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Preface to the Updated Edition



AN AMERICAN WHO WENT to sleep in 2009 and woke up in 2025 would be startled by the nation’s shift from optimism to fatalism, particularly about race relations. Since the 2009 publication of Race and Liberty in America, the United States went through a brief period of high hopes for a “post-racial” world. Polls found that Americans of all races believed race relations were good. Voters elected an African American president who preached unity—if he did not always practice it. Then, from circa 2014 onward, police killings of black Americans sparked protests and riots across the country, with the worst demonstrations and violence occurring after the murder of George Floyd in May 2020. The Black Lives Matter movement spread far beyond the black community and had particular appeal to guilt-stricken white liberals. The election of Donald Trump, a candidate who assailed immigrants, changed the fortunes of immigration reform. As late as 2013, the U.S. Senate passed an immigration reform bill that would have liberalized immigration rules if the House of Representatives had acted upon it. A partisan standoff over Trump’s policies on illegal immigrants doomed any further chance at reform. Finally, state and federal responses to a global pandemic locked many Americans down and provoked bitter debates over how much freedom Americans should sacrifice for security. Public health officials implemented policies that prioritized black, Hispanic, and American Indian patients over whites or Asians, even while they conceded that more Americans might die because of their commitment to racial “equity.”


The period since 2009 saw the rise of “Third Wave Antiracists”—John McWhorter’s term for those public intellectuals and their followers who view all nonwhite minorities as victims of “systemic racism” and “white supremacy.”1 Best-selling books by Ibram Kendi (How to Be an Antiracist, 2019) and Robin DiAngelo (White Fragility, 2018) typified the sharp turn from the liberal values of earlier anti-racism.2 Liberal anti-racists had spent two centuries urging Americans to reject racial stereotypes and to treat others without regard to race. By contrast, the new anti-racism revels in racial stereotyping and demands that all policies be race-conscious. America’s institutions (universities, corporations, government agencies) adopted the “diversity, equity, and inclusion” mission of race-minded hiring, job training, and treatment of students and employees. Those who did not “share the mission” shut down in silence to avoid having their careers canceled.


Fortunately, some refuse to be silenced. This second edition includes authors who vigorously espouse the classical liberal values of colorblindness, freedom, and constitutional equal protection for individuals, regardless of their racial status. The newly added chapter 8 includes contributions by Thomas Sowell, Coleman Hughes, Thomas Chatterton Williams, Wilfred Reilly, Kenny Xu, David Bernstein, Ilya Somin, and Jonathan Bean, and excerpts from the landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision Students for Fair Admissions. My revised conclusion analyzes the achievements and limits of classical liberal anti-racism in the twenty-first century. As with the first edition, I hope that readers will appreciate how classical liberalism provides insights that neither the Right nor the Left currently provide. We need this perspective more than ever in our deeply troubled and polarized time.


Notes


1. John McWhorter, Woke Racism: How a New Religion Has Betrayed Black America (New York: Portfolio, 2021).


2. Ibram X. Kendi, How to Be an Antiracist (New York: One World, 2019); Robin DiAngelo, White Fragility: Why It’s So Hard for White People to Talk about Racism (Boston: Beacon Press, 2018).





Introduction



Civil Rights and Classical Liberalism


THIS IS THE FIRST COLLECTION of writings on race and immigration to document the role of the classical liberal tradition. For many generations, this tradition dominated the civil rights movement, and it continues to exert a profound influence on current events. Classical liberals fought slavery, lynching, segregation, imperialism, and racial distinctions in the law. As immigration advocates, they defended the “natural right” of migration to America. Race and Liberty recaptures this lively tradition through the writings of men and women missing from other civil rights anthologies. Academic booklists reflect the politically correct view that left-wing liberals or radicals completely dominated the struggle for racial freedom.1 Works offering a different point of view are guilty of “backlash,” “whitewashing race,” or “color-blind racism”—the trendy notion that those who favor nondiscrimination are “objectively racist.”2 Not surprisingly, classical liberals are the invisible men and women of the long civil rights movement.


Race and Liberty will interest readers tired of the Left-versus-Right debates on television or the Left-on-Left offerings in the classroom. Instructors may use this collection to stimulate discussion of a civil rights tradition deeply rooted in the American experience. While students may agree or disagree with the classical liberal perspective, they will not “shut down” in silence, looking for the “correct” answers they have encountered in other discussion readers. Students live in a highly charged campus climate that presumes racism is everywhere and must be overcome by “affirmative discrimination,” diversity studies, multiculturalism, harassment codes, bias-response teams, and sensitivity training by “race experts.” Race and Liberty frees them to consider another way of viewing the world.


Above all, this is a story about people and the difference they made in the face of seemingly insurmountable odds. Classical liberalism is a philosophy of individualism; its history is peopled by a mix of iconoclasts, contrarians, lone dissenters, courageous rebels, and powerful political leaders. They include Moorfield Storey, first president of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP); Kelly Miller, dean of Howard University and one of the most widely read black writers of the 1920s; Robert Taft, who unseated the Senate’s most vicious racist; novelist Zora Neale Hurston; Branch Rickey, the “missionary” businessman who broke the color bar in baseball by signing Jackie Robinson to the Brooklyn Dodgers; maverick economist and pundit Thomas Sowell; and a younger generation that includes writer and podcaster Coleman Hughes, memoirist Thomas Chatterton Williams, and Asian American activist Kenny Xu, among others. These individuals represent a classical liberal tradition that is neither “progressive” nor “conservative,” neither left nor right.


Classical liberals espoused values shared by many other Americans: “unalienable Rights” from God, individual freedom from government control, the Constitution as a guarantor of freedom, color-blind law, and capitalism. These values distinguish classical liberalism from left-wing liberalism, with its emphasis on group rights, government power, and hostility to free market capitalism. Left-wing liberalism trended toward the secular, while classical liberals typically argued for a Creator as the source of our “unalienable Rights.” In short, most classical liberals believed in individual freedom, Christianity, the Constitution, colorblindness, and capitalism.


Classical Liberals on Race


These five core beliefs greatly influenced the classical liberal tradition of racial freedom. Together, they form a coherent worldview different from the left-wing liberal tradition. The classical liberal tradition dominated the struggle for racial freedom well into the twentieth century, and it persists in today’s liveliest debates over race and immigration. The core beliefs outlined below framed the classical liberal response to slavery, Jim Crow, lynching, voting rights, racial preferences, and immigration restriction. Here, a few examples illustrate the influence of each factor; the anthology develops the themes in much greater detail.



Individual Freedom



On issues of racial freedom and immigration, classical liberals advocated freedom from government control. This included the right of businesses to freely contract with labor—whether those workers were African Americans or immigrants seeking entry to the United States. This position pitted classical liberals against progressives on the left, who wanted the government to make “reasonable” exceptions for labor unions and immigration restriction. On the right, nativist conservatives joined with progressives in opposing “open borders,” while classical liberals staunchly defended immigration: whether Chinese or Czech, immigrants had a natural right to migrate.


Individual freedom from state control extended far beyond the right to work, however. Antebellum newspaper editor William Leggett denounced proslavery forces that used gag rules or violence to censor free speech. During the Reconstruction era, Congress guaranteed constitutional protection of the individual right to bear arms, a right defeated Confederates tried to limit to white citizens. Classical liberals also defended the constitutional right to life by introducing anti-lynching legislation. Finally, classical liberals from Louis Marshall (1910s) to Ward Connerly (2000s) sought to rid race from government classification. Removing this power to classify by groups would prevent—or at least hinder—the government from undermining individual freedom.


Christianity and Judaism


Religion inspired many classical liberals to advance the Golden Rule as a guide to civil rights. Of course, classical liberals had no monopoly on faith; others followed the Social Gospel of the Left or a southern brand of Christianity that defended slavery by citing passages from the New Testament. Nevertheless, religion played an important role in the history of classical liberalism. Christian evangelism was integral to the antislavery movement. For example, Lewis Tappan was a well-known evangelical Christian who used his church ties to create a network of antislavery men and women. Frederick Douglass, an ordained minister, repeatedly used references to the Creator in rebuking—and inspiring—his fellow Christians. Senator Joseph Hawley (R-CT) opposed the Chinese Exclusion Act (1882) partly because of his missionary work with the Chinese, both in the United States and abroad. Louis Marshall’s devout Judaism impelled him to fight for free immigration and against Jim Crow laws. Kelly Miller viewed religion as a “solvent of the race problem” in 1908. To publicly rebuke the Ku Klux Klan’s bigotry, President Calvin Coolidge spoke of religious toleration in a speech to the Holy Name Society. Justice Pierce Butler’s Catholicism influenced his sole dissent in the infamous Buck v. Bell case (1927), which upheld forced sterilization by the states—a “progressive” eugenic policy of weeding out the “imbeciles” among the so-called inferior races. Branch Rickey explained his recruitment of Jackie Robinson as “a call from God.”


The Constitution


Classical liberal advocates of racial freedom consistently maintained that the Constitution was fundamentally sound on the issue of race—not a racist or pro-slavery document. Lysander Spooner, Frederick Douglass, Lewis Tappan, and others argued that, strictly speaking, there was no constitutional sanction of slavery. Moreover, the Constitution provided a means of change within the political system. This position contrasted sharply with fiery abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison’s view that the Constitution was a diabolical compact with slavery and should be scrapped, along with the Union it sustained. Later, classical liberals looked to the Constitution as a guarantor of individual civil rights. When government denied those rights, classical liberals took to the courts, using arguments based on the founding principles of the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence. Law professor Scott Gerber quotes Justice Clarence Thomas, who extolled “the principles of our founding and how they apply to the controversies of our time.”3 That vision has united classical liberal civil rights advocates since the early nineteenth century.


The Fourteenth and Fifteenth Amendments, guaranteeing legal equality and voting rights, led classical liberals to insist that all Americans were equal before the law. They aligned patriotism with civil rights by embracing the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence as sacred documents of their civic religion. For the government to treat individuals or groups as unequal before the law was, in their mind, “un-American.” Thus, President Calvin Coolidge publicly rebuked a white racist who objected to a black Republican running for Congress: after noting the patriotic contributions of blacks to the recent war effort, Coolidge stated, “Our Constitution guarantees equal rights to all our citizens, without discrimination on account of race or color…. A colored man is precisely as much entitled to submit his candidacy in a party primary, as is any other citizen.”4


Colorblindness


Consistent with this view of the Constitution, classical liberals rejected class, caste, or group distinctions in the law. The government should not interfere with fundamental rights that belong to all Americans, regardless of race, color, or creed. Likewise, classical liberals often extended this “hands-off” approach to immigration, arguing that the government should not pick and choose the races it admits to this country. As demonstrated by Andrew Kull in The Color-Blind Constitution, this powerful ideal inspired generations of civil rights activists, although the Supreme Court never entirely accepted it, and left-wing liberals rejected it.5 The countervailing view is that courts may uphold “reasonable” racial distinctions—a position taken in support of segregation and affirmative action. Classical liberals argued that this “reasonableness” standard substitutes the rule of men and women (politicians, bureaucrats, judges) for the rule of law. Therefore, they favored a ban on racial legislation.


Although many writers have expressed the color-blind ideal, none have done so more eloquently than Supreme Court justices John Marshall Harlan and Antonin Scalia, separated by a century but espousing the same sentiment: “Our Constitution is color-blind, and neither knows nor tolerates classes among citizens,” Harlan wrote (Plessy dissent, 1896). Scalia pronounced that “under our Constitution there can be no such thing as either a creditor or debtor race…. In the eyes of government, we are just one race here. It is American.” The Constitution’s focus, he argued, was on the individual (Adarand, 1995).


Capitalism


Left-wing liberals, Marxists, and black radicals have long held that capitalism is inherently racist.6 Historian Manning Marable quotes Malcolm X: “You can’t have racism without capitalism. If you find antiracists, usually they’re socialists or their political philosophy is that of socialism.”7 Similarly, in his best-selling How to Be an Antiracist (2019), activist-historian Ibram Kendi contends that “capitalism is essentially racist; racism is essentially capitalist.”8 Many labor historians argue that capitalist employers used racism to “divide and conquer” the working class, thus preventing the development of an interracial labor movement. This theme permeates historians’ handling of labor-management relations and their negative view of the courts that upheld freedom of contract between capitalists and workers.9 To rid capitalist societies of racism, the government must force employers to “be good.”


Classical liberals turn this view upside down: capitalism undermines racism by penalizing those who act on their “taste for discrimination”—a thesis articulated by Gary Becker in The Economics of Discrimination in 1957 but advanced even earlier by advocates of racial freedom who opposed government backing for labor unions.10 Firms willing to recruit workers and market goods without regard to color or national origin have a competitive advantage. Streetcar companies fought segregated seating because it added to their cost of doing business. The “desegregating of the dollar” also occurred as large corporations reached out to the “Negro market.”11 This theme appeared in the business press of the twentieth century as well as in the writing of Booker T. Washington and Kelly Miller and the popular works of economists Milton Friedman, Thomas Sowell, and Walter Williams.


Capitalism also provided wealthy individuals with funds to help advance the cause of racial freedom. Examples include merchant Lewis Tappan’s funding of antislavery activists and the legal defense in the Amistad case (see chapter 1); Julius Rosenwald’s bankrolling of fifty-five hundred “Rosenwald” schools for southern blacks; and Booker T. Washington’s fundraising for the NAACP’s crusade against lynching and segregation.


Moreover, capitalism provided African Americans and other minorities with options foreclosed by restrictive licensing laws and racist labor unions. Thus, Booker T. Washington’s Up from Slavery (1901) became a self-help bible for generations of black entrepreneurs, including John Johnson (publisher of Ebony and Jet); Chicago businessman S. B. Fuller; and A. G. Gaston, who amassed a $150 million fortune in Birmingham, Alabama—one of the most racist environments in America. Washington’s classic autobiography also inspired the philanthropy of Rosenwald and other businessmen who believed in self-help.12



Classical Liberalism: Neither Left nor Right



Classical liberalism deserves further study as a distinctive civil rights tradition that is neither left nor right. Why, for example, do we know so much about W. E. B. DuBois but little about superlawyer Moorfield Storey, cofounder and president of the NAACP? In Buchanan v. Warley (1917), Storey won the first Supreme Court case ruling segregation unconstitutional—thirty-seven years before Brown v. Board. Why do we know so little of Louis Marshall, a giant in Jewish American life who fought all racial classifications (including the grouping of “Jews” for political purposes)? Marshall spearheaded the defense of free immigration to the United States until Congress finally passed the National Origin Quota Act of 1924. In the 1920s, he fought quotas limiting the number of Jews entering college—a harbinger of today’s affirmative action debate. Marshall also succeeded Storey as lead lawyer for the NAACP and won Nixon v. Herndon (1927), a Supreme Court case striking down the racist “white primary” law of Texas. Progressive contemporaries characterized both Storey and Marshall as “ultraconservative” because of their laissez-faire economics, but laissez-faire also motivated their unswerving devotion to a color- and caste-blind Constitution.


The current canon ignores these classical liberals, or distorts their record, partly because they rejected government meddling in race relations—whether the Right or the Left did the meddling. On the right, conservatives advocated the “state right” to discriminate in favor of native-born whites. On the left, the progressive credo might read: government was sometimes the problem but always the solution. Thus, the solution to segregation was not the elimination of government interference in race relations but rather its transformation from “negative” to “affirmative” discrimination. Similarly, the solution to the supposed racism of capitalism was governmental control of business. To be fair, some conservatives see themselves as classical liberals today, even if conservatism was used to justify illiberal policies in the past. The same rings true of left-wing liberals: some were (and are) classical liberals on the topic of race (note the inclusion of several right- and left-leaning writers in this volume).


The standard academic dismissal is to lump classical liberals with unsavory conservatives rather than address classical liberal thought as a distinctive tradition separate from right-wing conservatism and left-wing liberalism (although there is overlap with those traditions). Many writers depict today’s classical liberals (Ward Connerly, Clarence Thomas, Roger Clegg, and Shelby Steele) as examples of conservative “backlash” rather than exemplars of a coherent tradition that dates back two centuries. Angela Dillard, author of Guess Who’s Coming to Dinner Now? Multicultural Conservatism in America, expresses the received wisdom: “The conservative movement, overall, is predominantly white and Christian and has, in both the past and present, used racism, ethnocentrism, homophobia, and anti-Semitism … to achieve its goals.”13 Writers like Dillard label classical liberals “conservatives” and then sweep them together with racists, homophobes, and anti-Semites! Not surprisingly, many classical liberals have forgotten their own history. No wonder both Democratic and Republican administrations have kowtowed to the Right’s stance on immigration restriction and the Left’s agenda on affirmative action; they have no historical compass to guide them elsewhere. Regarding classical liberalism and civil rights, misinformation prevails in academic and political circles.


Republicans and Race


One of the initial objections to this project was that the figures chosen were predominantly Republican from the 1850s onward, and since the Republican Party was the “centralizing” party of the nineteenth century, it was not a classical liberal party. My response is twofold. First, this project focuses on racial freedom, not other policies possibly antithetical to classical liberalism. Second, the “centralization” argument misses the point. While the Republican Party was more “statist” at the national level about the tariff and other issues (for example, Prohibition), it was less statist with regard to race. This antistatism embraced both African Americans and immigrants (hence Republican opposition to the Chinese Exclusion Act). Furthermore, “centralization” is a sweeping term that has misled many writers who view the rise of the Republican Party during Reconstruction as centralizing power in the federal government to the detriment of states’ rights and individual liberty. Most Republicans desired a speedy reestablishment of federalism; however, southern outrages delayed reunion. National constitutional amendments restored a balance between federal and state governments while guaranteeing rights of life and property to all individuals regardless of race. The process was to be self-executing once African Americans secured the vote (1870) and President U.S. Grant suppressed the Ku Klux Klan (1871–1872).


Nor should we forget that local and state governments were extraordinarily active, often oppressively so, in the nineteenth century. Several historians have shown how localities and states wove a web of regulations touching many aspects of life.14 To focus on racial freedom: Which was more statist, southern regulations of race (black codes, segregation, disfranchisement), or passage of constitutional amendments that set a legal framework for all Americans, thus striking down some of these oppressive regulations?


Unfortunately, historians who deplore the expansion of federal power during the Civil War and Reconstruction too often ignore oppressive southern regulations of daily life that violated individual freedom. These political controls ranged from the serious to the absurd: for example, the Birmingham, Alabama, ordinance barring whites and blacks from playing dominoes or checkers together in public places! Or the Maryland ban on interracial tennis (a policy skewered by H. L. Mencken’s acidic pen). More seriously, those critical of federal power overlook the absence of law and order that allowed for rampant lynching, often condoned by local authorities. John Sibley Butler compares the state of racial freedom in the Jim Crow South to life under a communist regime:


In addition to the basic rights being abridged, there was an element of fear based on the weapons power of the police. As would be the case in the Soviet Union, they were not allowed to travel comfortably in all parts of a city, and they could be picked up and detained without due process. Even more analogous to a communist society, the government told blacks where to drink water, where to sit on the bus, which schools they could attend, which bathrooms they could visit, and which communities they could live in. All of these rules were enforced by law. There was total governmental interference in the lives of Afro-Americans.15


No wonder many civil rights advocates, from Frederick Douglass to Ward Connerly, felt strongly that the government was the problem, rather than the solution to racial oppression. Neither left nor right, these men and women were radical critics of the status quo and conservative defenders of traditions that included religion, the Constitution, capitalism, and other classical liberal values.


In sum, the classical liberal tradition has a long history and is not simply recent “backlash.” Nor is it solely located within the Republican Party: since the late 1960s, the GOP establishment, together with the Democratic Party, has condoned racial preferences and rolled a racial pork barrel over the rights of individuals. Nevertheless, despite partisan backsliding, classical liberals kept to the principles of their tradition. Indeed, persistent patterns emerge that tie together figures separated by a century or more.


Looking Backward … and Forward


I hope this brief introduction to the anthology whets your appetite to learn more about such forgotten events as President Warren Harding’s racial freedom address at Birmingham, Alabama (1921); Calvin Coolidge’s speech before Howard University when the KKK was at high tide (1924); and Hamilton Fish’s wartime membership in the black “Harlem Hellfighters” unit and his subsequent civil rights activism in Congress. Other memorable individuals include Moorfield Storey; R. C. Hoiles, the editor who denounced the internment of Japanese Americans; and Rose Wilder Lane, a regular columnist for leading black newspapers. The best tribute to these forgotten voices of racial freedom is learning more and perhaps being inspired by their example. At the very least, we may become better-informed citizens regarding the American dilemma of race.


A Note on the Text


Historians divide the past into periods to help readers understand the themes marking one era from those preceding and following. The documents in each chapter fall into logical periods, but there is overlap. Certain issues dominated one period but culminated in an event in the next era. In such a case, I have kept the flow of the chapter’s discussion together even if a document extends into the next chapter’s time period.
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Antislavery


1776–1853


IN THE ERA OF ANTISLAVERY, classical liberal voices for racial freedom drew upon the Constitution, Christianity, and belief in the right to self-ownership. The Declaration of Independence was also a touchstone of abolitionism quoted and discussed by James Forten, David Walker, Lysander Spooner, Frederick Douglass, and nearly every other antislavery writer in the tumultuous period leading up to the Civil War. Strong, often violent, opposition to antislavery activists led them to develop a coherent tradition that dominated the civil rights movement well into the twentieth century and still persists today. Although the author of the Declaration, Thomas Jefferson, was a slaveholder, that fact did not undermine the meaning and power of the natural rights theory set forth in that famous document, which mentions God four times as the source of those “unalienable Rights.” Throughout this period, classical liberal Christians found themselves fighting the proslavery interpretations of Christianity advanced by southerners. In response, classical liberals invoked the concept that “all men are … endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, [and] that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.”
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Declaration of Independence (1776)


Thomas Jefferson


When in the Course of human events, it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the political bands which have connected them with another, and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature and of Nature’s God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires that they should declare the causes which impel them to the separation.


We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.


That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed, That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that Governments long established should not be changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath shewn, that mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable, than to right themselves by abolishing the forms to which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same Object evinces a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.


Independence Day Belongs to All Americans (1813)


James Forten


A free black who fought in the Revolutionary War, James Forten (1766–1842) became a wealthy sailmaker in Philadelphia. In this 1813 petition to the Pennsylvania state legislature he protests a bill that would have deprived free blacks of rights. (The bill failed, but other “free” states passed similar laws.) Schooled by an abolitionist, Forten believed that the Constitution and the Declaration of Independence applied to all men, even if their promise was not yet fulfilled. In his life, we see the forces of Christianity, classical liberalism, and capitalism combine in an individual characterized as a “conservative radical” by one biographer. His career inspired a later generation of abolitionists, including William Lloyd Garrison and Frederick Douglass. An advocate of colorblindness and Christian uplift, Forten practiced what he preached by employing both blacks and whites in his business, with harmonious results. “‘Here,’ said he, ‘you see what ought to be done in the country at large.’”1
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Letter I.


We hold this truth to be self-evident, that God created all men equal, and [it] is one of the most prominent features in the Declaration of Independence, and in that glorious fabrick of collected wisdom, our noble Constitution. This idea embraces the Indian and the European, the Savage and the Saint, the Peruvian and the Laplander, the white Man and the African, and whatever measures are adopted subversive of this inestimable privilege, are in direct violation of the letter and spirit of our Constitution….


These thoughts were suggested by the promulgation of a late bill, before the Senate of Pennsylvania, to prevent the emigration of people of colour into this state. It was not passed into a law at this session and must in consequence lay over until the next…. Many of us are men of property, for the security of which, we have hitherto looked to the laws of our blessed state, but should this become a law, our property is jeopardized, since the same power which can expose to sale an unfortunate fellow creature, can wrest from him those estates, which years of honest industry have accumulated. Where shall the poor African look for protection, should the people of Pennsylvania consent to oppress him? … Many of our fathers, many of ourselves, have fought and bled for the Independence of our country. Do not then expose us to sale. Let not the spirit of the father behold the son robbed of that Liberty which he died to establish, but let the motto of our legislators be: “The Law knows no distinction….”


Letter II.


Let us put a case, in which the law in question operates peculiarly hard and unjust.—I have a brother, perhaps, who resides in a distant part of the Union, and … comes to visit me. Unless that brother be registered in twenty four hours after, and be able to produce a certificate to that effect, he is liable, according to the second and third sections of the bill, to a fine of twenty dollars, to arrest, imprisonment and sale…. The same power which protects the white man, should protect A MAN OF COLOUR.


Letter III.


Who is this Register [Registrar]? A man, and exercising an office, where ten dollars is the fee for each delinquent, will probably be a cruel man and find delinquents where they really do not exist. The poor black is left to the merciless gripe of an avaricious Register, without an appeal, in the event, from his tyranny or oppression! … What have the people of colour been guilty of, that they more than others, should be compelled to register their houses, lands, servants and Children. Yes, ye rulers of the black man’s destiny, reflect upon this; our Children must be registered, and bear about them a certificate, or be subject to imprisonment and fine. You, who are perusing this effusion of feeling, are you a parent? Have you children around whom your affections are bound, by those delightful bonds which none but a parent can know? Are they the delight of your prosperity, and the solace of your afflictions? If all this be true, to you we submit our cause. The parent’s feeling cannot err….


Letter IV.


Are not men of colour sufficiently degraded? Why then increase their degradation. It is a well known fact, that black people, upon certain days of publick jubilee, dare not be seen after twelve o’clock in the day, upon the field to enjoy the times; for no sooner do the fumes of that potent devil, Liquor, mount into the brain, than the poor black is assailed like the destroying Hyena or the avaricious Wolf. I allude particularly to the FOURTH OF JULY!—Is it not wonderful, that the day set apart for the festival of Liberty, should be abused by the advocates of Freedom, in endeavouring to sully what they profess to adore. If men, though they know that the law protects all, will dare, in defiance of law, to execute their hatred upon the defenceless black, will they not by the passage of this bill, believe him still more a mark for their venom and spleen.—Will they not believe him completely deserted by authority….


Letter V.


The fifth section of this bill, is also peculiarly hard, inasmuch as it prevents freemen from living where they please.—Pennsylvania has always been a refuge from slavery, and to this state the Southern black, when freed, has flown for safety. Why does he this! When masters in many of the Southern states, which they frequently do, free a particular black, unless the Black leaves the state in so many hours, any person resident of the said state, can have him arrested and again sold to Slavery:—The hunted black is obliged to flee, or remain and be again a Slave. I have known persons of this description sold three times after being first emancipated.


It is in vain that we are forming societies of different kinds to ameliorate the condition of our unfortunate brethren, to correct their morals and to render them not only honest but useful members to society. All our efforts, by this bill, are despised, and we are doomed to feel the lash of oppression:—As well may we be outlawed, as well may the glorious privileges of the Gospel, be denied us, and all endeavours used to cut us off from happiness hereafter as well as here! …


I have done. My feelings are acute, and I have ventured to express them without intending either accusation or insult to any one. An appeal to the heart is my intention, and if I have failed, it is my great misfortune, not to have had a power of eloquence sufficient to convince. But I trust the eloquence of nature will succeed, and that the law-givers of this happy Commonwealth will yet remain the Blacks’ friend, and the advocates of Freemen, is the sincere wish of A MAN OF COLOUR.


Source: James Forten, Letters from a Man of Colour on a Late Bill Before the Senate of Pennsylvania (n.p., [1813]), 1–3, 5–6, 8, 10–11.


Is Christianity So Little Esteemed? (1823)


William Wilberforce


While slavery directly threatened black Americans, many others were passionate about ending slavery because it violated the teachings of Jesus Christ. It is part of the American dilemma that Americans inherited both slavery and Christianity from the British. Indeed, the Declaration of Independence (1776) stated that “all men … are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights.” Students of American history have paid especial attention to the “unalienable Rights” of “Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness,” but have downplayed the emphasis on the Creator endowing human beings with these rights. Yet the religious aspect of the Declaration fueled classical liberal anti-racism for the next two centuries.


The fervor of Christian abolitionism came primarily from the New Testament, a body of literature providing the universal principles of natural law to attack slavery. Faith crossed borders and oceans, with Christians in both Britain and America using natural and divine law to argue first for the end of the slave trade (1807) and then to abolish slavery entirely in the British Empire (1833). In Britain, an unlikely member of Parliament, William Wilberforce (1759–1833), courageously took up the cause of human emancipation, despite strong parliamentary opposition when he began his campaign in the late eighteenth century. The son of a wealthy merchant, young Wilberforce led a life of hedonism until he entered Parliament at age twenty-one. Five years later, he had a conversion experience leading him to devote his life to freeing those in bondage and emancipating the legally free from vice. Wilberforce published A Letter on the Abolition of the Slave Trade (1807) on the eve of Parliament’s vote to end the trade in human beings. In 1823, “God’s politician” began a ten-year campaign to end slavery entirely, releasing his Appeal to the Religion, Justice and Humanity of the Inhabitants of the British Empire in Behalf of the Negro Slaves in the West Indies, in which he claimed that total and unqualified emancipation was a moral and ethical duty before God. He died just as Parliament was in the process of abolishing slavery. His friend John Newton, once one of the cruelest of slave traders, later in life went through a similar “born-again” experience and wrote the famous hymn “Amazing Grace”—later the title of the movie about Wilberforce’s awe-inspiring campaign against slavery. A historically black college in America is named after him (Wilberforce University).


Under Wilberforce’s leadership, the antislavery movement in Britain developed tactics adopted by American abolitionists: speakers on lecture circuits, mass petitions to Congress, distribution of abolitionist tracts, and the use of “respectable” women as advocates. As seen below, American abolitionists faced greater danger, including the “gagging” of petitions to Congress, the seizure of abolitionist mail in the South, and death threats. Despite the differences, in both Britain and the United States, Christianity impelled individuals to organize in opposition to man’s ownership of man. Religion, together with invocations of natural law (divinely ordered), weaves through many of the documents in this anthology.
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Woe unto him that buildeth his house by unrighteousness, and his chambers by wrong; that useth his neighbour’s service without wages, and giveth him not for his work. Jeremiah


Do justice, and love mercy. Micah


The West Indians, in the warmth of argument, have gone still farther, and have … distinctly told us, again and again … that these poor degraded beings, the Negro slaves, are as well or even better off than our British peasantry,—a proposition so monstrous, that nothing can possibly exhibit in a stronger light the extreme force of the prejudices which must exist in the minds of its assertors. The Briton to compare the state of a West Indian slave with that of an English freeman, and to give the former the preference! It is to imply an utter insensibility of the native feelings and moral dignity of man, no less than of the rights of Englishmen!! I will not condescend to argue this question, as I might, on the ground of comparative feeding and clothing, and lodging, and medical attendance. Are these the only claims? Are these the chief privileges of a rational and immortal being? Is the consciousness of personal independence nothing? Are self-possession and self-government nothing? Is it of no account that our persons are inviolate by any private authority, and that the whip is placed only in the hands of the public executioner; is it of no value that we have the power of pursuing the occupation and the habits of life which we prefer; that we have condition, or at least the hope, of improving our condition, and of rising, as we have seen others rise, from poverty and obscurity to comfort? … Are husband and wife, parent and child, terms of no meaning? Are willing services, or grateful returns for voluntary kindnesses, nothing? But, above all, is Christianity so little esteemed among us, that we are to account as of no value the hope, “full of immortality,” the light of heavenly truth, and all the consolations and supports by which religion cheers the hearts and elevates the principles, and dignifies the conduct of multitudes of our labouring classes in this free and enlightened country? Is it nothing to be taught that all human distinctions will soon be at an end; that all the labours and sorrows of poverty and hardship will soon exist no more and to know, on the express authority of Scripture, that the lower classes, instead of being an inferior order in the creation, are even the preferable objects of the love of the Almighty?


But such wretched sophisms as insult the understandings of mankind, are sometimes best answered by an appeal to their feelings. Let me therefore ask, is there, in the whole of the three kingdoms, a parent or a husband so sordid and insensible that any sum, which the richest West Indian proprietor could offer him, would be deemed a compensation for his suffering his wife or his daughter to be subjected to the brutal outrage of the cart-whip—to the savage lust of the driver—to the indecent, and degrading, and merciless punishment of a West Indian whipping? If there were one so dead … he might consent to sell the liberty of his own children, and to barter away even the blessings conferred on himself by that religion which declared to him that his master, no less than himself, has a Master in heaven—a common Creator, who is no respecter of persons, and in whose presence he may weekly stand on the same spiritual level with his superiors in rank, to be reminded of their common origin, common responsibility, and common day of final and irreversible account.


Source: William Wilberforce, Appeal to the Religion, Justice and Humanity of the Inhabitants of the British Empire in Behalf of the Negro Slaves in the West Indies (London: J. Hatchard, 1823), 45–48.


Let God’s People Go! (1829)


David Walker


In 1829, “a dangerous incendiary pamphlet was found circulating among the blacks at Savannah, Georgia. Later the same pamphlet was discovered in the possession of Negroes in the Upper South.”2 Soon thereafter, Nat Turner led a slave insurrection—the righteous violence predicted by David Walker (1796?–1830) in his Appeal to the Colored Citizens of the World (1829). Southern states passed laws prohibiting the education of slaves and the circulation of abolitionist material. Henry Highland Garnet stated that “this little book produced more commotion among slaveholders than any volume of its size”; “it was merely a smooth stone which this David took up, yet it terrified a host of Goliaths. When the fame of this book reached the South, the poor, cowardly, pusillanimous tyrants, grew pale behind their cotton bags, and armed themselves to the teeth.”3


The regional crackdown on free speech and freedom of the press led many northerners, including William Leggett and Lysander Spooner (below), to defend the right of slaves to overthrow their “masters.” Others argued for northern secession from the Union to create a haven for runaway slaves. Thus Walker planted the seeds of a regional divide that ended in civil war. Walker’s Appeal demonstrates the revolutionary potential of the classical liberal tradition, with its unconditional emphasis upon self-ownership and Christian justice.


Walker was a free black who fled the South for Boston, where he operated a successful clothing business. Inspired by Richard Allen, founder of the African Methodist Episcopal Church, Walker denounced white Americans in the harshest terms as hypocrites to their Christian faith and the Declaration of Independence. Walker’s jeremiad called upon God to side with the slaves in a violent struggle against their oppressors. Urging white Americans to repent, he offered a glimmer of biracial harmony (“nothing is impossible with God”), yet doubted that whites would soften their hardened hearts. Christianity was the primary defense used by southern slaveholders to uphold slavery. Walker condemned those Christians who selected scriptural passages (Colossians 3:22, Ephesians 6:5) to defend slavery. This debate among Christians went on until war destroyed the institution of slavery.


Walker’s Appeal galvanized free blacks in the North and paved the way for the radical abolitionism of the 1830s. Yet Walker never lived to see these changes: in 1830 he died suddenly. He had a bounty on his head; many supporters believed that he was poisoned.
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We, (colored people of these United States), are the most degraded, wretched, and abject set of beings that ever lived since the world began, and I pray God, that none like us ever may live again until time shall be no more. They tell us of the Israelites in Egypt, the Helots in Sparta, and of the Roman Slaves, which last, were made up from almost every nation under heaven, whose sufferings under those ancient and heathen nations were, in comparison with ours, under this enlightened and christian nation, no more than a cypher—or in other words, those heathen nations of antiquity, had but little more among them than the name and form of slavery, while wretchedness and endless miseries were reserved, apparently in a phial, to be poured out upon our fathers, ourselves and our children by christian Americans!


These positions, I shall endeavour, by the help of the Lord, to demonstrate in the course of this appeal, to the satisfaction of the most incredulous mind—and may God Almighty who is the father of our Lord Jesus Christ, open your hearts to understand and believe the truth.


… The fact is, the labor of slaves comes so cheap to the avaricious usurpers, and is (as they think) of such great utility to the country where it exists, that those who are actuated by sordid avarice only, overlook the evils, which will as sure as the Lord lives, follow after the good. In fact, they are so happy to keep in ignorance and degradation, and to receive the homage and the labor of the slaves, they forget that God rules in the armies of heaven and among the inhabitants of the earth, having his ears continually open to the cries, tears and groans of his oppressed people; and being a just and holy Being will at one day appear fully in behalf of the oppressed, and arrest the progress of the avaricious oppressors; for although the destruction of the oppressors God may not effect by the oppressed, yet the Lord our God will bring other destructions upon them—for not unfrequently will he cause them to rise up one against another, to be split and divided, and to oppress each other, and sometimes to open hostilities with sword in hand.


… All persons who are acquainted with history, and particularly the Bible, who are not blinded by the God of this world, and are not actuated solely by avarice—who are able to lay aside prejudice long enough to view candidly and impartially, things as they were, are, and probably will be, who are willing to admit that God made man to serve him alone, and that man should have no other Lord or Lords but himself—that God Almighty is the sole proprietor or master of the WHOLE human family, and will not on any consideration admit of a colleague, being unwilling to divide his glory with another.—And who can dispense with prejudice long enough to admit that we are men, notwithstanding our improminent noses and woolly heads, and believe that we feel for our fathers, mothers, wives and children as well as they do for theirs.


… Are we MEN!!—I ask you, O my brethren! are we MEN? Did our creator make us to be slaves to dust and ashes like ourselves? Are they not dying worms as well as we? Have they not to make their appearance before the tribunal of heaven, to answer for the deeds done in the body, as well as we? Have we any other master but Jesus Christ alone? Is he not their master as well as ours?—What right then, have we to obey and call any other master, but Himself? How we could be so submissive to a gang of men, whom we cannot tell whether they are as good as ourselves or not, I never could conceive. However, this is shut up with the Lord and we cannot precisely tell—but I declare, we judge men by their works….


The Pagans, Jews and Mahometans try to make proselytes to their religions, and whatever human beings adopt their religions, they extend to them their protection. But Christian Americans not only hinder their fellow creatures, the Africans, but thousands of them will absolutely beat a coloured person nearly to death, if they catch him on his knees, supplicating the throne of grace. I have known tyrants or usurpers of human liberty in different parts of this country take their fellow creatures, the colored people, and beat them until they would scarcely leave life in them; what for? Why they say,


“The black devils had the audacity to be found making prayers and supplications to the God who made them!!! …”


… What the American preachers can think of us, I aver this day before my God, I have never been able to define. They have newspapers and monthly periodicals, which they receive in continual succession, but on the pages of which, you will scarcely ever find a paragraph respecting slavery, which is ten thousand times more injurious to this country than all the other evils put together; and which will be the final overthrow of its government, unless something is very speedily done; for their cup is nearly full.—Perhaps they will laugh at, or make light of this; but I tell you Americans! that unless you speedily alter your course, you and your Country are gone!!!!!! …


… Treat us like men, and there is no danger but we will all live in peace and happiness together. For we are not like you, hard hearted, unmerciful, and unforgiving. What a happy country this will be, if the whites will listen. What nation under heaven, will be able to do any thing with us, unless God gives us up into his hand? But Americans, I declare to you, while you keep us and our children in bondage, and treat us like brutes, to make us support you and your families, we cannot be your friends. You do not look for it, do you? Treat us then like men, and we will be your friends. And there is not a doubt in my mind, but that the whole of the past will be sunk into oblivion, and we yet, under God, will become a united and happy people. The whites may say it is impossible, but remember that nothing is impossible with God….


See your declaration, Americans!! Do you understand your own language? Hear your language, proclaimed to the world, July 4, 1776—


“We hold these truths to be self evident—that ALL MEN ARE CREATED EQUAL! that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness!!”


Compare your own language above, extracted from your Declaration of Independence, with your cruelties and murders inflicted by your cruel and unmerciful fathers on ourselves on our fathers and on us, men who have never given your fathers or you the least provocation!!!


Hear your language further!


“But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the same object, evinces a design to reduce them under absolute despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such government, and to provide new guards for their future security.”


Now, Americans! I ask you candidly, was your sufferings under Great Britain one hundredth part as cruel and tyrannical as you have rendered ours under you? Some of you, no doubt, believe that we will never throw off your murderous government, and “provide new guards for our future security.” If Satan has made you believe it, will he not deceive you? …


The Americans may be as vigilant as they please, but they cannot be vigilant enough for the Lord, neither can they hide themselves, where he will not find and bring them out.


Source: David Walker and Henry Highland Garnet, Walker’s Appeal, with a Brief Sketch of His Life (1829; repr., New York: J. H. Tobitt, 1848), 11, 13, 15, 27, 48, 51, 80–81, 85–87.


Slavery: No Evil? (1835)


William Leggett


William Leggett (1802–1839) was publisher of the New York Evening Post. He broke away from the Democratic Party because of its position on slavery and other issues and created the Loco-Foco (Equal Rights) Party. His equal rights doctrine held that government must treat all citizens equally and may not discriminate in favor of any person or interest. This classical liberal doctrine effectively reduced the role of the state to a minimum and was consistent with Leggett’s espousal of laissez-faire. In the mid-1830s, he criticized southerners and northern Democrats for squelching antislavery speech. In this editorial, he denounces slavery as a great evil. This document demonstrates how issues of race became entangled with the right to free speech, another classical liberal value shared widely among those not as passionately interested in the abolition of slavery.
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Slavery no evil! Has it come to this, that the foulest stigma on our national escutcheon, which no true-hearted freeman could ever contemplate without sorrow in his heart and a blush upon his cheek, has got to be viewed by the people of the south as no stain on the American character? Have their ears become so accustomed to the clank of the poor bondman’s fetters that it no longer grates upon them as a discordant sound? Have his groans ceased to speak the language of misery? Has his servile condition lost any of its degradation? Can the husband be torn from his wife, and the child from its parent, and sold like cattle at the shambles [meat market], and yet free, intelligent men, whose own rights are founded on the declaration of the unalienable freedom and equality of all mankind, stand up in the face of heaven and their fellow men, and assert without a blush that there is no evil in servitude? We could not have believed that the madness of the south had reached so dreadful a climax.


Not only are we told that slavery is no evil, but that it is criminal towards the south, and a violation of the spirit of the federal compact, to indulge even a hope that the chains of the captive may some day or other, no matter how remote the time, be broken. Ultimate abolitionists are not less enemies of the south, we are told, than those who seek to accomplish immediate enfranchisement. Nay, the threat is held up to us, that unless we speedily pass laws to prohibit all expression of opinion on the dreadful topic of slavery, the southern states will meet in Convention, separate themselves from the north, and establish a separate empire for themselves. The next claim we shall hear from the arrogant south will be a call upon us to pass edicts forbidding men to think on the subject of slavery, on the ground that even meditation on that topic is interdicted by the spirit of the federal compact.


What a mysterious thing this federal compact must be, which enjoins so much by its spirit that is wholly omitted in its language—nay not only omitted, but which is directly contrary to some of its express provisions! And they who framed that compact, how sadly ignorant they must have been of the import of the instrument they were giving to the world! They did not hesitate to speak of slavery, not only as an evil, but as the direst curse inflicted upon our country. They did not refrain from indulging a hope that the stain might one day or other be wiped out, and the poor bondman restored to the condition of equal freedom for which God and nature designed him. But the sentiments which Jefferson, and Madison, and Patrick Henry freely expressed are treasonable now, according to the new reading of the federal compact….


It is due to ourselves, and it is no less due to the south, that the north should speak out plainly on the questions which the demands of the former present for our decision. On this subject boldness and truth are required. Temporizing, like oil upon the waters, may smooth the billows for a moment, but cannot disperse the storm. Reasonable men and lovers of truth will not be offended with those who speak with boldness what reason and truth conspire to dictate.


Source: William Leggett, editorial, New York Evening Post, September 9, 1835, reprinted in A Collection of the Political Writings of William Leggett, ed. Theodore Sedgwick (New York: Taylor & Dodd, 1840), 2:64–68.



Is Jesus Christ in Favor of American Slavery? (1839)



Beriah Green and the American Anti-Slavery Society


In this tract distributed by the American Anti-Slavery Society (AAS)—a group founded by William Lloyd Garrison and Lewis Tappan (see below), among others—Beriah Green (1795–1874) voiced the religious critique of the evangelicals in opposition to those Christians who defended slavery. Green was a trained theologian and president of the Oneida Institute, a New York college that accepted black and white students. In answering the perennial question of WWJD (“What Would Jesus Do?”), Green and his fellow evangelicals argued that he would abolish slavery.


One year later (1840), Tappan, Green, and Gerrit Smith (1797–1874) broke with the AAS over Garrison’s support of women’s rights, and his belief that abolitionists should not be tainted by politics. The anti-Garrison faction, led by the evangelicals, ran candidates for public office. They formed the Liberty Party and ran Smith as their presidential candidate (he lost). Although elected to Congress, Smith became disillusioned with politics and left after only two years in office (1853–1854). Smith later retired to spend his time and wealth on church and charity. This political wing of the antislavery movement later aligned with the Republican Party (see chapter 2).


[image: Image]


Is Jesus Christ in favor of American slavery? In 1776 THOMAS JEFFERSON, supported by a noble band of patriots and surrounded by the American people, opened his lips in the authoritative declaration: “We hold these truths to be SELF-EVIDENT, that all men are created equal; that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, LIBERTY and the pursuit of happiness.” And from the inmost heart of the multitudes around, and in a strong and clear voice, broke forth the unanimous and decisive answer: Amen—such truths we do indeed hold to be self-evident. And animated and sustained by a declaration, so inspiring and sublime, they rushed to arms, and as the result of agonizing efforts and dreadful sufferings, achieved under God the independence of their country. The great truth, whence they derived light and strength to assert and defend their rights, they made the foundation of their republic. And in the midst of this republic, must we prove, that He, who was the Truth, did not contradict “the truths” which He Himself, as their Creator, had made self-evident to mankind? …


Is Jesus Christ in favor of American slavery? It is already widely felt and openly acknowledged at the South, that they can not support slavery without sustaining the opposition of universal christendom. And Thomas Jefferson declared, that “he trembled for his country when he reflected, that God is just; that his justice can not sleep forever; that considering numbers, nature, and natural means only, a revolution of the wheel of fortune, an exchange of situation, is among possible events; that it may become practicable by supernatural influences! The Almighty has no attribute which can take sides with us in such a contest.” And must we prove, that Jesus Christ is not in favor of what universal christendom is impelled to abhor, denounce, and oppose;—is not in favor of what every attribute of Almighty God is armed against?


Source: Beriah Green, The Chattel Principle: The Abhorrence of Jesus Christ and the Apostles; or, No Refuge for American Slavery in the New Testament (New York: American Anti-Slavery Society, 1839), 3–5. The footnotes in the original have been omitted.


Liberation of the Amistad Captives (1841)


Lewis Tappan (1788–1873) was an evangelical Christian, businessman, and abolitionist. Tappan used his network of antislavery men, including Abraham Lincoln, to create a credit reporting system that covered North America (later merged into Dun & Bradstreet). Extremely moralistic, Tappan burst into brothels to rescue prostitutes from their sinful ways, and protested the drunken revels that took place on Independence Day in New York City. He paid a stiff price for his abolitionism when a mob sacked and burned his house.


Undeterred, Tappan proved crucial in organizing and funding the successful legal defense of the Amistad captives—an incident made famous by Steven Spielberg’s epic film Amistad (1997). In 1807, Congress banned the importation of slaves from abroad, thus making overseas slave trading a crime. But in 1839, the Spanish ship Tecora set sail from Africa to Cuba with captive slaves. After reaching Havana, Cuba, the Spanish owners took the captives aboard the Amistad for shipment to their plantations on the other side of Cuba. The slaves mutinied and took over the ship, ending up in U.S. waters, where they were met by the U.S. Navy. The Spanish demanded their “property” while the Spanish government asked the U.S. government to extradite the captives to Cuba, where they could stand trial for murdering several members of the ship’s crew. President Martin van Buren wanted to extradite the captives, but the courts decided that this was a federal matter and the case worked its way to the U.S. Supreme Court. During this two-year period, Lewis Tappan and other abolitionists formed the “Amistad Committee” to raise a legal defense fund, teach the Africans English and Christianity, and use the case to further their abolitionist cause.


In the following documents, Tappan and his committee announce the U.S. Supreme Court’s release of the kidnapped Africans after years in captivity. In a separate letter, the freed Africans thank former president John Quincy Adams for his legal defense by presenting him with a Bible. Touched by their gesture, Adams responds by wishing them well on their return to Africa.
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Lewis Tappan et al.


The Committee have the high satisfaction of announcing that the Supreme Court of the United States have definitively decided that our long-imprisoned captives who were taken in the Amistad, ARE FREE, on this soil, without condition or restraint. The opinion of the court was pronounced on Tuesday, March 9, by Judge Story. In view of this great deliverance, in which the lives and liberties of thirty-six fellow-men are secured, as well as many fundamental principles of law, justice, and human rights established, the committee respectfully request that public thanks be given on the occasion, to Almighty God in all the churches throughout the land.


S. S. JOCELYN


JOSHUA LEAVITT


LEWIS TAPPAN



Cinque, Kinna, and Kale


To the Honorable John Quincy Adams:


Most Respected Sir,—The Mendi people give you thanks for all your kindness to them. They will never forget your defence of their rights before the great court at Washington. They feel that they owe to you, in a large measure, their deliverance from the Spaniards, and from slavery or death. They will pray for you as long as you live, Mr. Adams. May God bless and reward you. We are about to go home to Africa. We go to Sierra Leone first, and then we reach Mendi very quick. When we get to Mendi we will tell the people of your great kindness. Good missionary will go with us. We shall take the bible with us. It has been a precious book in prison, and we love to read it now we are free! Mr. Adams, we want to make you a present of a beautiful bible! Will you please to accept it, and when you look at it, or read it, remember your poor and grateful clients? We read in this holy book, “If it had not been the Lord who was on our side, when men rose up against us, then they had swallowed us up quick, when their wrath was kindled against us. Blessed be the Lord, who hath not given us a prey to their teeth. Our soul is escaped as a bird out of the snare of the fowler; the snare is broken and we are escaped. Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made Heaven and Earth.”


For the Mendi people,


CINQUE,


KINNA,


KALE


Boston, Nov. 6, 1841


John Quincy Adams


To the Mendian Africans, Cinque, Kinna, Kale and thirty-two others, about to return to their native land:


BOSTON, 19th November, 1841


My Friends,—I have received the elegant Bible, which you have presented to me, through your true and faithful friend, Mr. Lewis Tappan. I accept it, and shall keep it as a kind remembrancer [sic] from you, to the end of my life. It was from that book that I learnt to espouse your cause when you were in trouble, and to give thanks to God for your deliverance.
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