonable to expect that they will withdraw the mistaken statement, and reconsider the conclusion based upon it?


And then it is to be remembered that “our fathers, who framed the Government under which we live” — the men who made the Constitution — decided this same constitutional question in our favor, long ago — decided it without a division among themselves, when making the decision; without division among themselves about the meaning of it after it was made, and so far as any evidence is left without basing it upon any mistaken statement of facts.


Under all these circumstances, do you really feel yourselves justified to break up this Government, unless such a Court decision as yours is shall be at once submitted to as a conclusive and final rule of political action?


But you will not abide the election of a Republican President. In that supposed event, you say, you will destroy the Union; and then, you say, the great crime of having destroyed it will be upon us!


That is cool. A highwayman holds a pistol to my ear, and mutters through his teeth, “Stand and deliver, or I shall kill you, and then you will be a murderer!”


To be sure, what the robber demanded of me — my money — was my own; and I had a clear right to keep it; but it was no more my own than my vote is my own; and the threat of death to me, to extort my money, and the threat of destruction to the Union, to extort my vote, can scarcely be distinguished in principle.


A few words now to Republicans. It is exceedingly desirable that all parts of this great Confederacy shall be at peace, and in harmony, one with another. Let us Republicans do our part to have it so. Even though much provoked, let us do nothing through passion and ill temper. Even though the Southern people will not so much as listen to us, let us calmly consider their demands, and yield to them if, in our deliberate view of our duty, we possibly can. Judging by all they say and do, and by the subject and nature of their controversy with us, let us determine, if we can, what will satisfy them.


Will they be satisfied if the Territories be unconditionally surrendered to them? We know they wilt not. In all their present complaints against us, the Territories are scarcely mentioned. Invasions and insurrections are the rage now. Will it satisfy them if, in the future, we have nothing to do with invasions and insurrections? We know it will not. We so know because we know we never had anything to do with invasions and insurrections; and yet this total abstaining does not exempt us from the charge and the denunciation.


The question recurs, what will satisfy them? Simply this: We must not only let them alone, but we must, somehow, convince them that we do let them alone. This, we know by experience, is no easy task. We have been so trying to convince them from the very beginning of our organization, but with no success. In all our platforms and speeches, we have constantly protested our purpose to let them alone; but this has had no tendency to convince them. Alike unavailing to convince them is the fact that they have never detected a man of us in any attempt to disturb them.


These natural and apparently adequate means all failing, what will convince them? This, and this only; cease to call Slavery wrong, and join them in calling it right. All this must be done thoroughly — done in acts as well as in words. Silence will not be tolerated — we must place ourselves avowedly with them DOUGLAS’ new sedition law must be enacted and enforced, suppressing all declarations that Slavery is wrong, whether made in politics, in presses, in pulpits, or in private. We must arrest and return their fugitive slaves with greedy pleasure. We must pull down our Free-State Constitutions. The whole atmosphere must be disinfected from the taint of opposition to Slavery, before they will cease to believe that all their troubles proceed from us.


I am quite aware they do not state their case precisely in this way. Most of them would probably say to us, “Let us alone, do nothing with us, and say what you please about Slavery.” But we do let them alone — have never disturbed them — so that, after all, it is what we say which dissatisfies them. They will continue to accuse us of doing until we cease saying.


I am also aware they have not, as yet, in terms, demanded the overthrow of our Free-State Constitutions. Yet those Constitutions declare the wrong of Slavery, with more solemn emphasis than do all other sayings against it: and when all these other sayings shall have been silenced, the overthrow of these Constitutions will be demanded, and nothing be left to resist the demand. It is nothing to the contrary that they do not demand the whole of this just now. Demanding what they do, and for the reason they do, they can voluntarily stop nowhere short of this consummation. Holding, as they do, that Slavery is morally right, and socially elevating, they cannot cease to demand a full national recognition of it, as a legal right, and a social blessing.


Nor can we justifiably withhold this on any ground save our conviction that Slavery is wrong. If Slavery is right, all words, acts, laws, and Constitutions against it, are themselves wrong, and should be silenced, and swept away. If it is right, we cannot justly object to its nationality — its universality; if it is wrong, they cannot justly insist upon its extension — its enlargement. All they ask, we could readily grant, if we thought Slavery right; all we ask, they could as readily grant, if they thought it wrong. Their thinking it right, and our thinking it wrong, is the precise fact upon which depends the whole controversy. Thinking it right, as they do, they are not to blame for desiring its full recognition, as being right; but thinking it wrong, as we do, can we yield to them? Can we cast our votes with their view, and against our own? In view of our moral, social, and political responsibilities, can we do this?


Wrong as we think Slavery is, we can yet afford to let it alone where it is, because that much is due to the necessity arising from its actual presence in the nation; but can we, while our votes will prevent it, allow it to spread in the National Territories, and to overrun us here in these Free States?


If our sense of duty forbids this, then let us stand by our duty, fearlessly and effectively. Let us be diverted by none of those sophistical contrivances wherewith we are so industriously plied and belabored — contrivances such as groping for some middle ground between the right and the wrong, vain as the search for a man who should be neither a living man nor a dead man — such as a policy of “don’t care” on a question about which all true men do care — such as Union appeals beseeching true Union men to yield to Disunionists, reversing the Divine rule, and calling, not the sinners, but the righteous to repentance — such as invocations of WASHINGTON, imploring men to unsay what WASHINGTON said, and undo what WASHINGTON did.


Neither let us be slandered from our duty by false accusations against us, nor frightened from it by menaces of destruction to the Government, nor of dungeons to ourselves. Let us have faith that right makes might; and in that faith, let us, to the end, dare to do our duty, as we understand it.


When Mr. LINCOLN had concluded his address, during the delivery of which he was frequently applauded, three rousing cheers were given for the orator and the sentiments to which he had given utterance....
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Photograph of Abraham Lincoln the day of the Cooper Union speech, New York 1860.
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Lincoln’s Cooper Union speech was reprinted and sold thousands of copies.




1. Poet Bryant (1794–1878) was editor of the anti-slavery New York Evening Post.


2. Hinton Rowan Helper (1829–1909), born on a North Carolina plantation, had been denounced in the region as a traitor for writing the 1857 book The Impending Crisis of the South: How to Meet It, in which he argued that slavery doomed the South to an inferior economic position in the growing nation.








CHAPTER 1


“The Approaching Triumph of Mr. Lincoln”


MAY–NOVEMBER 1860
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An 1860 photograph of presidential candidate Abraham Lincoln.


The unprecedented four-way campaign for President of the United States in 1860 dominated the press and intensified partisan discord during the summer and fall. With a quartet of presidential candidates competing in the race — one representing Northern Democrats, another Southern Democrats, a third reflecting Border State unionism, and a fourth standing for the new antislavery Republicans, Americans split not only along customary party lines, but along rigid sectional lines as well.


For the most part, the nominees themselves, true to the political tradition of the day, stayed home and allowed surrogates, broadsides, banners, pamphlets, cartoons, popular prints, and, of course, newspapers to do the campaigning on their behalf. Abraham Lincoln, the Republican candidate, remained at or close to his hometown of Springfield, Illinois, from May all the way through November, answering letters, advising on strategy, encouraging supporters to work hard on his behalf, and benignly greeting visitors, steadfastly declining to engage in active politics. But Republicans rallied vociferously throughout the Northern states, calling for an end to longtime Southern domination of the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government.


In Connecticut, eager young Lincoln supporters formed a new organization called the Wide-Awakes, and branches quickly sprung up throughout the North. In city after city, members boisterously marched the streets by night, carrying torchlights atop Lincoln “rails,” and garbed in oilskin-glazed capes and caps to protect their clothing from dripping oil and sparks. Their precision demonstrations and slick “uniforms” aroused and entertained Northern voters, but alarmed Southerners. They regarded the Wide-Awakes as a paramilitary organization that might quickly be formed into a conquering antislavery army should Lincoln win the election. Even without taking the stump, the Republican nominee thus aroused virulent opposition among slavery supporters.


But his opponents had little hope of stopping Lincoln at the polls. From the time Democrats split into Northern and Southern factions that year, most observers believed that the Republicans would inevitably win a majority of electoral votes even though Lincoln’s name was kept off most presidential ballots in the Deep South. Senator Stephen A. Douglas, once an all-but-inevitable Democratic candidate, proved unacceptable to many slave holders for the same reason he had lost support among most antislavery Northerners: by advocating popular sovereignty. Under its terms, settlers in new western territories could vote on whether or not to allow slavery inside their borders. Northerners believed that the Douglas policy would extend and expand slavery, while Southerners, conversely, feared it would exclude and doom it. Bolting from their party’s convention in protest, pro-slavery Southern Democrats regrouped and nominated the nation’s sitting vice president, Kentuckian John C. Breckinridge, thus splitting the nation’s oldest political party in two. Douglas’s subsequent, unusual, and much-criticized personal campaign tour did little to enhance his popularity in the South.


Throughout the roiling 1860 campaign, Democrats aimed at least to block Lincoln from amassing enough electoral votes to win outright victory. Their best chance at stopping him was to win enough states to throw the final decision on the Presidency to the lame-duck House of Representatives, where the outcome was far less certain and coalescence around a compromise candidate was likely, or at least possible. But the strategy failed, even after Democrats in Pennsylvania abandoned Douglas and unified behind Breckinridge. On Election Day, Lincoln won an enormous victory in the Northern states, amassing 180 electoral votes nationwide, far more than needed for outright victory.


At Cooper Union, Lincoln had predicted that Republicans would win support wherever and whenever Southerners allowed them to contend for office. But Election Day proved him wrong. The final tally gave Lincoln 54 percent of the popular tally in the North and West, but only 2 percent in those Southern States where his name did appear on the ballot. In states like Missouri and Kentucky, where voters could indeed vote for him for President, Lincoln had won almost no support at all, a portent of a dangerous interregnum to come. In the end, Lincoln won the presidency without winning a single electoral vote in the South and less than 40 percent of the overall national popular vote.


The day after the voting, opponents of the so-called Black Republican defiantly unfurled a Palmetto Flag in Charleston, South Carolina. Lincoln was repeatedly hanged in effigy throughout the Deep South. And fire-eater Edmund Ruffin, who had almost diabolically supported Lincoln because he thought a Republican victory would hasten disunion, immediately began leafleting for secession. In a way, the war between the states had already begun.


The national capital received the news of Lincoln’s victory with nervousness. The pro-Democratic Washington Constitution, reaching “the lamentable conclusion that Abraham Lincoln has been elected President of the United States,” predicted “gloom and storm and much to chill the heart of every patriot in the land,” adding: “We can understand the effect that will be produced in every Southern mind when he reads the news this morning — that he is now called on to decide for himself, his children, and his children’s children whether he will submit tamely to the rule of one elected on account of his hostility to him and his, or whether he will make a struggle to defend his rights, his inheritance, and his honor.”


It took little time for many Southerners to make that momentous decision. Many in the South pointed to Lincoln’s entirely sectional election as the final straw in the long-running battle for political power. Though he had vowed at Cooper Union to leave slavery alone where it already existed, he had also reiterated there his resolve to oppose the spread of the institution into the territories. To the slave holding South, any attempt to use federal authority to bar localities from admitting slavery was tantamount to a declaration of war.


As he had acknowledged at Cooper Union: “Human action can be modified to some extent, but human nature can not be changed.” Addressing the South (though there is no evidence his message reached them), he added: “Your purpose, then, plainly stated, is that you will destroy the Government unless you be allowed to construe and enforce the Constitution as you please, on all points in dispute between you and us. You will rule or ruin in all events.”


That was one man’s opinion. But on November 6, that man was elected President of the soon-to-be-divided United States. “And,” as Lincoln would sadly acknowledge four years later, “the war came.”



THE DISRUPTION OF THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY.


MAY 4


The Charleston Convention has abandoned the attempt to nominate a Democratic candidate for the Presidency. The failure is due partly to the disorganized condition of the party, and partly to the blind blundering of the Convention itself. The contest between the two sections of the Union has at last penetrated the Democratic Party, and rendered it impossible for the two wings to agree upon a declaration of principles. When the majority adopted its platform the minority seceded. Thereupon the delegates who remained, and who constituted the rightful Convention, resolved that a vote of two-thirds, not of the actual body, but of the whole original number, should be essential to a nomination. In other words, the seceders were still to be counted, and to have all their original weight as members of the Convention! Upon what ground of reason or of common sense, the majority, and especially the delegates from this State, thus put themselves, bound hand and foot, into the power of the seceding minority, it is not easy to conjecture. The result was to give the South the victory. They have controlled the Convention, and prevented the nomination of any candidate. Whether, on reassembling at Baltimore, they will harmonize their differences, remains to be seen.


The disruption itself is a fact of very marked importance, not only in the history of political parties but of the country itself. It seems to sever the last link of nationality in the political affairs of the Union. When all other organizations have been gradually giving way, one after another, to the pressure of sectionalism, timid and conservative men have fallen back upon the national position of the Democratic Party, and felt that so long as this was maintained the Union would be secure. The first effect of this Charleston split will be to alarm this class by the dread of immediate dissolution.


Some of the Republican journals refer to this incident as only another proof of the “irrepressible conflict” between Freedom and Slavery, — and as showing that the contest must go on until one or the other is extirpated. If we believed this to be the true view of the question, we too should despair of the Union. But we do not. We do not believe that the conflict is between Slavery and Freedom, or that the existence of either will be affected by the result. We regard the struggle as one for political power, — and Slavery as playing merely a secondary and subordinate part on either side. Unquestionably, thousands of Northern men seek the overthrow of Slavery, and thousands of Southern men seek its permanence and extension, as the aim of their political contests. But both would be disappointed. Neither class would reap the advantage which it anticipates from victory. The Slave States have substantially controlled the policy of the Federal Government for the last fifty years. Upon all questions — tariff, currency, foreign relations — their views and sentiments have guided the action of the nation. For a long time they held this power by the legitimate tenure of numbers, weight and influence. Then came a period when they held it by alliances with Northern politicians. And for the last few years they have held it by coercion, — by menaces, by appeals to the fears of the timid, the hopes of the ambitious, and the avarice of the corrupt, in the Northern States. The time has come when they must relinquish their grasp. Power is passing into the hands of the majority — into the hands which hold the numbers, the wealth, the energy, the enterprise of the Confederacy. There is no help for it. It is among the inevitable events of political history. It can no more be arrested than the revolution of the earth around the sun, or the rising and falling of the tides of the sea.


Naturally, however, it excites a commotion. All great changes, — especially all restorations of disturbed balances of power, — are attended with more or less of turmoil and alarm. Righting a ship, which has long been so careened as to make it impossible to walk across her deck, throws everything into confusion, and the unaccustomed passenger who has valuables on board, is quite certain she is capsizing. He sees his mistake only when she stands upright, and with full sail makes direct for her destined port.


The South believes sincerely, we doubt not, that the North seeks power in order to crush Slavery. In our opinion it denounces Slavery mainly that it may acquire power. In many respects the policy of the Federal Government in Northern hands would be different from what it has been hitherto. Men would no longer be excluded from office for doubting the wisdom or the justice of the system Slavery. Federal power would not be used to force it upon unwilling communities. We should no longer be represented abroad by active apostles of Slavery, nor would that be held up to the world as the cherished glory of American institutions. But there would be no interference with Slavery in any Southern State, — no refusal to execute the constitutional provision for the rendition of fugitives, — no attempt to coerce the population of new Territories. A Northern President, — Northern in sentiment as well as geographical position, — would have a degree of influence over his own section, which would disarm the hostility which a Southern sectionalist would be sure to encounter.


One thing is very certain: — the South must make up its mind to lose the sway it has exercised so long. The sceptre is passing from its hands. Its own imprudencies have hastened the departure of its power, but it has always been merely a question of time. The South can either accept it as inevitable and make the best of it, — or plunge the whole country into turmoil, and bring down swift ruin upon its own borders, in the vain contest against national growth and development.


FROM CHICAGO.


ORGANIZATION OF THE REPUBLICAN NATIONAL CONVENTION.


EXTREME EXCITEMENT AND ENTHUSIASM.


MAY 17


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW-YORK TIMES.


CHICAGO, WEDNESDAY, MAY 16


The throng of in-pouring multitudes, by rail, by sail and by wagon, has continued without cessation, all the adjacent States sending their innumerable representatives. The Convention met at the hour prefixed, in the great Wigwam, which holds, and today held, ten thousand people, while twenty thousand more surrounded the building. The proceedings, which will be found at length in the general report, were marked with the utmost good feeling and unbounded enthusiasm.


The organization has been completed, GEORGE ASHMUN,1 the Chairman, is for Mr. SEWARD,2 and only hesitates to declare himself from fear of the opposition of other States.


Mr. GIDDINGS3 was greeted with cheers, as was also Mr. GREELEY.4


The canvass outside is very animated. Mr. SEWARD would be nominated by acclamation, but for apprehensions of Pennsylvania. The delegates and others opposed to him are unsparing in their efforts to influence New-England and the Southern States. The great difficulty among the opponents of Mr. SEWARD is their inability to unite upon any other candidate. Each State says that its own candidate is the only one who can carry that State, and it is impossible as yet to get any Anti-Seward State to name any man outside its limits who can carry it. This fact leads the friends of Mr. SEWARD to believe that the rest must eventually come to them, from sheer inability to agree upon any one else. Under this conviction they will remain firm. They have been very courteous and conciliatory, but the failure of their opponents to suggest any other candidate strengthens their position. New-York, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota and Iowa will have no second choice in any contingency.


The result is still entirely doubtful. Any attempts to predict the result would be worse than useless.
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Senator William H. Seward of New York.




1. The son of a Senator, Massachusetts ex-Congressman Ashmun (1804–1870) became a railroad executive.


2. New York Senator William H. Seward (1801–1872) entered the convention as the overwhelming favorite for the Republican presidential nomination.


3. Joshua Giddings (1795–1864), Congressman from Pennsylvania, later U.S. minister to the British North American Provinces (Canada).


4. Horace Greeley (1811–1872) was editor of The New York Press & Tribune, The Times’s chief rival among Republican readers.





THE REPUBLICAN TICKET FOR 1860.


ABRAM, LINCOLN, OF ILLINOIS, NOMINATED FOR PRESIDENT.


THE LATE SENATORIAL CONTEST IN ILLINOIS TO BE RE-FOUGHT ON A WIDER FIELD.


MAY 19


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW-YORK TIMES.


CHICAGO, FRIDAY, MAY 18


The work of the Convention is ended. The youngster who, with ragged trousers, used barefoot to drive his father’s oxen and spend his days in splitting rails, has risen to high eminence, and ABRAM LINCOLN, of Illinois, is declared its candidate for President by the National Republican Party.


This result was effected by the change of votes in the Pennsylvania, New-Jersey, Vermont, and Massachusetts Delegations.


Mr. SEWARD’s friends assert indignantly, and with a great deal of feeling, that they were grossly deceived and betrayed. The recusants endeavored to mollify New-York by offering her the Vice-Presidency, and agreeing to support any man she might name, but they declined the position, though they remain firm in the ranks, having moved to make LINCOLN’s nomination unanimous. Mr. SEWARD’s friends feel greatly chagrined and disappointed.


Western pride is gratified by this nomination, which plainly indicates the departure of political supremacy from the Atlantic States....


Immense enthusiasm exists, and everything here would seem to indicate a spirited and successful canvass. The city is alive with processions, meetings, music and noisy demonstrations. One hundred guns were fired this evening.


The Convention was the most enthusiastic ever known in the country, and if one were to judge from appearances here, the ticket will sweep the country.


Great inquiry has been made this afternoon into the history of Mr. LINCOLN. The only evidence that he has a history as yet discovered, is that he had a stump canvass with Mr. DOUGLAS, in which he was beaten. He is not very strong at the West, but it is unassailable in his private character.


Many of the delegates went home this evening by the 9 o’clock train. Others leave in the morning.


A grand excursion is planned to Rock Island and Davenport, and another to Milwaukee and Madison, and still another over the Illinois Central, over the prairies. These will detain a great many of the delegates and the editorial fraternity.


The Wigwam is as full as ever — filled now by thousands of original LINCOLN men, who they “always knew” would be nominated, and who first suggested his name, who are shouting themselves hoarse over the nomination. “What was it WEBSTER said when TAYLOR was nominated?” ask the opponents of LINCOLN. “What was the result of the election?” retort LINCOLN’s friends.


Thirty-three guns were fired from the top of the Tremont House.1


The dinner referred to in Tuesday evening’s dispatch was a private one, and I regret that inaccurate reading of it should have misrepresented the position of the delegation as regards Mr. GREELEY. His right to act as he deemed best politically, was not denied, and consequently there was no defence of his career needed.


Massachusetts delegates, with their brass band, are parading the streets, calling at the various headquarters of the other delegations, serenading and bidding them farewell. “Hurrah for LINCOLN and HAMLIN2 — Illinois and Maine!” is the universal shout, and sympathy for the bottom dog is the all-pervading sentiment.


The “Wide-Awakes,” numbering about two thousand men, accompanied by thousands of citizens, have a grand torch-light procession. The German Republican Club has another. The office of the Press and Tribune is brilliantly illuminated, and has a large transparency over the door, saying, “For President, Honest Old ABE.” A bonfire thirty feet in circumference burns in front of the Tremont House, and illumines the city for miles around. The city is one blaze of illumination. Hotels, stores and private residences, shining with hundreds of patriotic dips.


ENOUGH. HOWARD.3
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Photograph of Abraham Lincoln taken in Springfield two days after he won the Republican party nomination for president. It was engraved for the frontpiece of Lincoln’s first campaign biography.




1. Chicago’s leading hotel.


2. Maine Senator Hannibal Hamlin (1809-1891) was chosen by the Republicans as their candidate for vice president. It was not lost on readers that the last three letters of Lincoln’s given name, plus the first three letters of his family name, spelled out “Hamlin.” In the mid-19th century, the conventions chose the presidfential candidate’s running mate without consultation or influence.


3. New York Times correspondent Joseph Howard (1833–1908)





THE BALTIMORE CONVENTION.


JUNE 19


The Baltimore Convention is in full blast. Yesterday was spent mainly in preliminary movements, but some of these were not without significance. The New-York delegation seems to be, as the French say, master of the situation, and it is quite evident that its leading members intend to husband their influence by using it with caution. Nominally they are for DOUGLAS and their votes will probably be cast for him, as decidedly the strongest man whom the party can select for the Northern States. But it is also evident that their devotion to him is by no means of an uncompromising character. Their votes upon questions of order and of form indicate an unmistakable determination not to push their claims or their opinions to any extreme. When they find it impossible to carry DOUGLAS by a two-thirds vote, they will probably present some new name; and it will not be until after every conceivable effort shall have been made to secure the union of the party, that they will consent to the repeal of the two-thirds rule.


The most significant step taken yesterday was the action upon a resolution offered by Lieutenant-Governor CHURCH, of this State, that all the delegates admitted to seats in the Convention should be deemed bound in honor to support its nominees. Nothing could be intrinsically more just than suck a rule. Conventions become a mere farce when they cease to carry any obligation: — and if one portion of their members are held bound by their action, while another portion is entirely free, they become instruments of oppression. But the Southern Delegates refused utterly to assent to any such restriction of their liberty. They declared their determination to secede en masse in advance of any action, if such a rule should be adopted. And nothing can show more clearly the extreme complaisance of the New-York Delegation, than their refusal to second the previous question on this resolution, or to vote for it on its final passage.


It is very clear that every possible concession will be made to the South, consistent with the continued existence of the party in the Northern States. We see, however, no strong reason for believing that these attempts at compromise will prove successful. A large and active portion of the Southern delegates are clearly in favor of having two candidates, and trusting to the chances of an election in the House or by the Senate. The ultra Douglas men are quite willing to accept the issue thus tendered, and will prefer it decidedly to the nomination of any other candidate than the Illinois Senator. The action of the Convention to-day will probably throw more light upon the final result.
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A Currier and Ives lithograph of Stephen A. Douglas, Northern Democratic candidate for president.


THE SECESSION MENACE.


HON. LAWRENCE M. KEIST ON THE DUTY OF THE SOUTH UNDER A REPUBLICAN PRESIDENT.


JULY 24


FROM THE CHARLESTON MERCURY.


Under the teachings of the Abolitionists the North is about to be consolidated against the South. It is futile to deny, unless all the signs around us betray, that the Federal Government is about to pass into the hands of the majority section, and that all its power will be used to cripple, and ultimately to destroy, the institution of Slavery as it exists among us. Neither to-morrow, nor the next week, nor the next year, might the dagger be planted in the heart of the South; out, if she submits to the sectional domination which is now threatened against her, this calamity will inevitably befall, unless the whole history of the world be reversed, and the essential principle of humanity be revolutionized. No people can safely commit their rights and civilization to the custody of another and hostile community, and it is idle to deny that the North is to the South a hostile community....


In my judgment, if the Black Republican Party succeeds in the coming election, the Governor should immediately assemble the Legislature, and that body should provide for a State Convention, which should protect the State from the dishonor of submission to Black Republican rule. Before the tribunal of the world, and at the bar of history, we shall stand justified, Freedom lives much more in the spirit of a people than in the forms of a government. We shall receive the plaudits of brave men for preserving freedom, and not reproaches for shattering a despotism. Senator HAMMOND, in his unanswerable and consummate arguments on the admission of Kansas and “Squatter Sovereignty,” has exposed the resources and the rights of the South. Upon both we may safely stand. The Union is just as travelers tell us many Eastern habitations are; a palace to look upon; all fair on its outside, and presenting the appearance of a house that should last for generations; but the master puts his walking stick or his boot-heel through the rafters, and he finds that the white ants have eaten all the substance out of the timbers, and that all that he sees about him is a coating of paint, which an intrusive blow may disperse in a cloud of dust. The skirting boards have already perished, the rafters are now ready to tumble in.


We of the South have done everything to preserve the Union. We have yielded almost every thing but our honors. Let us yield that only as an enemy yields his banner. I have the honor to be,


Your obedient servant,


LAWRENCE M. KEITT.


ORANGEBURGH, C.H., JULY 18 


POLITICAL MISCELLANY.


HOW ALABAMA STANDS.


AUGUST 1


Col. CLEMENS, late editor of the Memphis Enquirer, in a letter to that paper, says of the prospects in Alabama, where he is now staying: “Placing no great reliance upon the reports I hear daily from other parts of the State, and judging only from the feeling manifested in this stronghold of Democracy, I tell you with entire confidence that you may set down Alabama as lost to BRECKINRIDGE. He could not carry the State to-day, and will grow weaker from this time until November. The only thing which ever gave the Secession Party any strength in Alabama was its assumption of the name of Democracy, and when that is torn away they will dwindle into a faction too contemptible to excite the fears, or disturb the peace of the country.” The Mobile Tribune cannot stop to count the BRECKINRIDGE papers in the State, but numbers sixteen DOUGLAS journals already. It puts it down as certain that Mr. BRECKINRIDGE cannot carry the State.1....




1. Notwithstanding this rather biased prediction, on Election Day Breckinridge won Alabama handily.






THE POLITICAL CAMPAIGN.


WESTERN POLITICS.


AUGUST 29


We have had a Bell-Everett State Convention in Ohio, and it is worth notice only so far as to say, that it was very small and very unimportant. In fact, this party is now only the fraction of a fragment — the remnant of a tribe that is lost; but, like the poor Indian, — still linger round the graves of their ancestors. FILLMORE had 28,000 votes in this State, and BELL may have 10,000, but, in no case enough to influence, even indirectly, the result. The prominent idea of these gentlemen now seems to be, to defeat Judge BRINKERHOFF — an honest, upright, fearless Judge of the Supreme Court. BRINKERHOFF is rather fervid in his Anti-Slavery sentiment, and may have given rather ultra opinions in the great case of Cotton vs. Freedom. But it seems to me this is hardly a crime, and certainly not enough to feed a political party upon. The Bell-Everetts here are not only an old gentleman’s party, but old gentlemen who don’t read the papers, and never heard of the great Meteor. But, enough: Let them be treated with respect, while we pass on to livelier topics....


I said in my last that there was a revolution going on in Virginia; and asked, is it impossible for Virginia to vote for BELL? Since that you have had a clear and able article of your own in the TIMES, on that subject, which I read with great interest. But you have only gone part of the way. I will pursue it a little further. For thirty years, Western Virginia has been AntiSlavery. The people of the West more than once threatened to separate the State, that they might abolish Slavery in the West. In remodeling the Constitution, they would have provided for gradual emancipation, but for the rotten borough system, by which the Eastern slaveholding counties controlled the Conventions. A compromise was made, as you have remarked, by which, the slaveholders control the Senate till 1865, but then their power will pass away. But now, you see they control the politics of the State, and their leaders are from eastern Virginia, and from districts, where light scarcely penetrates, and they are fully capable of believing that SEWARD and CHASE sent JOHN BROWN there to cut their throats and burn their houses....


In the coming election, these Anti-Slavery counties must in the main (quoad the Democracy) vote for DOUGLAS, while the Pro-Slavery counties in the main go for BRECKENRIDGE. Hence, the DOUGLAS vote in Virginia will be much larger than any one anticipated at first. Hence, it was the DOUGLAS Staunton Convention bid defiance to the gentlemen assembled at Charlottesville. The delegates assembled at Staunton came from mountains and valleys, where the voice of freedom is still heard. They saw the gathering of the clans, and knew the storm was coming. Hence it is, that the LINCOLN flag flies on the pole at Wheeling, and no man will pull it down. The coming storm will carry WISE, HUNTER, MASON, BRECKINRIDGE, down before it, into a gulf from whence they will never return. The politicians of all parties left the valley of the Ohio out; but they will be awakened with a clap of thunder from a clear sky. The North-west, — Kentucky, Tennessee, Missouri, and Western Virginia, will go together. The vote for LINCOLN, on the north side of the Ohio, and BELL, on the south, will carry everything; and convince the most stupid that the reign of King Cotton is over. The last people to find this out will be your old fogies; — your BROOKS, and HUNT, and DICKERSON, and HALLOCK — et id omne genus. But they will find it out after a while. It took about twenty years for one of our old Dutchmen, who voted for JACKSON, to find out that JOHN QUINCY ADAMS was not the son of GEORGE III. But he did find it out, and I never despair of teaching anybody. We have a school for idiots in our State, and it is astonishing how much they learn.


I agree fully with you, however, that in New-York, the friends of LINCOLN should work on the supposition that the coalition may accomplish something. I never knew a coalition that did anything; but there may be an exception. Gov. SEWARD used to be a most perfect tactician, and I agree with him, that the LINCOLN majority in New-York will be a very large one. I don’t believe the Americans, who vote for DOUGLAS, will be as many as the Democrats who vote for BRECKINRIDGE. New-York will poll 625,000 votes, and 320,000 will be given to LINCOLN, leaving the residue for DOUGLAS, BRECKINRIDGE and BELL.


A VETERAN OBSERVER.


[image: Image]


Senator John Bell of Tennessee, national Union Party candidate for president.



THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN.


GRAND WIDE-AWAKE DEMONSTRATION.


OCTOBER 4


Round us a shield and bright as molten silver the moon uprose last evening about 7 o’clock, touching the cupola of the City Hall with right and throwing out into delicate relief the foliage and branches of the Park trees, as your Reporter hastened from the TIMES Office to Broadway, on his way to view the Wide-Awakes.


Even at that early hour, the Park itself and all the sidewalks were densely crowded, the stages and carriages having to slowly crawl up the centre of the street through dense fringes of excited and expectant humanity. Windows and stoops were packed with curious faces; all the corners displayed mass-meetings in embryo — fresh accessions constantly thronging up from the side streets to swell the numbers or supply the places of those lucky ones who had managed to push their way into the main upward-drifts of the palpitating current.


Stepping into a stage and driving up towards Union-square as fast as the many human obstructions would allow us, the scene became more animated and brilliant each moment, as we approached the main centre of attraction. Broadway never more thoroughly displayed its Metropolitan character — all ranks and varieties of men, women and children being collected and merged together behind its curbstone lines on either hand....


Endless seems the procession, fresh and yet fresh companies of the Republican army debouching from side-streets into the Avenue, as room is made for their entrance by the passage downward of those in the van. While waiting for their turn to mix in the march, these regiments of uniformed link-bearers bivouac on the curb-stones or squat complacently on convenient steps. All varieties of military evolutions appear familiar to them — their torches now rapidly forming into hollow square around some decorated wagon filled with ladies in star-spangled robes, or meandering in single file into a curved procession, designed to imitate the waving outline of those fences for which the chief Candidate on their ticket split his immortal rails.


No appurtenance of a military host is lacking here, each third or fourth company having trundled behind it a huge brass howitzer or field-piece, the mouth of which is expected to discourse most eloquent music next Fourth of March, when the patriarchal ABRAHAM of Illinois carries his carpet-bag and portfolio up the shouting steps of the White House. Here are pioneers with ugly hatchets, and it may be observed that all the torch-men carry their illuminating machines as soldiers carry their firelocks. Each captain and other officer is distinguished from his men by appropriate decorations or varieties of uniform — the officers having colored lanterns, with glass shades, while the mere privates bear Britannia-metal lamps, swung on metal forks at the top of each pole. Military bands at the head of every second company discoursed patriotic and thrilling music — fifes and drums predominating, but the ring of brazen instruments also lending vivacity and harmony to the general chorus. These bands, for the most part, are in uniform like the Wide-Awakes, and the incessant peals of their playing must be imagined during every step of our description.
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Republican Wide-Awake procession in New York City on the evening of October 3, 1860.



MR. LINCOLN’S CONSERVATISM.


OCTOBER 17


The Journal of Commerce insists, with steadfast earnestness, that the Republican Party is pledged to interfere with the rights and interests of the Slaveholding States. It quotes the oft-repeated and grosslydistorted declarations of Senator SEWARD and Mr. LINCOLN, asserting the fact of a radical hostility between Freedom and Slavery, but lays special stress upon a declaration imputed to Senator WILSON,1 that he trusted the Republican Party would retain and exercise the powers of the Government “till no man on the continent should hold property in another man.” The Journal treats this as conclusive of the radical and revolutionary designs of the Republican Party.


Now, if the Journal adopts this style of argument merely for the purpose of defeating LINCOLN’s election, we have nothing special to urge against it. It is quite as legitimate as three-fourths of the partisan logic of the day. But in our judgment it is not likely to prove effectual. The chances are that Mr. LINCOLN will be elected, — and that the control of the Executive Department of the Government will pass into his hands. We are therefore not only curious to know, but interested in knowing, whether the Journal will then insist upon the same views which it now urges upon this subject. In our opinion, the great mass of the members of the Republican Party do not lend the least credit to the representations of their opponents on this point. They do not believe that Mr. LINCOLN has the remotest wish or thought of interfering with Slavery in any Southern State. They do not believe that he will trespass, in the least degree, upon Southern rights, or do anything of which considerate and patriotic Southern men will have the slightest reason to complain. If Senator WILSON, or Mr. SUMNER, or Mr. LOVEJOY, have different expectations, we believe they are destined to be disappointed.


After Mr. LINCOLN shall be elected we think he will very promptly take steps to dispel the fogs that have been thrown around his political position, — and that he will present himself to the country as a Conservative, devoted to the Union, considerate equally of every section and of every State, and resolved faithfully and with firmness to maintain the Constitution in all its parts. We have no doubt that he will proclaim himself opposed to the extension or increase of Slavery, and equally opposed to any interference of Congress, or of the North, with Slavery in the Southern States. He has repeatedly declared himself in favor of an efficient Fugitive Slave Law, and opposed to negro suffrage and the political equality of the negro race. We regard these as eminently conservative views, and if his Administration adheres to them with firmness and fidelity, we believe it will contribute largely to the restoration of the public peace, and fortify the Constitution and the Union still more thoroughly in the affection and confidence of the American people....




1. Henry Wilson (1812–1875) of Massachusetts.





HOW TO ELECT A PRESIDENT.


OCTOBER 29


The Journal of Commerce1 has the following:


“The TIMES is again harping upon its original argument, that people ought to vote for LINCOLN to elect him, to prevent the worse result of his election by the House of Representatives.2 We believe the TIMES has the exclusive monopoly of this line of argument, — no other paper having stultified itself by following in its footsteps.”


This is very peremptory and, probably, very decisive for those who accept partisan assertions for logic. We confess, however, that we remain unconvinced. We don’t quite see the absurdity of the point, and shall feel under special obligations to the Journal of Commerce if it will so far condescend to our dullness as to attempt our enlightenment.


We do still insist that, in the existing condition of the country, carrying the election of a President into the House of Representatives, involves much more danger to the peace of the country than the election of LINCOLN by the people. According to all human probability, LINCOLN, BRECKINRIDGE3 and BELL,4 will be the three candidates before that body. LINCOLN will start with fifteen States certain, and BRECKINRIDGE with thirteen. Illinois has five Douglas Democrats and four Republicans on her delegation. One of the former, Mr. MORRIS,5 has publicly declared that he will vote for LINCOLN rather than see BRECKINRIDGE elected, and his vote will decide the vote of his State. Illinois, therefore, may be set down for LINCOLN if it be necessary either to prevent the election of his opponent, or to effect a choice. That leaves LINCOLN lacking but one vote. The seat of the Democratic member from Oregon is contested, and the House, which decides his claim, is against him. The admission of his contestant would give Oregon to LINCOLN, and secure his election.


Now, we put it to the Journal of Commerce, (1), whether it is not probable that LINCOLN would be elected by the House if the choice devolves on that body; (2), whether the South would be any more disposed to submit to his election when thus effected, than when made by the People; and (3), whether the opportunity for making forcible resistance, and for plunging the House and the country into civil strife and commotion, would not be far better and more tempting than would be afforded by LINCOLN’s election on the 6th of November?


These are very simple questions, and they admit of very direct answers. Possibly we are mistaken, but we consider them deserving of a different style of reply from that which the Journal of Commerce has adopted hitherto. We know something of the nature of a sharp sectional contest in the House of Representatives. Two struggles for the Speakership have thrown considerable light upon the measures resorted to by a desperate disunion faction, to avert a threatened defeat. They are not such as encourage us to look with complacency upon the experiment the Journal seems anxious to try. We have great faith in the strength of the Union and the power of the Constitution. We believe both will stand the strain of a popular election, conducted in strict conformity with the laws of the land, whatever may be its result; we have not equal faith in its ability to go through the fearful ordeal which the Journal invites.
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John C. Breckinridge, Southern Democratic Candidate for President in 1860.




1. One of New York’s pro-Democratic newspapers.


2. With Lincoln favored to win by October, desperate foes hoped he would fall short of an electoral majority against his three opponents, forcing the presidential election to the House of Representatives. There, voting would be conducted by delegation, increasing the chances of success by a compromise candidate.


3. John C. Breckinridge, Vice President of the United States, was the Southern Democratic candidate for President in 1860.


4. John Bell (1796–1869) of Tennessee was Constitutional Union candidate for the presidency in 1860.


5. Isaac Newton Morris (1812–1869).





BRECKINRIDGE SMOKED OUT.


OCTOBER 30


We have already published the meagre extracts of a letter from Mr. BRECKINRIDGE to a gentleman in North Carolina, in which he defines his position upon the question of disunion. We have no hesitation in declaring that it places him in a far worse position than he occupied while refusing to answer. His silence was suspicious, and left room for the inference that he might be tinctured with the treasonable sentiments which all the more distinguished leaders of his party own; but his oracular utterance leaves us little room to doubt that he is only for the Union so long as his party holds power.


It will be remembered that the questions put to Mr. [Stephen A.] DOUGLAS at Norfolk, were substantially these:


Do you consider the election of LINCOLN a just cause for breaking up the Union?


Do you believe in the light of peaceable secession without cause?


To these printed interrogatories Mr. DOUGLAS gave answers which did him honor. He not only denied the right of secession, for the cause supposed, but he declared his purpose to sustain Mr. LINCOLN in enforcing the laws. The same questions have been repeatedly addressed to Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, but he has studiously refused to answer, except to one gentleman, Mr. COHOON, the Mayor of Elizabeth City, North Carolina. And what is that question? He says, under date of October 5:


“Yours of the 1st instant has been received. The questions you ask are answered in my inclosed speech. I esteem Mr. YANCEY1 highly, and have known him long and favorably. * * * Mr. BRECKINRIDGE is not Mr. YANCEY. I love the Union, but the South better. If elected, the Union, under my care, shall never be dismembered.”


We substitute “dismembered” for “disseminated,” as it originally appeared, and was evidently a typographical or telegraphic error. This is the whole of the letter which has been permitted to see the light, and the inference from it is almost irresistible, that Mr. BRECKINRIDGE will pledge himself to stand by the Union only on the conditions of his own election to the Presidency. If every man in the country stood on this narrow platform, the Union would be rent into some thirty millions of atoms. This is carrying the doctrine of secession to its utmost limits. The question was, whether Mr. BRECKINRIDGE would sustain the Union if Mr. LINCOLN shall be elected President? He answers that he will remain faithful if elected himself, while, in the same breath, he avows an intense degree of sectional feeling. “I love the Union, but the South better.” Did ever Presidential candidate avow such a sentiment before? Could YANCEY and KEITT2 demand more of him?


As we never heard of a President who desired to break up the Union during his own term of office — for even Mr. BUCHANAN3 cannot agree to that — we are not surprised that Mr. BRECKINRIDGE gives the assurance that he will not rebel against his own Administration. But when this contemptible evasion is given in answer to the direct question, “will you counsel resistance to Mr. LINCOLN?” it would be an affectation of charity to doubt that he is at heart a Disunionist, or, at any rate, that he has too much respect for the preachers of disunion and treason to take ground against their plans. There can be no two opinions on this matter. The inference is irresistible.




1. William Lowndes Yancey (1814–1863) was a fire-eating Democratic Congressman from Alabama.


2. Lawrence Massilllon Keitt (1824–1864), Democratic Congressman from South Carolina — would be killed in action in 1864 at Cold Harbor.


3. Although not a candidate for re-election, President James Buchanan (1791–1868) remained very much an issue in the campaign to elect his White House successor. A “Doughface” pro-South northerner, Buchanan had favored a pro-slavery Constitution for Kansas and (according to charges by Lincoln) had conspired in the 1857 Dred Scott decision.





REPUDIATION AND DISUNION.


OCTOBER 30


The merchants of our City who are so busy in the Fusion movement,1 will do well to give some little heed to an article which we copy from the Charleston Mercury. It will probably come home somewhat closely to their “business and bosoms.” It discusses the advantages to the South of secession, — and foremost among them it places the Repudiation of all their Northern debts. If they can only get rid of the Federal Constitution, they will obliterate their indebtedness to Northern merchants forever. Disunion is to operate, therefore, as an enormous sponge — to wipe off all their obligations, and release them from the payment of all their dues.


This must be a pleasant prospect for our merchants who have been laboring so zealously in their cause. They have been representing that the South will have cause for dissolving the Union in case the North elects a Republican candidate. LINCOLN is quite certain to be elected, and dissolution involves the repudiation of Southern debts. Are the Messrs. HENRY quite as confident, as they have been hitherto, that the election of LINCOLN will justify secession? Will they think it quite right to lose all their dues, because the people of the Union, in the exercise of their constitutional rights, elect a Republican President? This proposition of the [Charleston] Mercury is the most flagitious scheme to which this disunion madness has given rise. No man, who was not at heart utterly dishonest, would propose to escape the payment of a just debt on the strength of any political differences whatever. No community not dead to all the instincts of commercial honor, would tolerate the suggestion of so base and discreditable a project. The object of throwing it thus shamelessly before the public, is doubtless in part to alarm the North and coerce our people into abandoning their political principles. It takes effect, however, upon those who have already done this in order to secure Southern favor and Southern trade. The whole Fusion movement in this State has been organized, and is sustained, by one or two mercantile establishments who have large transactions with the South, who have large creditors among the Southern merchants, and who are already doing everything in their power to meet the exacting demands of the Southern States. They are the men, and almost the only men, who would be seriously affected by the wholesale repudiation which the Mercury proposes.


We cannot congratulate the Messrs. HENRY on being very well backed by their Southern friends. Such suggestions as those we quote are rather cold comfort for men in their position. They are really only another turn of the screw, — another blow of the lash, — by which this whole Pro-Slavery movement in our community has been stimulated and pushed into activity. The South are utterly remorseless and relentless in their crusade. They make no appeal to generous sentiments or impulses in support of their cause. They rely solely upon fear. They have coerced our merchants hitherto by threatening to withdraw their trade. Fearing that this will not avail, they now threaten to repudiate their debts. The only consolation our merchants have in the premises is, that they cannot go any further. Their Southern overseers have touched bottom at last.




1. Many New York Democrats advocated that the state’s loyal voters should unite behind one of the two Democratic presidential aspirants to increase the party’s chances against Lincoln. Most turned to Breckinridge.





REPUBLICAN DEMONSTRATION AT LYONS.


SPEECHES OF GOV. SEWARD AND OTHERS — GREAT POPULAR ENTHUSIASM.


OCTOBER 31


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW-YORK TIMES.


LYONS, N.Y., TUESDAY, OCT. 30


A very large Republican mass meeting was held here to-day. Over fifteen thousand persons came from Wayne and Cayuga counties expressly to take part in the proceedings.


Gov. SEWARD1 presided at the meeting and delivered a short opening address, in which he reviewed the history of the country with regard to Slavery, and defined the issues of the present canvass. He said that the early founders of the Government aimed to make all the States free in course of time, and that the present policy was a departure from the policy of the statesmen in the early days of the Republic. Mr. SEWARD’s address was quite brief. He was followed by Mr. P. CORBETT and Mr. WM. J. CORNELL.


Mr. H. J. RAYMOND,2 of New-York, who arrived in the Eastern train, spoke one hour on the issues of the canvass.


The Wide-Awakes are having a very imposing procession to-night. The town is illuminated, and the greatest enthusiasm prevails.


Gov. SEWARD goes to Seneca Falls tomorrow, and will speak in New-York on Friday.


The disunion panic creates great indignation in this section, and will give Republicans thousands of votes. Wayne County will give three thousand majority for LINCOLN.




1. Though greatly disappointed when the Republican Party rejected him and turned to Lincoln as its presidential nominee in May, Seward campaigned loyally for the Lincoln ticket throughout his home state — and elsewhere in the country. A former governor of New York, he was often referred to by that title — even when he became a senator and, later, Lincoln’s secretary of state.


2. Henry Jarvis Raymond (1820–1869), editor of the openly pro-Republican New York Times.





THE PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN.


MORE SCHEMES OF THE DISUNIONISTS.


PLAN FOR PRODUCING A GENERAL FINANCIAL CRISIS.


OCTOBER 31


SPECIAL DISPATCH TO THE NEW-YORK TIMES.


WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, OCT. 30


The plan of the Southern Disunionists, as just exposed, is to hold back the Cotton crop, which has already been drawn on, and refuse to let a single bag be shipped to England. The result will be, as they suppose, a drain of specie and a general financial crisis.


Hon. A.R. BOTELER,1 of Virginia, brings intelligence from New-York tonight that New-Jersey is safe for Fusion, and that the chances are against LINCOLN in New-York.


A letter from Hon. A.H. STEPHENS,2 declaring that if the Union endures the principles of DOUGLAS will survive, is published in the States this evening.


The secessionists announce their purpose to make Virginia the New-England of the Southern Confederacy, and by stimulating her energies and developing her resources, to increase the value of her slave property. It is not expected that Virginia will join in the secession movement.


O [A REPORTER’S SIGNATURE].




1. Alexander Robinson Boteler (1815–1892) served a single term in Congress before resigning to join the Confederate army in 1861. He later served as a staff aide to General Thomas J. “Stonewall” Jackson, then entered the Confederate Congress.


2. Alexander Hamilton Stephens (1812–1883) was a veteran Whig congressman from Georgia — and for two years served as a colleague of one-term Representative Abraham Lincoln of Illinois. Though initially opposed to secession, Stephens quit the House when Georgia left the Union, and then became Vice President of the Confederacy.






THE SOUTH AND THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION.


OCTOBER 31


The best informed of our Southern correspondents begin to assure us that the extreme excitement which has for some time past reigned throughout the Southern States, in anticipation of the election of Mr. LINCOLN, already exhibits symptoms of decline. It is more than probable, now, that the State of South Carolina must be regarded as the sole pivot of the Southern revolution, and that the rest of the slaveholding Sovereignties will defer the resumption of their supreme attributes, and the open defiance of the constitutional authorities of the Union, until the Palmetto State shall act in the premises. Whether the Palmetto State will or will not act at all in the premises is another question, upon which we have not yet sufficient grounds for pronouncing a decisive opinion. South Carolina is a very peculiar State, and occupies a quite exceptional position in the Republic. Nowhere else have the ideas of the permanence of Slavery, and of the capacity of the South for independence, struck root so deeply as in the Commonwealth of CALHOUN. Yet, at the same time, it must be remembered that the society of South Carolina is singularly well organized, and therefore essentially conservative, and that the influence of property in that State is more direct and more openly recognized than in any other part of the Confederation.


Meanwhile it may not be out of place or untimely for us to suggest to the more temperate of our Southern fellow-citizens, as well in South Carolina itself as in the other Slaveholding States, one aspect of the approaching triumph of Mr. LINCOLN which well deserves to be gravely pondered by them before they make up their minds to regard that triumph as the signal for a complete severance of the ties which hold together our common country, and give to them and to us our name and place among the nations.


It has been far too generally asserted and far too easily believed that the election of Mr. LINCOLN is to be interpreted as a victory of the North, as such, over the South, as such, and, therefore, as the initial act in the final exclusion of the South from all control in the Federal Government. The overwhelming majorities which are now rallying to the support of the Republican candidate in the only States in which the antecedents of our political history have unhappily made the Republican Party for the present possible, are the protest of — the nation not only, nor even perhaps chiefly against the extension of Slavery into the National Territories, but also, and in a most important degree, against the intolerable demoralization of an existing Federal Government. No one can doubt that in several States of the North the opponents of Republicanism, as a political party in and by itself, outnumber the supporters of that party. In these States the election of Mr. LINCOLN will be very largely the work of men who act and vote for him simply because the existing Administration has made it impossible for them to act and vote for anybody else. Mr. BUCHANAN, since his advent to power, has surrounded himself with a camarilla of men who have made themselves odious to the country, not because they are Southern men and slaveholders, but because they have prostituted the highest offices of the State to the lowest personal objects. Indeed these men are not by any means exclusively Southern men either in their origin or in their policy. The recklessness of a Pennsylvanian Attorney-General, and the openly shameful Presidential diplomacy of such Northern Senators as Messrs. BRIGHT and FITCH,1 have done quite as much to make Mr. LINCOLN the coming man, as the Pro-Slavery devices of Messrs. [John] SLIDELL and DAVIS,2 or the impetuous passions of others of the President’s slaveholding champions. The War-Secretary, FLOYD,3 of Virginia, who has outraged even the not very scrupulous sensibilities of the oldest Washington politicians by his official indecencies, has contributed to the support of Mr. LINCOLN not the impulse of his slaveholding proclivities, but the force of his administrative misconduct. Had Mr. BUCHANAN surrounded himself with Southern men of the honorable and dignified character once identified in the popular mind with the idea of a Southern leader, the course of events in our recent political history might have been gravely modified. The Calhouns, and Haynes, and Pinckneys of the past would never have brought upon the President of their preference that grand consent of public contempt which the Government of Mr. BUCHANAN has earned for itself, and of which it is now so soon to reap the final harvest.


This is a view of the actual crisis of our current history which neither Fusionists nor confusionists will be very swift to take. But it is a sound and practical view, nevertheless, and as such we commend it to the earnest attention alike of angry Southern patriots and of active Northern panic-makers, in the world of politics or in the world of finance. It will have its value after the 6th of November, and may not be altogether useless before that time.
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President James Buchanan.




1. Jesse D. Bright (1812–1875) and Graham Newell Fitch (1809-1892), Democrats from Indiana. Bright was later expelled from the Senate for acknowledging Jefferson Davis as the legitimate President of the Confederacy. Fitch, however, a medical doctor, went on to serve heroically as a colonel in the 46th Regiment of the Indiana Volunteer Infantry.


2. Slidell became even more famous in November 1861 when seized on the high seas en route to a diplomatic assignment representing the Confederacy (see page 124); Jefferson Davis (1808–1809) was then serving as a Democratic Senator from Mississippi.


3. John B. Floyd (1807–1863) of Virginia left the War Department toward the end of the Buchanan Administration. Though he initially opposed secession and favored the re-enforcement of Fort Sumter, he went on to serve in the Confederate army, reaching the rank of brigadier general.






ASTOUNDING TRIUMPH OF REPUBLICANISM.


ABRAHAM LINCOLN PROBABLY ELECTED PRESIDENT.


NOVEMBER 7


The canvass for the Presidency of the United States terminated last evening, in all the States of the Union, under the revised regulation of Congress, passed in 1845, and the result, by the vote of New-York, is placed beyond question at once. It elects ABRAHAM LINCOLN of Illinois; President, and HANNIBAL HAMLIN of Maine, Vice-President of the United States, for four years, from the 4th March next, directly by the People: These Republican Candidates having a clear majority of the 309 Electoral votes of the 33 States, over all three of the opposing tickets. They receive, including Mr. LINCOLN’s own State, from which the returns have not yet come, in the






	New-England States


	41







	New-York


	35







	Pennsylvania


	27







	New-Jersey


	7







	And the Northwest


	61







	Total Electoral for LINCOLN


	1711








Being 19 over the required majority, without wasting the returns from the two Pacific States of Oregon and California.


The election, so far as the City and State of New-York are concerned, will probably stand, hereafter as one of the most remarkable in the political contests of the country; marked, as it is, by far the heaviest popular vote ever cast in the City, and by the sweeping, and almost uniform, Republican majorities in the country.


The State of Pennsylvania, which virtually decided her preference in October, has again thrown an overwhelming majority for the Republican candidates. And New-Jersey, after a sharp contest has, as usual in nearly all the Presidential elections, taken her place on the same side. The New-England majorities run up by tens of thousands.


The Congressional elections which took place yesterday, in this State have probably confirmed the probability of an Anti-Republican preponderance in the next House of Representatives, by displacing several of the present Republican members.


The new House of Assembly for New-York will, as usual, be largely Republican.


Of the reelection of Gov. MORGAN2 there is little or no question. By the scattering vote thrown for Mr. BRADY in this City, the plurality of Mr. KELLY over Gov. MORGAN is partially reduced, while the heavy Republican majority in the country insures Gov. MORGAN’s success.


The rival Presidential candidates against Mr. LINCOLN have probably divided the Southern vote as follows:


FOR MR BELL.






	Virginia


	15







	Tennessee


	12







	Kentucky


	12








FOR MR. BRECKINRIDGE.






	South Carolina


	8







	Florida


	3







	North Carolina


	10







	Mississippi


	7







	Georgia


	10







	Texas


	4







	Alabama


	9







	Arkansas


	4












	DOUBTFUL.


	 







	Missouri


	9







	Delaware


	3







	Louisiana


	6







	Maryland


	83








AT THE REPUBLICAN HEAD-QUARTERS GENERAL REJOICING


The Republican rejoicings filled the City last night. They celebrated their triumph in the streets; they gathered in shouting crowds around the newspaper-offices; they inundated the Station-houses, and threw up their hats as the returns were announced; they assembled at the Head-quarters, No. 618 Broadway, in such numbers, that once wedged in one could not turn around to come out again. There Mr. DANIEL D. CONOVER took the Chair, and, with Gen. J. H. HOBART WARD and Mr. CHARLES SPENCER, received the returns, and from time to time computed the probable result. Mr. CONOVER read the figures, and every time he read the people cheered or jeered, according to the complexion of the news. The enthusiasm, which was wild, as soon as it was known how much below the estimate of the Fusionists was the result in the First Ward, increased steadily as the night wore on, and was incontinent at last. Never were there gathered together so many persons in so excellent a humor. While they were waiting for news from some Wards not yet heard from, all were talking and laughing at once; some were giving lusty cheers for LINCOLN and the whole Republican ticket; some were cracking jokes at the expense of the Opposition; those without were endeavoring to elbow their way in, and some within, half suffocated, were trying to force their way out. It was just such a hubbub of hilarity, in short, as you would expect to hear in the Republican Head-quarters on the night of the Republican victory. One, more enthusiastic, was incessantly proposing three cheers for somebody. He proposed three cheers for Gen. WARD; they were given with gusto. He proposed three more for Mr. CONOVER, and three more for Mr. SPENCER; they were given. Then he proposed “Three cheers for me.” They were not given. Then, by way of variety, he proposed three cheers for Mr. CONOVER again. Here that gentleman interposed and requested that less noise should be made, and that men would stand still; he did not know how long the floor of the room would support such a mass of enthusiastic people.


A man mounted a chair at the remote end of the room and shouted out the name of a friend, whom he said he wanted to go to a fire that was raging not far off. “There’s a fire every where,” said Mr. SPENCER, and that brought down the house — almost the floor — again. Loud as the din was during these interludes, as soon as the Chairman announced more returns, quiet was immediately restored — to be lost again amid a storm of cheers as soon as they were read. Thus, till a late hour, they kept it up at No. 618 Broadway.


At the Head-quarters of the various Republican Clubs, too, there were immense throngs. The City Wide-Awakes were at their rendezvous in force, and at Stuyvesant Institute the jam was irrepressible. The interior of the building was choked with people, the entrance was blocked up, and the sidewalk in front was black with Republicans. With the thunders of the thousands there assembled, the vicinity like the rest of the City, was kept thoroughly and wide awake.




1. Final figures gave Lincoln 180 electoral votes.


2. Edwin D. Morgan (1811–1881) was twice elected governor of New York, later serving as a major general of Union volunteers and commander of the Department of New York.


3. Three of these states ultimately fell into Breckinridge’s column, too. This table made no mention of Lincoln’s Northern Democratic opponent, Stephen A. Douglas, who finished second in the popular vote with 1,376,957 supporters, but won only 12 electoral votes (Missouri and New Jersey).






ELECTION DAY IN THE CITY.


ALL QUIET AND ORDERLY AT THE POLLS.


NOVEMBER 7


The clouds lowered gloomily over the City yesterday morning, when the polls were opened, and very shortly afterward rain began to drizzle, with every prospect of a wet day. Was it an omen, and if so, an ill omen to the Lincoln or Fusion ticket? It did not, at any rate, keep one or the other party from the polls, for never in the history of any political contest in this country, has more enthusiasm been exhibited, and the result has proved that though the “clouds” may have “lowered,” the hopes of the Republican Party were not “in the deep bosom of the ocean buried.” But of that anon and elsewhere.


People generally were awake — wide awake, in fact1 — very early yesterday, for they knew they had a duty to perform which could not occur but once in four years, and in the actual shape it assumed, perhaps not more than once in a lifetime. And whether they were Republicans or Fusionists, they went to work with a will. The clouds were dispelled; the sun shone forth as a beneficent sun should shine on such an occasion, and a general good time was the result. In short, although the stake to be played, according to the alarmists, was the continuation or severance of the Union, there was no disturbance, no discordance, no manner of ill-feeling, beyond the impatience produced by the extreme difficulty in getting in “my vote, Sir, my prerogative as an independent citizen, Sir, which I would not barter for my life, Sir.”


The vote polled in each Ward, and each District of each Ward, is said to have been the heaviest ever known in this City. At nearly every polling-place — and there were close upon three hundred in all the Wards — voters took their places en queue, and moved on very slowly to their duty as freemen. And wherever we had opportunities of observing them, they did it like men who were fully sensible of the responsibility, whether it came of conscience sake, or was derived from a recollection or a hope of “gilded gain.”


Considerable delay was caused at many polls by an indiscriminate challenging process, which occupied so much time that in nearly every Ward at sunset, when the polls closed, some hundreds of voters had not been able to “save the country,” and having given the day to that nobly patriotic purpose, they felt, very naturally, slightly irascible thereat....


[image: Image]


A pro-Republican 1860 presidential campaign cartoon shows the symbol of America ushering Lincoln to the White House.




1. A joking reference to the ubiquitous Wide-Awake clubs.








THE DAY AFTER ELECTION.


THE REPUBLICANS AND THEIR TRIUMPH.


NOVEMBER 8


The Republican pulse continues to beat high. Chanticleer is perched on the back of the American Eagle, and with flapping wings and a sonorous note proclaims his joy at the victory. The return of the First NAPOLEON from Elba did not create a greater excitement than the returns of the present election. All day yesterday the inquiry was in everybody’s mouth, “What’s the latest news?” Newspapers were in demand. What, with the cries of the urchins who vended them, the demonstrations of the jubilant and the groans of the wounded, the Metropolis of yesterday was to the every-day New-York as Babel to a charnel-house. Every omnibus that carried its dozen of citizens businessward in the morning was a reading room, a political meeting-house and a pseudo stock board, all in one, — e pluribus unum. Some read the papers, some fought the bloodless battle o’er again, bringing their batteries of profound argument to bear upon the proposition that they “knew LINCOLN would be elected;” and some in sarcastic mood bewailed with mock seriousness the heavy losses from depreciated stocks that were sure to follow the dire calamity of the inauguration of the chosen of a majority of the people. In the streets, in the restaurants, in offices and counting-houses — counting certain counting-houses out — such was the tenor of the talk, and the character of the occupations of all to whom a leisure moment came. There were few Fusionists to be found. There was a dearth of Democrats — a scarcity of those who professed and called themselves Bell-Everett men. Republicans everywhere seem wide awake, while “Drowsy tinklings lull the distant fold” of their bell-ringing opponents. Distant, indeed — for this side of Mason and Dixon’s line there is hardly a tintinnabulation, where but yesterday the Callithumpians seemed let loose.


We searched in vain for some one that could tell us of the feelings of the defeated. Every one declared himself a Lincoln man, or else said nothing. We visited the Custom-house and studied the triste physiognomies of the Federal office-holders.1 Some looked blue and sat shivering at their desks; but it was a cold day, — very cold, — much colder than the few that preceded it. At length passing through Nassau-street we met an acquaintance, — one whom we had heard during the campaign expressing his predilections for DOUGLAS, and his blissful anticipations of Arcadian Winters in office at Washington under the Douglas dynasty. We hailed him; he was in a great hurry and couldn’t stop, — bank just closing, — all that sort of thing. We took him by the button; that is the shot across the bows that will always bring one to. He stopped, and, after a moment’s attention to our inquiries. “My dear Sir,” he said, “I’m a Lincoln man, and always was!” We pursued our investigations in that direction no further. In all seriousness, we heard less about Disunion yesterday than we have heard any day in a month past; we heard quite as many jokes about Dry Goods and Salt River as have come to our ears within the same period; and we learned nothing that would lead us to suppose that the people of the fairly beaten parties will acquiesce now in the expressed, will of the people a whit less gracefully than the Republicans submitted when they were over-borne four years ago.


Of course, there will be demonstrations on the part of the Republicans “all the country through.” What shall be the nature of them is already a subject of discussion. The Republican State Executive Committee will meet next Tuesday — probably at Albany — and arrange the preliminaries of a grand celebration. The Chairman, Mr. SIMEON DRAPER,2 in jocose mood, observed yesterday, that for his part, he believed the best way would be to roast a large elephant somewhere in the centre of the State, and invite all the people. A bystander remarked that it would certainly be a “big thing.” The Wide-Awakes of the City will have a grand parade some day of this week or the next. Our metropolis just now is one great Rama. Lamentation is in the streets and wailing on the corners. People are weeping for their candidates and will not be comforted, because they are not. Mourners are visible in the parks, and in the “private parlors” of the hotels, and in all other public places. They go about with streaming eyes and red noses, surveying the field of battle, and bursting out with renewed grief when they recognize the features of a friend among the slain. Sometimes they become lugubriously jolly, sit down in each other’s laps, mingle their woes, clink their glasses together, and become convivial upon tears. These sad scenes are the inevitable result of all great victories. Battlefields are not pleasant for promenades on the day after a battle. The dead tell no tales, but the wounded...cry out pretty loudly. Their cries blend sadly with the shouts of the victors. It is useless to say: “They were rascals and deserved to be killed.” The conviction that they were fellow-creatures forces itself upon the most unthinking mind, and it is ever natural to sympathize with suffering humanity. A sensitive spirit would take no delight even in the agonies of an Alderman; and it is questionable whether any man, unless, indeed, he had been brutalized by several years in Congress, would feel any especial pleasure in witnessing the crucifixion of a Common Councilman. We venture to assert that even the most biased Wide-Awake is possessed of a feeling akin to sympathy, if not sorrow, as he meets a discomfited colonel, a disjointed captain, or a scattered sergeant in the late Democratic Army. And his heart would be harder than the nether millstone if he did not....


The quiet which attended the actual election on Tuesday was only a foreshadowing of the manner in which the result of that election was received yesterday. SHAKESPEARE says that man is a creature who “looks before and after.” The “after” of the election, with the “great hereafter” that was predicted by the Southern Press and Northern Fusionists, in case LINCOLN should be elected, was quite mildly treated by the parties which suffered defeat. It is to their credit that, being defeated, they bore it handsomely. Fusionist met Republican amicably at the breakfast table, — amicably in the street, amicably in the store, and, in fact, in an amicable manner, invited him to “just take a little, it won’t hurt you.”


One of our wandering reporters in a ramble around town, tried to find out some discordant element in the popular sentiment, and to that end visited the chief hotels, especially those which Southerners do most approve; also the restaurants, the public places of resort, and (but it was only as a matter of duty) the drinking saloons. Thus the New-York Hotel, the Lafarge, the Metropolitan and the St. Nicholas were approached with the very best results. Although a large number of Southern gentlemen and families were residing at each of these popular establishments, there were no symptoms of revolt, of dissatisfaction even, or of anything else than a disposition for enjoyment....


In places not so important as these large hotels, those restaurants and saloons, which (in the path of duty only) our wandering reporter visited, everything was equally quiet and congenial. Where, before election, and on the day of election, bands, of men, eight or ten strong, with tumblers in their hands, half filled with some kind of fluid, would impress, with said tumblers on the counter, and with very audible vocal accompaniment, their devotion to the “U-n-i-o-n,” there were the same men yesterday, a trifle melancholy, perhaps, “sadder but wiser,” quaffing lemonade, or ginger soda, with the very slightest dash of brandy in it, with no tap of tumbler or vocal accompaniment whatever. One thing was on some occasions, but not often, peculiar in their conduct. If, in the street, they espied a Republican friend approaching, something novel in a store window, some architectural ornament in a new building, or an examination of the sky, in anticipation of rain, would so divert their attention, that they allowed their Republican friend to pass. There was also a sheepishness in their countenances which strangely contrasted with their boastful and defiant physiognomy during the last five or six weeks.


Sometimes our Reporter encountered an officeholder — one in the Custom-house, for instance. He was an exception to the general rule of placability and pacificality. He was as ugly as a disturbed snake. Then, on the other hand, making a virtue of necessity, another would say, “Well, after all, perhaps LINCOLN’s election will be for the best — may tend to settle things generally, if he is not aggressive, and — do you think there will be a general routing out of us small office-holders?” This shadow of a man, rabid Fusionist on Tuesday, becoming a convert to bread and butter, and roast beef with gravy, devoutly wishes today that he had been a Lincolnite ever since the Chicago Convention.


Our wandering Reporter sums up his experience of yesterday in one comprehensive and satisfactory sentence: LINCOLN’s election, acknowledged gloomily and with discontent by his opponents, is, nevertheless, accepted as a fixed fact, without detriment to the Union or to the business relations with the South, but attended with unpleasant results to numerous parties who have to vacate lucrative posts to make way for new-comers.


The Bell-Everett3 Party gathered, last evening, at their rallying hall in Broadway, though with numbers much reduced, and with greatly chastened enthusiasm as compared with Tuesday night. Some two hundred persons visited the head-quarters during the evening, apparently to pick up such crumbs of comfort as the corrected returns might afford them, and to hear what might be dispensed from the rostrum. There was no formal organization of the meeting, but one of the officers introduced Mr. MORGAN, a gentleman from Tennessee. Mr. MORGAN excused himself from making any lengthy remarks, as he was suffering from a severe hoarseness, contracted by his severe labors during the last few days of the canvass. He had not closed his eyes since yesterday morning, and he had not, therefore, to open them very wide this morning to learn — as he did at a very early hour, by reference to bulletins — that they had been badly beaten. He regretted, as they all did — most deeply regretted — that they had not been victorious; but they would bear their defeat with that equanimity which a consciousness of being in the right inspired. They had now only to wait and see what would come of it, and who were responsible....


A procession of Wide-Awakes, under the lead of Alderman BRADY and Mr. VAN RIPER, visited the residences, first of JOHN KEYSER, in West Twelfth-street, and afterwards of JOHN T. SHAW, in Vandam-street, to congratulate them upon their election. Both gentlemen appeared and made pithy addresses in response to the cheers which called them out, and thanked their friends for the compliment of the visit.


An old man, giving the name of JAMES W. SLOVER, who represented that he had spent the last four weeks in electioneering for the Fusion Party presented himself at the poll of the Eighth election District of the Twenty-second Ward early on Tuesday morning and deposited his ballots without let or hindrance. In the afternoon his enthusiasm had increased to such a pitch that he tried to get in “just one more vote” for the candidates of his choice. To do this he presented himself, shortly before the polls closed, at the same place where he had voted in the morning, and his attempted fraud having been detected, he was taken into custody....


Mr. YANCEY made a speech in New-Orleans after his return from the North, in the course of which he said:


“If New-York is lost to Mr. LINCOLN, then we go into the scramble in the House. But the probabilities are that LINCOLN will get New-York. I traveled through New-York, and the Bell men were working faithfully for the Union ticket, and the Douglas men stood by with folded arms. Although I was using all the influence I possessed in favor of the Union ticket, and in favor of his getting the vote of that ticket in case it would secure the defeat of LINCOLN, yet the Douglas papers flung their Partisan arrows after me, denouncing me with the grossest calumny.


The Bell papers received me with respect, and parted with me with cordiality. The Douglas papers received me with calumny, and parted with me with lies. They used every effort to nullify whatever influence I might have excited in behalf of the Union ticket. What did this mean? It meant, perhaps, as many of our friends feared, that the Douglas party was in secret combination with LINCOLN. I fear, indeed, that this is the case. I wish to God it were not so. Yet if the Union ticket should be elected, and it could elect Mr. DOUGLAS, let its vote be given to him, not for his sake, but for the little good it might do the country.”




1. A reference to federally appointed clerks who owed their jobs to Democrats, and now likely to lose their patronage positions.


2. Simeon Draper (1804–1866) was a pro-Republican New York businessman later appointed by Lincoln to the lucrative patronage job of the Collection of Customs for the port of New York.


3. Bell’s running mate in 1860 was the distinguished Edward Everett (1794–1865), a former governor, senator, university president, minister to Great Britain, and secretary of state; he is best remembered as the orator who gave the lengthy principal address — now all but forgotten — at the dedication of the Soldiers’ National Cemetery at Gettysburg in 1863.






THE PRESIDENT ON THE CRISIS.


DECEMBER 5


The country has now the benefit of Mr. BUCHANAN’s advice on the political crisis. The Message is out, and discusses the subject at length. The document will scarcely reward the anxiety which has awaited its appearance. There are many things in it which are true, and some which are new; but its true things are not new, nor are its new things true. It is probably the most elaborate effort Mr. BUCHANAN has ever made to appear bold without taking any risks, and firm without the necessity of proving his firmness. It is possible that it may tranquillize the country, but if so, the disturbance of the public peace is much less serious than has generally been supposed.


True to his partisanship, if true to nothing else, Mr. BUCHANAN attributes the entire responsibility for existing public evils to the Northern States, — and it is they alone who are to make sacrifices of position and principle for their removal. The immediate peril, Mr. BUCHANAN says, arises not from refusals to surrender fugitive slaves, nor the exclusion of Slavery from the Territories, — but from the imminent danger of slave insurrections. There is no longer any feeling of security around the family altar; — and if this goes on much longer, the President; wisely remarks, separation will be unavoidable. We suspect the people of the South will not thank Mr. BUCHANAN for this definition of their dangers. They deny the existence of any such state of things as he describes. Their slaves were never more contented or more loyal, — and they even declare their readiness to put arms in their hands to aid in repelling anticipated inroads of barbarians from the North. The fact, moreover, that all the great slave insurrections which have ever occurred, took place before the agitation of the Slavery question commenced, would indicate some flaw in the President’s logic. With still more glaring injustice and want of truth, Mr. BUCHANAN charges the people of the North with seeking to interfere with Slavery in the Southern States, — saying that all the Slave States have ever desired is “to be let alone and permitted to manage their domestic institutions in their own way.” It may suit the President’s purposes thus to ignore the most conspicuous facts of our recent political history, — but it is scarcely becoming his position, or the character for fairness and truth which that position ought to imply.


The President is quite confident, in spite of all this, that disunion is not likely to take place just yet. The election of any man to the Presidency does not, in his judgment, afford any just cause for dissolution, nor should mere apprehensions of a contingent danger arising from his Administration, lead to such a result. The President must, from the very nature of his office, be conservative; nor is it probable in the present instance that Congress will enact any laws impairing the rights of the South in their slaves. Thus far no authority except that of the Territorial Legislature of Kansas has denied to slaveholders the right to take their “property” into the Territories, — and that Act will speedily be set aside by the action of the Supreme Court. The enactment of Personal Liberty bills by several of the States is declared to be a gross invasion of Southern rights; and the President expresses the belief that, “unless the State Legislatures repeal these unconstitutional and obnoxious enactments without unnecessary delay, it is impossible for any human power to save the Union.” We regret to find the preservation of the Union made thus absolutely dependent upon what we must consider a very remote contingency. We do not doubt the willingness of all the States concerned to abolish those laws, the moment the Fugitive Slave law shall be divested of those obnoxious and offensive features which provoked their enactment. Upon this view of the case, however, Mr. BUCHANAN does not think it worth his while to bestow the slightest attention. On the contrary, he presently recommends that, instead of being amended, the Fugitive Slave Law be incorporated into the Constitution.


Mr. BUCHANAN next comes to the great question of Secession: — and upon this subject, down to a certain point, his remarks are remarkably sound.


In the first place, he denies utterly the principle that a State has a right to withdraw from the Union at will. Such a position, he says, would render our Confederacy a mere rope of sand, — whereas it is, as he shows by a very clear and conclusive argument, a substantial Government, — perfect in all its forms, invested with all the attributes of sovereignty over the subjects to which its authority extends, and armed with force to execute its laws. The right of secession can only exist as the right of revolution.


In the next place, Mr. BUCHANAN recognizes the duty of the Executive to see to it that the laws are faithfully executed, — and “from this obligation,” he says, “he cannot be absolved by any human power.” But if it should become “impracticable” to do this, — through the “resignation of all the officers of the Government,” as it is at this moment in South Carolina, — he does not see what he can do about it. He must apply to Congress for more power. And this brings him.


In the third place, to say that he does not think Congress has any right to give him that power! He finds no authority in the Constitution for Congress to “coerce” a State into remaining in the Union. The question fairly stated, he says, is:


“Has the Constitution delegated to Congress the power to coerce a State into submission which is attempting to withdraw, or has actually withdrawn, from the Confederacy? If answered in the affirmative, it must be on the principle that the power has been conferred upon Congress to declare and to make war against a State. After much serious reflection, I have arrived at the conclusion that no such power has been delegated to Congress, or to any other department of the Federal Government.”


It seems incredible that any man holding a high official position should put forth such an argument. It is not a question of war at all, — nor is it a question between the State and the Federal Government. It is simply a question of obedience to the laws of Congress, — and the obligation rests upon the individual citizens of the State. It is their duty to obey those laws, and the State has no authority to release them from such obedience, because the Federal Constitution, and the laws made in pursuance thereof, are expressly declared by the Constitution itself to be the supreme law of the land — “anything in the Constitution or laws of any State to the contrary notwithstanding.” The Government has precisely the same power to enforce every law of Congress in South Carolina, that it has to enforce the Fugitive Slave law in Massachusetts. Mr. BUCHANAN does not invoke the war-making power in the one case — why should he in the other?...


The Message, in our judgment, is an incendiary document, and will tend still further to exasperate the sectional differences of the day. It backs up the most extravagant of the demands which have been made by the South, — indorses their menace of Disunion if those demands are not conceded, — and promises the seceding States that the power of the Federal Government shall not be used for their coercion. The entire North will be made doubly indignant by this flagrant dereliction of duty on the part of the Executive of the Nation, while the Disunionists of the South will be stimulated to fresh exertions in the work of ruin upon which they have embarked. The country has to struggle through three months more of this disgraceful imbecility and disloyalty to the Constitution.
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An 1861 cartoon likens the seceding states to sheep escaping the control of a shepherdess.
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Newly bearded President-Elect Lincoln maintained official silence during the secession crisis, practicing what supporters called “masterly inactivity.”





CHAPTER 2


“The Momentous Issue of Civil War”


DECEMBER 1860–MARCH 1861
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Poster announcing South Carolina’s secession from the United States.


Just seven weeks after Abraham Lincoln’s election as President — and notwithstanding his effort to avoid coercive language during and after his campaign — South Carolina seceded from the Union, the first Southern state to do so.


Lincoln’s sectionally lopsided victory had proved enough to unleash the nation-altering storm. The slave interest was immovably convinced that the so-called Black Republican threatened doom to the institution that kept three million African-Americans in chains.


The New York Times was on the scene at the Charleston secession convention to report on both the unanimous vote and the wild celebrations that erupted thereafter on the city’s streets. Yet, in a hopeful editorial, the paper clung to the belief that the move was but an isolated expression of fire-eating radicalism, and that Georgia, scheduled to consider secession next, would never follow South Carolina’s lead. In this hope, the paper and many others, including President-Elect Lincoln himself, proved far too optimistic. Southern unionism was fast evaporating.


Lincoln, still at home in distant Springfield, Illinois, and adamantly rejecting suggestions that he speak out to conciliate the South lest he appear to be begging for the right to be inaugurated, remained silent. He continued, however, to make himself available to journalists for the remainder of the four-month-long interregnum that Henry Adams dubbed “the secession winter.” While it did not send a correspondent west to report from Springfield, The Times did reprint reports on his activities from other newspapers — a common practice in that time. Editorially, the paper continued to stress and praise Lincoln’s moderation.


When the train transporting the President-Elect to Washington for his swearing-in reached New York State in mid-February, following stops in Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio, The Times began covering the inaugural journey in depth. Along with other journalists, Times reporter Joseph Howard traveled along with the presidential party. Under the recurring headline, “The Incoming Administrations,” readers were treated to exhaustive, and often amusing, accounts of Lincoln’s informal, though not particularly reassuring, chats at successive railroad depots, as he moved west from Buffalo to Albany. After delivering a major address to the state legislature, Lincoln and his party steamed south to New York City, where he elicited frosty greetings from the city’s Democratic mayor and merchants worried over the prospect of losing profitable commercial ties to the South. By now, six more states had decided to join South Carolina and form a government of their own.


For a time, the newspaper continued to express confidence in the President-Elect, reminding readers that Lincoln had made admirably conciliatory gestures to the South during his preinaugural speeches. But a sense of alarm soon began creeping into its coverage, particularly after Lincoln evaded hostile Baltimore en route to Washington — completing the final leg of his long journey secretly, by night, and, as a Times reporter inaccurately claimed (perhaps angry at being left behind), wearing a disguise. Now The Times began clamoring for Lincoln to unveil his policy plans even before his Inaugural Address. The President-Elect remained unmoved. Though he continued to appear publicly at the Willard Hotel in Washington, and even met with Northern and Southern delegates to a “Peace Convention” that was meeting under the same roof to craft a compromise to head off Civil War, he remained vexingly — some claimed stubbornly — quiet on how he intended to confront what even The New York Times was now calling a “crisis.”


Nor did the paper flinch from reporting a portentous irony: the concurrent inaugural journey of another American “president.” Jefferson Davis was sworn in February 18 as chief executive of the new Southern Confederacy, prompting William L. Yancey to exult: “The man and the hour have met.” The Times reprinted Davis’s long inaugural speech in full, but pointed out that his words seemed as bellicose as Lincoln’s had been pacific, a bad omen indeed for any prospects for reunion and peace.


The Times proved right. That there were now two separate American governments, facing the long-dreaded prospect of a war over slavery and union, was beyond question.


THE DISUNION CRISIS.


THE FORMAL SECESSION OF SOUTH CAROLINA.


DECEMBER 21


CHARLESTON, THURSDAY, DEC. 20


… The chair announced the appointment of the Committee to draft a summary of the cause of the Secession of South Carolina; also of four standing Committees.


Mr. RHETT’s1 resolutions to appoint a Committee of Thirteen for the purpose of providing for the assemblage of a Convention of the seceding States, and to form a Constitution, was adopted.


Mr. INGLIS2 made a report from the Committee to prepare and draft an ordinance proper to be adopted by the Convention.


An Ordinance to Dissolve the Union between the State of South Carolina and other States united with her under the compact entitled the Constitution of the United States of America:


We, the people of the State of South Carolina, in Convention assembled, do declare and ordain, and it is hereby declared and ordained, that the ordinance adopted by us in Convention, on the 22d day of May, in the year of our Lord 1788, whereby the Constitution of the United States of America was ratified, and also all Acts and parts of Acts of the General Assembly of this State ratifying the amendments of the said Constitution are hereby repealed, and that the union now subsisting between South Carolina and other States under the name of the United States of America is hereby dissolved.


The ordinance was taken up and passed by a unanimous vote of 169 members at 1 1/4 o’clock.


As soon as its passage was known without the doors of the Convention, it rapidly spread on the street, a crowd collected, and there was immense cheering....


[image: Image]


A page from Frank Leslie’s Illustrated Newspaper showing the secession meeting at Mills House in Charleston, South Carolina. The portraits at the bottom are, from left: Senator James Chesnut Jr. of South Carolina, Senator Robert Toombs of Georgia, and Senator Alexander H. Stephens of Georgia.
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‘Well may the great heart of the North turn
away sickened at such 2 spectacle. Is this o
suitable response to the ardor of youth that
rushes (o the contest regardless of every con-
sequence, and at the risk of severing every
tie that can give grace or charm to life 7 The
hope, and pride, and streagth of the country
in exposed_ without plan or forcthought for
the future, o an able, treacherous and relent-
less foe. Wo dread to get the news of the
first encounter. We all know how England
swayed to and fro under the loss of her best
bleed in the reckless charge of the light Brig-
ace. How could our more mercurial natures
bear up under a i disaster to the gal-
Jant Seventh? It is the duty of the members
of he Cabinet to look the thing squarly in the
face and conscientiously ask themselves this
question :  “Ate we disqualified from
age, from Inexperience in Exccutive action,
from constitutional timidity, or from inate re-
luctance to face the horrors of war, to repro-
sent this people and country in this hour oftra-
vail?” Ifnot, let them carn the gratitude of
the people by giving way courteously o tho
exigencies of the hour, and layiog their am-
bition on the alter of their country. By a
timely act of self-sacrificc they may give re-
lief to the anxious heart of this mighty host
of earnest, patriotic men who are unselfishly
exposing their lives and fortunes without any
ather object, or motive than their country's
honor and Welfare,—the relicf that follows
the knowledge that they are directed by bold,
strong and competent men, ftted by sterner
natures for this revolutionary epoch of their
country’s history.
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Many of the Cabinet, baving outlived the
hot blcod of youth, aro vainly attempting to
rcason with this foe. As vell Jnight they
oppose s feather toa whirlwind. Jxerensox
Davis hos surrounded_bimself with spirits
kindred {o his own. Thick of offering the
olive-branch to such men as Toowvs and Wio-
ratL. These men are seeking to put 2 chain
about our necks, 10 secure our humiliation by
the destruction of all our national interests,
“ Our money, or our bz, or both

What are we called upon fo defend. The
welfare of 19,000,000 of freemen, with every-
thirg thaf render life desivable. Wero the
selection of the Cabinet to be made to-day,
‘would not the past be catirely forgotten in the
present? Would not all party tieg be com.
pletely cffaced ?

Is not the Cabinct the representative of the
past, instead of the prosent? Ia it not cxactly
in the frame of mind it was in the day of its
appointment? From the first s pulicy has
been purely negative, and cooped up in Wash
ington, surrounded on all sides by a hostile
population, it still thinks only of scif.defense,
and yields 1o the demands of those sccking its
deatruction in the mezsured periods of dilo-
matic intercourse.
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Wanted—A Londer !

In every great crisis, tho human heart de-
mands & Teader that incarnates its idees, its
emotions and its aims. Till such a leader a
‘pears, everything is disorder, disaster sad de-
feat. Tho moment he takes the helm. order.
promptitude and confidence follow as the
Decessary resu't. When wo see such results,
we know that a hero leads. No such heroat
present direots affuirs. The oxperience of
our Government for months past has been a
series of defeats. It has been one continued
retreat. Iis path is marked by the wrecks of
‘property destroyed. . It has thus far only urged
war upon itself. It confidingly entors into
compacts with traitors who seek them merely
fo gain time beter to strike a fatal blow.
Stung o the quick by the disgraces wo
have” suffered, by the disasters sustaiaed,
by the treachery which threatens the anni-
hilation of all order, law, and property,
and by the ivsults heaped upon our National
banncr, the people have sprung to arms, and
demand satisfaction for wounded honor and
for violation of laws, which must be vindica-
ted, or we may at onco bid farewell to saciety,
to government, and to property, and sink into
barbarism.

‘Tho spirit evoked within the last fortnight
has o parallel since the day of Peter the
Hemit. In the last ten days, 100,000 men
bave sprung to their feet, and, arming and
provisioning themselves, are rushing to a con-
test which can never be quelled till they havo
triumphed. A holy zeal inspires every loyal
heart. To sacrifice comfort, property and life
even, is nothing, because if we fail, we must
give up these for our children, for humanity,
and for ourselves. Wherc is tho leader of
{his sublimo passion? Can the Admin-
istration furnish him? We do not ques-
tion the entire patriotisin of overy member
of it, nor their zeal for the public
welfare. ‘The President, in the selection of
bis Cabinet, very properly regarded the long
and ¢flicient services of men in the advocacy
of the principles that triumphed in his eleo-
tion. To him tho future was seen in the past.
Butin the few wecks of his official life all
past _political distinctions have been com-
Pletely effaced. From & dream of profound
peace we awako with our enomy at our
throat. Who shall grapple with this foo ?
Men that can mateh his activity, quick in-
stinets and physical force. A warrior—not a
philosopher ; a Cromwell—nos a Bacon or a
Locke.
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