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FOREWORD


BY SAM TRIPOLI


It is with great enthusiasm and admiration that I introduce you to Don Jeffries’s latest literary endeavor, American Memory Hole. I’ve had the privilege of knowing Don through his insightful contributions to journalism—a field where his commitment to truth-telling stands as a beacon in an often-murky landscape.


In the realm of investigative journalism, Don Jeffries is a name that resonates with authenticity and courage. His career spans decades, marked by an unwavering dedication to uncovering the hidden truths that shape our world. From clandestine operations to governmental cover-ups, Don fearlessly navigates through the labyrinth of misinformation to expose the realities obscured from public view.


I first encountered Don’s work through his appearances on Tin Foil Hat with Sam Tripoli, where his piercing analyses of corruption, secret societies, and intelligence psyops captivated audiences worldwide. What sets Don apart is his refusal to accept the status quo; he digs deeper, asks the tough questions, and challenges the narratives designed to keep us complacent.


American Memory Hole is a testament to Don’s relentless pursuit of justice and transparency. In these pages, he meticulously unravels the threads of historical amnesia that cloud our understanding of pivotal events. He invites us to peer into the recesses of our collective memory, urging us to confront uncomfortable truths that have been conveniently swept aside.


Through meticulous research and a keen investigative eye, Don sheds light on the mechanisms of power that operate beyond public scrutiny. He reminds us that journalism is not merely a profession but a moral imperative—a call to hold power accountable and to empower the public with knowledge.


I am honored to pen this foreword for Don Jeffries’s new book, as it represents not only a culmination of his life’s work but also a rallying cry for all who seek a deeper understanding of our world. American Memory Hole is a wake-up call—a reminder that the past is not always as it seems and that our future depends on our willingness to confront uncomfortable truths.


Prepare yourself for a journey into the heart of darkness and back, guided by a journalist who has made it his mission to illuminate the shadows. Don Jeffries’s American Memory Hole is more than a book: It is a testament to the power of investigative journalism and a testament to the courage of one man who refuses to let history be written by the victors.


—Sam Tripoli Host of Tin Foil Hat with Sam Tripoli




INTRODUCTION


The very concept of objective truth is fading out of the world. Lies will pass into history.


—George Orwell1


“History is a pack of lies we play on the dead,” Voltaire said. George Bernard Shaw reminded us, “History, sir, will tell lies as usual.” Hitler declared, “The victor will never be asked if he told the truth.” And Lenin stated, “A lie told often enough becomes the truth.” All the lies we’ve been told have become truth to the masses. And it isn’t Hitler behind our collection of Big Lies.


This is my third volume of “hidden” history. There is a never-ending supply of ignored, suppressed, and misrepresented information from our past. If professional journalists did their jobs, and court historians told the truth, then books like this wouldn’t be possible. To quote Harry Elmer Barnes, I am attempting to bring history into accord with the facts. By far my best-selling books have been Hidden History: An Exposé of Modern Crimes, Conspiracies, and Cover-Ups in American Politics, and its prequel, Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963. Despite the dumbing down from our state-controlled media and woeful education system, some people still have a real thirst for historical knowledge.


When Hidden History was published in November 2014, this was an entirely different country. “Woke” madness had yet to rear its ugly head. It’s hard to believe so much has changed in such a short period of time. But the Past is Prologue, and we didn’t arrive at our current situation without plenty of warning. In this volume, we will dive deeper into the JFK assassination quagmire. The research community is more dysfunctional than ever and continues to work against the common interest of exposing the impossibility of the official narrative. That dysfunction extends to the 9/11 and other conspiracy-friendly researchers, who waste far too much time on infighting and accusing each other of being disinformation agents. In this book, we’ll examine in greater detail the events of 9/11, the Oklahoma City Bombing, and the death of JFK Jr. We’ll also look back at the Founding of the Republic, James K. Polk, Woodrow Wilson, FDR, Joe McCarthy, and several other misrepresented historical events and personalities. We’ll further scrutinize “good guys” Abraham Lincoln and Ulysses S. Grant.


It isn’t easy being a historian when most of America isn’t interested in the past, and is woefully uninformed or misinformed about even the most important events and personalities. A 2015 poll conducted by the American Council of Trustees and Alumni concluded that many are “alarmingly ignorant of America’s history and heritage.” Ten percent polled thought TV’s Judge Judy was a member of the Supreme Court. Barely 20 percent could identify James Madison as the father of the US Constitution. The 40 percent that were ignorant of the fact Congress has the sole constitutional authority to declare war can’t really be blamed; Congress hasn’t exercised this crucial power since World War II. So in effect, this power vested in Congress by the Constitution has long become irrelevant. “When surveys repeatedly show that college graduates do not understand the fundamental processes of our government and the historical forces that shaped it, the problem is much greater than a simple lack of factual knowledge,” those conducting the poll noted, “It is a dangerous sign of civic disempowerment.”2 In another poll, from NPR/PBS NewsHour/Marist in 2017, only 77 percent of Americans knew which country the colonies had broken away from to declare their independence.


This isn’t a brand-new phenomenon. In a 2008 Common Core survey, fewer than half of American teenagers knew when the Civil War was fought, and 25 percent thought Columbus arrived in the New World sometime after 1750. The group lamented American youngsters’ “stunning ignorance” of history and literature.3 A 2004 poll of adult Americans found that only 43 percent could correctly identify a figure as recent as President Herbert Hoover.4 It is hard enough to get educated people to comprehend how thoroughly they’ve been lied to about our history. It becomes almost impossible, when you’re attempting to enlighten people who aren’t even knowledgeable about the lies. If someone doesn’t even know the official version of an event, how do you show that it’s inaccurate?


Going against the historical grain is just as bad a career move as going against the mainstream media-driven consensus on current events. Harry Elmer Barnes was a highly respectable historian, who wrote frequently for Foreign Affairs, the journal of the Council on Foreign Relations, one of the foremost “insider” organizations. Barnes was so enthusiastic a supporter for World War I, his anti-German propaganda was rejected for being “too violent to be acceptable” by the National Board for Historical Service.5 However, during the 1920s, Barnes changed views dramatically, and he came to believe America had fought on the wrong side in the war. This was a period where alternative historical views were tolerated to some degree by the mainstream. Barnes’s articles that portrayed Russia and France as the aggressors in WWI were published by outlets like The Nation. Barnes’s 1926 book The Genesis of the World War was the first work on the subject published using primary sources. Calling the conflict “an unjust war against Germany,” Barnes urged this country to be “better prepared to be on our guard against the seductive lies and deceptions which will be put forward by similar groups when urging the necessity of another world catastrophe in order to ‘crush militarism,’ ‘make the world safe for democracy,’ put an end to all further wars, etc.”6 Among those who admired Barnes’s writings were classical liberal journalist H. L. Mencken and Socialist leader Norman Thomas. Barnes officially became persona non grata with his contention that all sides were equally responsible for World War II, and that Franklin D. Roosevelt had deliberately provoked the Japanese into attacking Pearl Harbor. In a letter to his friend Oswald Garrison Villard, an early civil rights activist who was one of the founding members of the NAACP, Barnes bemoaned the fact that “I cannot fight the thirty million dollars now in the coffers of the Anti-Defamation League to be used for character assassination.”7


In 1940, the New York World-Telegram dropped Barnes’s weekly column. As he became increasingly controversial, Barnes was forced to self-publish most of his writings after 1945. Barnes coined the phrase “court historians,” which I use regularly, and I believe perfectly describes their toadying, tenured work. In his self-published book Perpetual War for Perpetual Peace, Barnes wrote, “It is no exaggeration to say that the American Smearbund, operating through newspaper editors and columnists, ‘hatchet-men’ book reviewers, radio commentators, pressure-group intrigue and espionage, and academic pressures and fears, has accomplished about as much in the way of intimidating honest intellectuals in this country as Hitler, Goebbels, Himmler, the Gestapo, and concentration camps were able to do in Nazi Germany.” Interestingly, one of the last true liberals, Gore Vidal, opted to use Barnes’s exact title for his 2002 book, which included the subtitle, “How We Got to Be So Hated.” Barnes, like Pulitzer Prizewinning historian John Toland, learned that the court historians brook no dissent within their midst. Criticize iconic figures like Abraham Lincoln at your own peril. Contend that “We all breathe the same air. We all cherish our children’s future,” as John F. Kennedy did regarding the enemies of his age, and risk what George Bernard Shaw termed, “the most extreme form of censorship.”


There is one underlying narrative in our modern society: while our leaders and institutions are labeled racist, homophobic, and transphobic, to call anything they do, or anything that happens, a “conspiracy” is to “threaten our safety and democracy,” to quote from a March 2019 article in Scientific American, titled “People Drawn to Conspiracy Theories Share a Cluster of Psychological Features.” With the advent of Donald Trump, opposition to “conspiracy theories” reached new levels of hysteria. National Geographic invoked “science” to explain the attraction of “conspiracy theories,” and bemoaned the “misinformation” behind them.8 Everywhere, the same theme was trumpeted: “conspiracy theorists” are mentally ill, endanger freedom, and must be silenced. There is even a Conspiracy Theory Addiction Center.


Economist Adam Smith explained economic price-fixing succinctly a long time ago, when he said, “People of the same trade seldom meet together, even for merriment and diversion, but the conversation ends in a conspiracy against the public, or in some contrivance to raise prices.” Leo Tolstoy excited the hearts of future anarchists when he declared, “The truth is that the State is a conspiracy designed not only to exploit, but above all to corrupt its citizens.” World leaders have often acknowledged a shadowy presence behind the scenes. In a July 14, 1856, speech in the British House of Commons, Benjamin Disraeli stated, “There is in Italy a power which we seldom mention in this House. . . . I mean the secret societies. . . . It is useless to deny, because it is impossible to conceal, that a great part of Europe—the whole of Italy and France and a great portion of Germany, to say nothing of other countries—is covered with a network of these secret societies, just as the superficies of the earth is now being covered with railroads. And what are their objects? They do not attempt to conceal them. They do not want constitutional government; they do not want ameliorated institutions . . . they want to change the tenure of land, to drive out the present owners of the soil and to put an end to ecclesiastical Establishments. Some of them may go further.”9


The Establishment view of history, where high crimes and organized conspiracies are confined to Harding’s Teapot Dome and Nixon’s Watergate scandals, can only be promoted by ignoring all contrary evidence, eyewitness accounts, suspicious deaths, and historical precedents. Impossibly cartoonish villains from Jefferson Davis to Hitler to Osama bin Laden are trotted out to justify one unconstitutional and unjust action after another. Mass killings, like at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, are explained with the Orwellian justification that it “saved lives.” According to our government, and its sycophants in the press, America never starts wars. And yet we are always at war. Iran has long been demonized because they called out the United States for its aggressive “bullying.”10 In a classic demonstration of what psychologists call “deflection,” right-wing media especially have ludicrously called Iran “the world’s bully.”11 America continues to occupy at least seven smaller countries around the world. Iran hasn’t invaded a single country in more than two hundred years. Much as Agent Orange and other horrors plagued American service members in Vietnam, millions of US veterans still suffer from the toxic effects of the “burn pits” established by the military in Iraq and Afghanistan to dispose of all kinds of waste.12 Russia and Vladimir Putin in particular, have now become the primary targets of today’s “woke” Leftist hate, superseding Iran. This is especially ironic given how liberals as recently as forty years ago were magnanimous toward a much more threatening Soviet Union, urging détente and smearing the extreme Right as “red baiters.”


Thanks in large part to the diligent efforts of researchers Chris Graves and Peter Secosh, I was able to find contact information for many persons associated with the events I cover in this book. The instances where I was able to contact them, and they were willing to speak with me, are recounted in detail here. However, the vast majority never answered my emails, and almost all the phone numbers listed for them—obtained via public records—had been disconnected. The few working numbers rarely answered. Messages I left on voicemail were never responded to. There is a clear reluctance or fear out there, which I don’t think can be explained away innocently. Why wouldn’t you be interested in questions about your loved one’s unnatural death? Why wouldn’t you be willing to talk further about things you had previously talked about? Why wouldn’t you want to reveal the truth about events you were associated with? And if there is “nothing to see here, move along,” and those asking the questions are despicable “conspiracy theorists,” what is there to fear? The nefarious forces that are merely figments of our demented imaginations?


I expressed my pessimism about America in the Introduction to Hidden History. In the years since then, nothing has changed to make me more optimistic. Even I didn’t foresee a world-wide lockdown, small businesses destroyed, millions thrown out of work, mandatory mask wearing, and the potential of a vaccine passport. The corruption in the past was always there, but it was tempered a bit by a general competence. The trains ran on time, to use the old analogy applied to Mussolini. Now things are more corrupt than ever, and the trains don’t run on time. I don’t pretend to know what the end game is. I just present the information, and let the reader decide. These aren’t “theories,” they are data unwanted by the court historians. The “Damned,” as the great iconoclast Charles Fort put it.


Orwell’s protagonist Winston Smith wrote in 1984, “I understand HOW: I do not understand WHY.”13 I haven’t figured out the “why” yet, either. But it is undeniable that the past is falsified in present-day America, as it was in the fictional Oceana. Think of a long, complex mathematical equation; if even one of the numbers is off, the answer will be wrong. In the case of our history, virtually all of the numbers are incorrect, so the answer cannot possibly be right. Sunshine is the best disinfectant; shining light on all the real disinformation and misinformation from our past can help place the Orwellian “new normal” in the proper context. Orwell also introduced “memory hole” into the popular vernacular. It is an appropriate term to use for this book, because all of the information I write about has effectively been shoved down the memory hole.


We need not go to the extremes of an H. L. Mencken, who once wrote, “Every normal man must be tempted, at times, to spit upon his hands, hoist the black flag, and begin slitting throats.” But we should at least seek the truth, about the past and the present. And the ugly truth is we have been lied to about everything.




CHAPTER ONE


[image: image]


HIDDEN GEMS FROM EARLY AMERICAN HISTORY


I know of no way of judging the future but by the past.


—Patrick Henry1


I fell in love with history as a child, and my favorite era was the founding of this Republic. The War for Independence, the American Revolution—call it what you will—I devoured every book imaginable on the subject as a youngster. It excited me to read about the Sons of Liberty meeting surreptitiously in taverns, or angry colonists throwing tea into the Boston Harbor. Thomas Paine’s Common Sense made a lot of sense to this blooming young radical. Thomas Jefferson became my favorite, in large part because his surname was closest to my own. That sort of thing often causes a great impression on a child.


But the Founders weren’t perfect. They were flawed like all humans. George Washington first achieved notoriety at age twenty-two when his incompetence and poor judgment led to the outbreak of the French and Indian War.2 There is still an intelligent argument to be made that the Articles of Confederation was better than what replaced it. Some of the best minds of the time—Patrick Henry, George Mason, and others—opposed the Constitution, feeling that it gave the government too much power. Mason’s significance in the founding of the Republic has been largely overlooked. He wrote the Fairfax Resolves, which questioned British authority over the colonies, and drafted both the Virginia Declaration of Rights and the Virginia Constitution. Mason memorably refused to sign the US Constitution because it didn’t forbid further importation of slaves, or stop the spread of slavery to other states. Declining to become one of Virginia’s two US senators, he instead retired to his Gunston Hall estate. By not signing the Constitution, he lost his long friendship with his neighbor George Washington.


Seldom reported is the fact that, as would happen during the Civil War, wealthy colonists could avoid being conscripted into the War for Independence by paying a substitute to take their place. According to Howard Zinn, this led to rioting, with one familiar cry being, “Tyranny is Tyranny let it come from whom it may.” In the spring of 1774, a Virginian wrote in his diary: “The lower Class of People here are in tumult on account of Reports from Boston, many of them expect to be press’d & compell’d to go and fight the Britains!” Indeed, four days after the Declaration of Independence was first read from the town hall balcony in Boston, the Boston Committee of Correspondence ordered townsmen to show up on the Common for a military draft. Connecticut passed a law requiring military service for all males between sixteen and sixty. The typical troubling exceptions for certain government officials, ministers, and Yale students and faculty were included. Eighteen men who failed to report for military duty were jailed and had to pledge to fight in the war in order to be released. Regarding the strict discipline in George Washington’s army, a Concord, Massachusetts chaplain observed, “New lords, new laws. The strictest government is taking place and great distinction is made between officers & men. Everyone is made to know his place & keep it, or be immediately tied up, and receive not one but 30 or 40 lashes.”3


The Colonial troops weren’t perfect, either. In a shocking, rarely discussed atrocity, on March 8, 1782, a Pennsylvania militia group attacked peaceful residents of a Moravian Indian village in Gnadenhutten, Ohio. These Indians were Christians, and neutral in the War for Independence. Nevertheless, the militiamen voted to execute them all. The Indians spent the night before their executions praying and singing Christian hymns. Eighteen members of the militia were opposed to killing the Indians, and refused to participate. In a barbaric act that would become all too familiar to students of hidden history, before murdering them, the American soldiers “dragged the women and girls out into the snow and systematically raped them.” The Indians were bludgeoned to death and then scalped. The Moravian Indians were perhaps the earliest historical examples of nonresistance, as they did not fight back, but begged for their lives to be spared. Ninety-six Indians were killed, and the entire village was burned down. And in another precursor to what would become standard operating procedure for Northern troops during the Civil War, all property belonging to the Indians was confiscated.4 This atrocity, which came to be known as the Gnadenhutten Massacre, led many Indians to lose faith in the Patriots’ cause and precipitated reprisals.


In the summer of 1787, less than four years after they’d won their independence from England, representatives from the thirteen original colonies assembled in Philadelphia to revise the Articles of Confederation. Setting an unfortunate precedent for politicians in the future, the delegates opted for absolute secrecy of their proceedings. They decreed that “no copy be taken of any entry on the journal during the sitting of the House without the leave of the House, that members only be permitted to inspect the journal, and that nothing spoken in the House be printed, or otherwise published, or communicated without leave.” During the four months they were in conference, the closed-door sessions featured sealed windows, and there were armed sentinels stationed both inside and outside of the statehouse. This was in stark contrast to the 1776 debates, when states like Pennsylvania had published weekly accounts of the proceedings in both English and German. Even George Mason himself expressed support for the secretive nature of the constitutional convention in a June 1, 1787, letter to his son George Mason Jr. James Madison kept details of the proceedings from even his close high-profile friends like Thomas Jefferson and James Monroe. In an August 1, 1787, letter to his famous cousin and namesake, the Reverend James Madison, president of the College of William and Mary, argued, “If you cannot tell us what you are doing, you might at least give us some Information of what you are not doing.” James Madison would later acknowledge that, “no Constitution would ever have been adopted by the convention if the debates had been public.”5


During the ratification debates in New York, John Lansing Jr. accused Alexander Hamilton of wanting to literally abolish the individual states altogether; retaining them merely as parts of a powerful central government. Hamilton hotly denied this, and ironically almost became involved in a duel over it. (Hamilton would, of course, later be killed in a duel by Aaron Burr.) Surprisingly, in his defense Hamilton criticized the Madison-led secrecy of the proceedings. This was perhaps the only time he agreed with his archfoe Thomas Jefferson, who wrote in an August 30, 1787, letter to John Adams that he “was sorry they began their deliberations by so abominable a precedent as that of tying up the tongues of their members. Nothing can justify this example but the innocence of their intentions, & ignorance of the value of public discussions.” Jefferson referred to it as “an assembly of demigods.” George Washington, as president of the Convention, was fully on board with the secrecy. Bemoaning a document recklessly left outside the meeting room, Washington told the delegates, “Gentlemen, I am sorry to find that some one Member of this Body, has been so neglectful of the secrets of the Convention as to drop in the State House a copy of their proceedings, which by accident was picked up and delivered to me this Morning. I must entreat Gentlemen to be more careful, least our transactions get into the News Papers, and disturb the public repose by premature speculations. I know not whose Paper it is, but there it is (throwing it down on the table), let him who owns it take it.”6


Maryland delegate Luther Martin was outraged at the lack of transparency, and was compelled to write a series of newspaper articles after the Convention was over, which were titled “Genuine Information,” and published in the Maryland Gazette from December 28, 1787 through February 8, 1788. A fellow Anti-Federalist, known only as “Centinel,” credited Martin with having “laid open the conclave, exposed the dark scene within, developed the mystery of the proceedings, and illustrated the machinations of ambition. His public spirit has drawn upon him the rage of the conspirators, for daring to remove the veil of secrecy, and announcing to the public the meditated, gilded mischief; all their powers are exerting for his destruction; the mint of calumny is acidulously engaged in coining scandal to blacken his character, and thereby to invalidate his testimony; but this illustrious patriot will rise superior to all their low arts, and be the better confirmed in the good opinion and esteem of his fellow-citizens.”7 Patrick Henry predictably agreed, arguing that government shouldn’t be permitted to “carry on the most wicked and pernicious of schemes, under the dark veil of secrecy. The liberties of a people never were nor ever will be secure, when the transactions of their rulers may be concealed from them . . . to cover with the veil of secrecy, the common routine of business is an abomination in the eyes of every intelligent man, and every friend to his country.”8


George Mason foretold the kind of southern sentiment that eventually caused states to secede from the Union. Jefferson described, in a March 4, 1800, letter to Madison, how incensed Mason had been over the northern states exerting their will over the southerners. “G. Mason’s proposition in the convention was wise, that on laws regulating commerce, two-thirds of the votes should be requisite to pass them. However, it would have been trampled underfoot by a triumphant majority,” Jefferson wrote. Edmund Randolph was Mason’s ally, and argued against the constitutional distribution of power, which would create “monarchy, or a tyrannical aristocracy,” to quote from Randolph’s motion for a second constitutional convention. “This Constitution had been formed without the knowledge or idea of the people,” Randolph charged. Randolph refused to sign the Constitution, and every state delegation opposed his motion. On June 16, 1788, Mason declared, “Among the enumerated powers, congress are to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises; and to pay the debts, and provide for the general welfare and common defence; and by that clause (so often called the sweeping clause) they are to make all laws necessary to execute those laws. Now suppose oppressions should arise under this government, and any writer should dare to stand forth and expose to the community at large, the abuses of those powers. Could not congress, under the idea of providing for the general welfare, and under their own construction, say, that this was destroying the general peace, encouraging sedition, and poisoning the minds of the people?” The Father of the Bill of Rights would be mortified that, over two hundred years later, our government is indeed demonizing critics as “insurrectionists” and “domestic terrorists.” Just imagine what kind of civil liberties Americans would have ever had without that Bill of Rights. Another Virginian, Richard Henry Lee, also strongly opposed expanding upon the powers granted to the government under the Articles of Confederation.


Mystery surrounds George Mason’s second wife, Sarah Brent. Upon his death, she essentially disappeared from the historical record. Sources indicate she died in 1805 or 1806 at Gunston Hall, but also say it isn’t known where she was buried. Researcher Vince Agnelli claimed that she seems to have vanished right after Mason’s death, which he also thinks was suspicious. On the We Relate genealogy site, Sarah is listed as being born “about 1742,” with no death date listed. Her birth date curiously varies as well. Wikipedia and other mainstream sources indicate she was 51–52 when they married in 1773. This would have her born around 1720, which no source lists. I’ve seen her birth date listed anywhere from 1730 to 1742. The online Virginia Encyclopedia informs us that Mason married “Sarah Brent, the fifty-year-old daughter of George Brent, a family friend. It is Brent’s first marriage.” I find it decidedly odd that a woman of her class had never married earlier. Most sources say that upon Mason’s death, Sarah “probably moved to Dumfries to live with her sister Jean.” This is strange behavior, since she inherited her husband’s 400-acre property. It always attracts my attention when so little is known about the death of a prominent historical figure. Sarah Brent certainly qualifies in that regard, as the wife of one of the Founding Fathers.


Thomas Jefferson Battles the Supreme Court


The great object of my fear is the Federal judiciary.


—Thomas Jefferson9


In an 1820 letter to W. C. Jarvis, Thomas Jefferson made his views on the power of the Supreme Court quite clear. “You seem to consider the judges as the ultimate arbiters of all constitutional questions; a very dangerous doctrine indeed, and one which would place us under the despotism of an oligarchy,” Jefferson wrote. “Their power [is] the more dangerous as they are in office for life, and not responsible, as the other functionaries are, to the elective control. The Constitution has erected no such single tribunal, knowing that to whatever hands confided, with the corruptions of time and party, its members would become despots. It has more wisely made all the departments co-equal and co-sovereign within themselves.” Jefferson seems to have been the last politician to understand just how thoroughly the early Supreme Court justices were usurping power, and shattering the separation of powers and checks and balances which made the Constitution a revolutionary document. The essence of populism is an opposition to excessive power concentrated anywhere. Jefferson was aghast at “Judicial Review,” which basically makes these unelected judges the arbiters of all important public policy. Jefferson asked how “to check these unconstitutional invasions of state rights by the Federal judiciary? Not by impeachment in the first instance, but by a strong protestation of both houses of Congress that such and such doctrines advanced by the Supreme Court, are contrary to the Constitution: and if afterward they relapse into the same heresies, impeach and set the whole adrift. For what was the government divided into three branches, but that each should watch over the others and oppose their usurpations?”10


John Marshall, as the first Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, became as powerful an enemy of Jefferson as Alexander Hamilton. Responding to Jefferson’s constant criticisms, Marshall declared, in a September 18, 1821, letter to Joseph Story, “A deep design to convert our government into a mere league of States has taken strong hold of a powerful & violent party in Virginia. The attack upon the judiciary is in fact an attack upon the union.” Note how this reverential reference to “union” foretells what would come from the first imperial president, Abraham Lincoln. Jefferson and his fellow Democrat-Republicans (it wasn’t until the election of Lincoln that those who’d previously been known as Federalists broke off to become the modern Republican Party) framed the debate as one of the People versus an unelected court tied to the old aristocratic ways the Founders had rebelled against. Jefferson wanted to take away the power of judicial review, which was not sanctioned under the Constitution, and return it to the states. When Jefferson took office as the third President of the United States, there was not a single federal judge sitting in any courtroom who was not a Federalist. Much as Hamilton and his ilk had prevailed early on in terms of establishing horrific precedents like unlimited national debt and a powerful central bank, the same forces won again with the Supreme Court’s 1803 Marbury v. Madison decision, which established the principle of Judicial Review, whereby unelected judges were granted the power to strike down laws and statutes they deem unconstitutional. Jefferson was incensed over this usurpation of power, writing in a September 11, 1804, letter to Abigail Smith Adams, “the opinion which gives to the judges the right to decide what laws are constitutional, and what not, not only for themselves in their own sphere of action, but for the legislature & executive also in their spheres, would make the judiciary a despotic branch.”


Andrew Jackson, much as he took up Jefferson’s mantle in battling a central bank, followed his lead in battling the Supreme Court as well. Jackson’s antagonism toward the Marshall Supreme Court was more a reflection of his combative personality, however, than any strong intellectual opposition to Judicial Review. The Marshall Court ruled against Jackson when he was attempting to force out Native Americans from Georgia. In response, Jackson supposedly declared, “John Marshall has made his decision; now let him enforce it.” Some believe this quote is apocryphal and was never actually uttered by Jackson. Regardless, in this case, Jackson’s defiance was hardly heroic, as it led to the devastating Trail of Tears. Jackson actually acknowledged the power of the Supreme Court in a proclamation a few years later. John Marshall mockingly referred to this, stating, “Imitating the Quaker who said the dog he wished to destroy was mad, they said Andrew Jackson had become a Federalist, even an ultra-Federalist. To have said he was ready to break down and trample on every other department of the government would not have injured him, but to say that he was a Federalist—a convert to the opinions of Washington, was a mortal blow under which he is yet staggering.”11 Jackson had sounded much more like Jefferson when he courageously vetoed a request to renew the Second National Bank’s charter in 1832. Jackson commented at the time, “It is as much the duty of the House of Representatives, of the Senate, and of the president to decide upon the constitutionality of any bill or resolution which may be presented to them for passage or approval as it is of the supreme judges when it may be brought before them for judicial decision. The opinion of the judges has no more authority over Congress than the opinion of Congress has over the judges, and on that point the president is independent of both. The authority of the Supreme Court must not, therefore, be permitted to control the Congress or the Executive when acting in their legislative capacities, but to have only such influence as the force of their reasoning may deserve.”12 Jackson proved he had a lot of typical politician in him after Marshall died, when he lauded him as a national hero.


One has only to read the words of Jefferson and Jackson to understand just how thoroughly their perspective was defeated over the course of time. In today’s corrupt climate, no one bats an eye at the universal declaration “let the courts decide.” Not only would the Supreme Court transform the cultural landscape with their Roe v. Wade 1973 decision, effectively granting rights for a procedure never imagined, let alone mentioned, in the Constitution, federal courts have overturned reform-minded voter referendums and initiatives. Judicial Review of ballot initiatives was a logical extension of the power unwisely granted to the courts to decide which laws are instituted. In the 1930s, Indiana Congressman Louis Ludlow proposed permitting a referendum following any congressional declaration of war. This sounds like an eminently sensible idea, although as noted earlier Congress last exercised its power to declare war in World War II. Needless to say, America has been perpetually involved in other wars since then. Naturally Ludlow’s idea was rejected, under predictable pressure from President Franklin D. Roosevelt, as was a similar effort from Rep. John Rarick during the Vietnam War. California’s Proposition 187, which would have stopped illegal immigrants from getting public services, was passed by a substantial margin in 1994. Almost immediately, a federal judge declared it “unconstitutional.” Why should one unelected judge be able to thwart the will of the people? In 2021, the Mississippi Supreme Court overturned a successful ballot initiative to establish a medical marijuana program, on a minor technicality.13


Like Andrew Jackson, Thomas Jefferson had his flaws. His behavior in pushing the prosecution of his former Vice President Aaron Burr for “treason” was deplorable. As one of Burr’s lawyers charged, some of his actions indeed resembled what one might expect from a monarch, not a champion of liberty. Burr was dubiously alleged to have plotted to take some western states out of the union, in order to wage war against the Spanish in Mexico. Jefferson also publicly accused Burr of treason, before he went to trial, in the manner that other presidents like Richard Nixon, Barack Obama, and Joe Biden would employ in later high-profile trials. The motivations of the author of the Declaration of Independence were undoubtedly personal. Jefferson still smarted over the extremely close 1800 presidential election, which initially saw Burr tie him in electoral votes. Even when Burr killed his archenemy Alexander Hamilton in an 1804 duel, Jefferson remained bitter at him. Burr was acquitted of “treason,” and when John Marshall, who was involved here as well, directed that he be brought before another grand jury in Ohio, Burr simply never showed up, and efforts at further prosecution were dropped. In one of those ironic quirks of history, when Burr’s much younger wife sought to divorce him years later, she chose Alexander Hamilton Jr. as her lawyer.


Despite his human imperfections, the author of the Declaration of Independence was a true Renaissance man, and in my view the classical liberal of the era. I wrote extensively about the slandering of Thomas Jefferson in Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963. This true man of the Enlightenment has been denigrated by the court historians, and in popular culture, to the extent that he is now crudely dismissed as a “racist.” It’s not widely publicized, but Jefferson’s Monticello estate was declared a UNESCO World Heritage Site in 1987. The United Nations did recognize that Monticello, which the architect Jefferson designed himself, represents “a masterpiece of human creative genius.”14 They also noted that his unique design was based on ancient and Renaissance models. But despite this acknowledgment, those who run Monticello continue to stress the unfounded Sally Hemings nonsense, over the myriad of astonishing real accomplishments of Jefferson. Has there ever been another instance of a historical foundation denigrating the memory of the individual they are ostensibly honoring? In 2018, a new exhibit opened at Monticello, celebrating Sally Hemings, and matter-of-factly referred to her as mother of Jefferson’s “other” children.15 In fact, the DNA evidence, if it proved anything at all, completely eliminated Jefferson as the father of any of Hemings’s children except one, and even that was unlikely.16


Most offensive of all to Jefferson’s legacy was Lin-Manuel Miranda’s hit Broadway musical Hamilton. The play, using a largely nonwhite cast, chronicles the life of Alexander Hamilton, who was the bankers’ favorite Founder, and the father of our national debt, utilizing rap and hip-hop. This anti-libertarian elitist has been rebranded as extremely “cool” in the eyes of impressionable younger audiences. He and Jefferson were staunch political enemies. We can judge the effectiveness of this kind of absolutely inaccurate historical propaganda by the fact that Barack Obama told leftist comedian and talk show host Jon Stewart that he found the play “phenomenal.” Miranda’s Jefferson is an effeminate coward who doesn’t appear until the War for Independence is over, with the opening line, “What’d I miss?” One would think his authorship of the Declaration of Independence alone might warrant some kind of mention. Jefferson and Madison are cast as dirty tricksters scheming to ruin the virtuous Hamilton. Establishment mouthpiece Conor Cruise O’Brien foretold the shifting political landscape in a biased and unfair 1996 article attacking Jefferson. “I believe that in the next century, as blacks and Hispanics and Asians acquire increasing influence in American society,” O’Brien declared, “the Jeffersonian liberal tradition, which is already intellectually untenable, will become socially and politically untenable as well.”17 Presumably, the same “blacks and Hispanics and Asians” who were persuaded to turn on Jefferson somehow became entranced enough with another dead White male, Alexander Hamilton, to plunk down exorbitant money on wildly overpriced tickets for the play celebrating him.


As an illustration of the differences between the intellectual giant Thomas Jefferson and his foe (now a modern-day pop culture icon) Alexander Hamilton, consider this excerpt from Jefferson’s January 16, 1811, letter to Benjamin Rush. Describing a meeting during the Washington administration between himself, Hamilton, and John Adams, Jefferson wrote, “Another incident took place on the same occasion, which will further delineate Mr. Hamilton’s political principles. The room being hung around with a collection of the portraits of remarkable men, among them were those of Bacon, Newton and Locke, Hamilton asked me who they were. I told him they were my trinity of the three greatest men the world had ever produced, naming them. He paused for some time: ‘the greatest man,’ said he, ‘that ever lived, was Julius Cæsar.’ Mr. Adams was honest as a politician, as well as a man; Hamilton honest as a man, but, as a politician, believing in the necessity of either force or corruption to govern men.”


In October 2021, New York City Mayor Bill de Blasio followed the recommendation of the Commission on Racial Justice and Reconciliation, which was chaired by his Black wife Chirlane McCray, to remove the statue of Jefferson which had stood in City Hall for 187 years. This was all to be done without any debate permitted. Democratic Councilman I. Daneek Miller, exemplifying the kind of “representation” Americans are being accorded in the twenty-first century, explained, “There’s so much about Thomas Jefferson and his own personal writings, memoirs about how he treated his slaves, his family members and things of that nature and how he perceived African Americans and slaves—that they lacked intelligence, that they were not to assimilate into society. For us to really highlight such an individual is really not who we are as a council.” Yes, Thomas Jefferson is most definitely not “who we are” at this point. In a June 1, 2020 letter, de Blasio had written, “The statue of Thomas Jefferson in the City Council Chambers is inappropriate and serves as a constant reminder of the injustices that have plagued communities of color since the inception of our country. Jefferson is America’s most noted slave holder . . . and a scholar who maintained that Blacks were inferior to whites.” Another statue of Jefferson, which stood outside a high school named for him, was toppled by Black Lives Matter protesters on June 14, 2020, in Portland, Oregon.18


Former New York Mayor Bill de Blasio epitomizes the authoritarian nature of the “woke” Left. Born Warren Wilhelm Jr., he changed his name to Warren de Blasio-Wilhelm in 1983, and didn’t adopt his current moniker until 2002. Despite fawning press coverage, de Blasio has been awash in campaign finance scandals, and gave himself a hefty pay raise as mayor in 2016. Reflecting the connections we see invariably in these putrid public officials, de Blasio’s uncle was a CIA official who ghostwrote the memoir of Mohammed Reva Pahlavi, the shah of Iran.19 His mother, whose attendance at the prestigious Smith College is an indication of her impressive pedigree, served in the Office of War Information during World War II, while his father graduated from Yale, and held top level positions like contributing editor at Time Magazine and Texaco’s chief international economist. Both his parents were accused of being “communist sympathizers” in the 1950s. It is a severe indictment of present-day America that an entitled, lightweight, hack party politician like this could oversee the removal of a statue honoring perhaps the greatest statesman in the history of this country.


As I detailed in Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963, Abraham Lincoln despised Thomas Jefferson, according to his former law partner, William Herndon. “Mr. Lincoln hated Thomas Jefferson as a man and as a politician,” Herndon wrote. Lincoln particularly disliked Jefferson’s “moral character” after reading Theodore F. Dwight’s 1839 hit piece of a biography on the Founding Father. Modern stories dealing with this topic allege that Lincoln knew about the Sally Hemings allegations, which is frankly absurd. These lurid accusations simply were not talked about in that time period. There is no record of, and certainly no direct quotes from Lincoln, regarding Hemings beyond the dubious inferences in a 2015 New York Times article. The contrast couldn’t be starker between the two; while Jefferson loved farmers and common people, even his associates admitted that Lincoln was never “unwilling to appear in behalf of a great soulless corporation.” Huey Long loved to boast that he’d never taken a case against a poor man. It could fairly be said that Lincoln never took a case for a poor man. Lincoln, the Great Emancipator, supported the Fugitive Slave Law and actually represented two masters seeking the return of their runaway slaves. Lincoln also had no qualms about evicting squatters who were farming land owned by his beloved big railroads.20 Jefferson would probably have become a leader of the Confederacy if he’d been alive in 1860. His descendant Thomas Garland Jefferson was a VMI cadet who was killed by federal soldiers at the Battle of New Market. While Lincoln became the first president to install a mandatory draft during the Civil War, states had conscripted soldiers during the War for Independence, as noted previously. Jefferson, however, was strongly opposed to a military draft, calling it “the last of all oppressions.”21 Like many of the other Founders, Jefferson was also appalled at the prospect of a large standing army, and could never have pictured our monstrous military-industrial complex. “A standing army,” Jefferson wrote in a 1789 letter to David Humphreys, is one of those “instruments so dangerous to the rights of the nation.” In a letter to Madison dated December 20, 1787, Jefferson had declared, “I do not like [in the proposed Constitution] the omission of a Bill of Rights providing clearly and without the aid of sophisms for . . . protection against standing armies.” Jefferson reiterated this theme in a February 28, 1807, letter to Chandler Price, writing, “The spirit of this country is totally adverse to a large military force.”


Consider just where Thomas Jefferson would be if he were alive today. His fervent opposition to excessive judicial power would put him on the outskirts of the political spectrum. He would undoubtedly despise the Federal Reserve, having spent so many years battling the idea of a national bank. And his warnings against a standing army, which obviously went unheeded, would not have prepared him for the leviathan that is the military-industrial complex, let alone the corrupt intelligence agencies associated with it. Who was the last politician to oppose the very concept of judicial review, which has become the foundation of our entire unfair and unjust legal system? Eisenhower warned against the military-industrial complex in his farewell address, but he spent his entire career serving it. Kennedy certainly challenged it, but after his assassination no one has followed in his footsteps. Jefferson would be so out of step with the times, he’d be relegated to appearing on “conspiracy” shows like mine. He’d be lucky to find any publishers. He would need his inherited wealth, because his job prospects in this rigged marketplace would be bleak. The University of Virginia, which he founded, probably wouldn’t let him teach there. Jefferson, like George Mason, Patrick Henry, Thomas Paine, and most of the other Founding Fathers, reminds us of what great leaders can be, and were once like. It’s no wonder that our cowardly court historians and state-controlled media give him such bad press.


Andrew Jackson continued Jefferson’s battle against a national bank, and his successor in the oval office, Martin Van Buren, also refused to renew the bank’s charter in 1837. Senator John Tyler criticized Jackson for his “abuse of executive power”22 in opposing the bank. However, after switching to the Whig party and attaining the presidency following the abrupt death of President William Henry Harrison, Tyler shocked everyone by vetoing Henry Clay’s proposal for a new Bank of the United States, calling it an infringement of state’s rights. In his veto, Tyler wrote, “Before entering upon the duties of that office I took an oath that I would ‘preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of the United States.’ Entertaining the opinions alluded to and having taken this oath, the Senate and the country will see that I could not give my sanction to a measure of the character described without surrendering all claim to the respect of honorable men, all confidence on the part of the people, all self-respect, all regard for moral and religious obligations, without an observance of which no government can be prosperous and no people can be happy. It would be to commit a crime which I would not willfully commit to gain any earthly reward, and which would justly subject me to the ridicule and scorn of all virtuous men.”23


According to the court historians, the public responded with the largest protest ever assembled in front of the White House, which included a burning in effigy of President Tyler.24 As researcher Peter Secosh noted to me, “This story has always intrigued me. It’s got the fingerprints of a manufactured event. For one thing, what kind of a ‘mob’ protests the veto of a bank?” Supposedly, a large drunken group showed up outside the White House at 2 a.m. on the morning of August 18, 1841, blowing horns, beating drums, throwing rocks and firing guns, waking up the Tyler family. Some of the protesters were arrested, but Tyler interceded against them being prosecuted, being a firm believer in their right to self-expression.25 It’s instructive to reflect upon that, given the “cancel culture” authoritarians presently wielding power in this country. Tyler would also veto a revised bill to recharter a national bank, describing it as having “all the abuses of a private banking monopoly.” Tyler was excoriated in the Whig press. “If a God-directed thunderbolt were to strike and annihilate the traitor,” the Lexington Intelligencer wrote, “all would say that ‘Heaven is just.’” Tyler was lambasted as “His Accidency”; the “Executive A**”; and “base, selfish, and perfidious.”26 There were numerous anti-Tyler rallies and demonstrations everywhere and other burnings in effigy. The White House received many letters threatening Tyler’s life. Most incredibly, for the first and only time in history, the president’s entire cabinet, except for Secretary of State Daniel Webster, resigned in protest.27


John Tyler was excommunicated from the Whig party. Henry Clay declared that Tyler was “a President without a party.” He faced the genuine prospect of becoming the first president to be impeached. Tyler was included in a 2014 Time Magazine piece on the “Top 10 Forgettable Presidents.” While it has always been controversial to oppose the banks, Tyler’s presidential ranking is also unquestionably influenced by the fact he later supported secession, and shortly before his death won a seat in the Confederate House of Representatives.


James K. Polk: First Forays into Expansionism


The world has nothing to fear from military ambition in our Government.


—James K. Polk28


The first ten presidents of the United States, both Democrat-Republicans and Federalists, pretty much stayed within their constitutional boundaries, despite differing philosophies. The eleventh president, James K. Polk, came to power behind a pledge to expand America’s borders westward. He was part of a group called the War Hawks, who advocated taking Mexico’s northern territories and England’s Oregon Territory, by force if necessary. The concept of Manifest Destiny was being promulgated by expansionists, which held that America had a God-given right to all land stretching to the Pacific Ocean. Manifest Destiny was the early precursor of American Exceptionalism, which fuels our present disastrous foreign policy.


Although Polk was a slave owner (he even brought his slaves to the White House), he is ranked in the upper tier of presidents by most court historians. Presiding over a war is always worth innumerable bonus points. His reputation, like Woodrow Wilson’s, has fallen some in the past quarter-century, due to the pervasive influence of identity politics. No one objects to his expansionist impulses, however. By the time he succeeded John Tyler as president, the country was already close to war with Mexico. Texas had notably declared its independence, and Polk supported annexing it. According to historian Howard Zinn, Polk confided his goal of acquiring California to his Secretary of the Navy on the night of his inauguration. Zinn wrote, “His order to General Taylor to move troops to the Rio Grande was a challenge to the Mexicans. It was not at all clear that the Rio Grande was the southern boundary of Texas, although Texas had forced the defeated Mexican general Santa Anna to say so when he was a prisoner. The traditional border between Texas and Mexico had been the Nueces River, about 150 miles to the north, and both Mexico and the United States had recognized that as the border. . . . Ordering troops to the Rio Grande, into territory inhabited by Mexicans, was clearly a provocation. Taylor had once denounced the idea of the annexation of Texas. But now that he had his marching orders, his attitude seemed to change.” Zinn goes on to quote from the diary of Zachary Taylor’s aide Ethan Allen Hitchcock: “He seems to have lost all respect for Mexican rights and is willing to be an instrument of Mr. Polk for pushing our boundary as far west as possible. When I told him that, if he suggested a movement (which he told me he intended), Mr. Polk would seize upon it and throw the responsibility on him, he at once said he would take it, and added that if the President instructed him to use his discretion, he would ask no orders, but would go upon the Rio Grande as soon as he could get transportation. I think the General wants an additional brevet, and would strain a point to get it.”


Zinn described how an early version of a false flag precipitated the unnecessary war: “All that was needed in the spring of 1846 was a military incident to begin the war that Polk wanted. It came in April, when General Taylor’s quartermaster, Colonel Cross, while riding up the Rio Grande, disappeared. His body was found eleven days later, his skull smashed by a heavy blow (Emphasis original). It was assumed he had been killed by Mexican guerrillas crossing the river. In a solemn military ceremony visible to the Mexicans of Matamoros crowding onto the roofs of their houses across the Rio Grande, Cross was buried with a religious service and three volleys of rifle fire. The next day (April 25), a patrol of Taylor’s soldiers was surrounded and attacked by Mexicans, and wiped out: sixteen dead, others wounded, the rest captured. Taylor sent a message to the governors of Texas and Louisiana asking them to recruit five thousand volunteers; he had been authorized to do this by the White House before he left for Texas. And he sent a dispatch to Polk: ‘Hostilities may now be considered as commenced.’ The Mexicans had fired the first shot. But they had done what the American government wanted, according to Colonel Hitchcock.” Zinn shared another relevant part of Hitchcock’s diary: “I have said from the first that the United States are the aggressors. . . . We have not one particle of right to be here. . . . It looks as if the government sent a small force on purpose to bring on a war, so as to have a pretext for taking California and as much of this country as it chooses, for, whatever becomes of this army, there is no doubt of a war between the United States and Mexico. . . . My heart is not in this business . . . but, as a military man, I am bound to execute orders.” Polk had proposed declaring war on Mexico to his cabinet, before he knew of any hostilities taking place. Polk wrote in his diary, “I stated . . . that up to this time, as we knew, we had heard of no open act of aggression by the Mexican army, but that the danger was imminent that such acts would be committed. I said that in my opinion we had ample cause of war, and that it was impossible . . . that I could remain silent much longer . . . that the country was excited and impatient on the subject.” Polk unquestionably incited the conflict by sending troops into disputed territory that had been historically controlled by Mexico. Like Lincoln would fifteen years later, and Franklin Roosevelt would do on December 7, 1941, Polk maneuvered the enemy into firing the first shot, then waxed indignant about it.29


The few Americans who know any history at all, even if they recognize that writer Henry David Thoreau was the actual originator of nonviolent protest, believe he was jailed over his refusal to pay taxes to support slavery. In reality, Thoreau was put behind bars in 1846, after he denounced the war with Mexico. His friend and fellow author Ralph Waldo Emerson is said to have visited him in jail and asked, “What are you doing in there?” To which Thoreau supposedly responded, “What are you doing out there?”30 Posters advertising for volunteer soldiers in Massachusetts promised to pay $7 to $10 per month, as well as a federal bounty of $24 and 160 acres of land. One young man replied anonymously in the Cambridge Chronicle, “Neither have I the least idea of ‘joining’ you, or in any way assisting the unjust war waging against Mexico. I have no wish to participate in such ‘glorious’ butcheries of women and children as were displayed in the capture of Monterey, etc. Neither have I any desire to place myself under the dictation of a petty military tyrant, to every caprice of whose will I must yield implicit obedience. No sir-ee! As long as I can work, beg, or go to the poor house, I won’t go to Mexico, to be lodged on the damp ground, half starved, half roasted, bitten by mosquitoes and centipedes, stung by scorpions and tarantulas-marched, drilled, and flogged, and then stuck up to be shot at, for eight dollars a month and putrid rations. . . . Human butchery has had its day. . . . And the time is rapidly approaching when the professional soldier will be placed on the same level as a bandit, the Bedouin, and the Thug.”


There were reports of forced “volunteerism.” James Miller of Norfolk, Virginia, protested that he’d been provided with “the influence of an unusual quantity of ardent spirits” before signing up for military service. “Next morning, I was dragged aboard of a boat landed at Fort Monroe, and closely immured in the guard house for sixteen days.” The author of a history of the New York Volunteers wrote, “If it is cruel to drag black men from their homes, how much more cruel it is to drag white men from their homes under false inducements, and compelling them to leave their wives and children, without leaving a cent or any protection, in the coldest season of the year, to die in a foreign and sickly climate! . . . Many enlisted for the sake of their families, having no employment, and having been offered ‘three months’ advance,’ and were promised that they could leave part of their pay for their families to draw in their absence. . . . I boldly pronounce, that the whole Regiment was got up by fraud—a fraud on the soldier, a fraud on the City of New York, and a fraud on the Government of the United States.” . . . When recruits fell off by late 1846, the government paid those bringing them in $2 a head. Congress later promised regular regiments 100 acres of public land after honorable discharge.31


13,000 Americans died in order for the United States to increase its land base. Polk had solicited a curious ally in Santa Anna, the Mexican general who was defeated by Sam Houston after the battle of the Alamo. He naively believed the retired military officer would assist him in Mexico. Not surprisingly, Santa Anna turned on Polk and helped lead an unsuccessful Mexican resistance. The Mexican War, in many respects, resembled the kind of bullying America has become renowned for, particularly since the first Gulf “War.” Mexico, like Iraq, Afghanistan, Yemen and others more than 150 years later, was a much smaller nation invaded by a great military power. American victory was a foregone conclusion, and nothing to brag about. General Winfield Scott wrote the Secretary of War in 1847, charging that “Our militia & volunteers, if a tenth of what is said to be true, have committed atrocities—horrors—in Mexico, sufficient to make Heaven weep, & every American, of Christian morals, blush for his country.” In newly acquired California, during the first ten years of American rule, the Native American population plummeted from 150,000 to 50,000.32


A Santa Fe resistance group consisting mostly of Catholic clergymen and Pueblo Indians reacted to the military occupation of Taos, New Mexico. They rose up, killing the American provisional governor and several soldiers. Author Jolie Gallagher, described what happened when a Colonel Price marched into Taos to suppress the uprising: “They laid siege to the village, where terrified citizens took refuge in a church. Not swayed by the sanctity of the church, Price bombarded it with cannon fire. When all was done, 150 Taos villagers lay dead. Price gathered captured rebels and immediately put them on trial for murder and treason. The jury composed entirely of Americans and their sympathizers sentenced the men to hang.” One American witness was appalled, writing, “It certainly did appear to be a great assumption on the part of the Americans to conquer a country, and then arraign the revolting inhabitants for treason. . . . Treason, indeed! What did the poor devil know about his new allegiance? But so it was; and, as the jail was overstocked with others awaiting trial, it was deemed expedient to hasten the execution. . . . I left the room, sick at heart. Justice! Out upon the word, when its distorted meaning is the warrant for murdering those who defend to the last their country and their homes.”33 The existing populations of New Mexico and California were disgusted at the Yankee invaders, and their brutal intimidation tactics, which included rape and robbery. Our “good guys” ethnically cleansed the enormous Native American population of California. Most of the atrocities were committed by the volunteer soldiers, who came largely from the upper and middle classes, and looked down upon the professional troops, 35 percent of whom were unable to write their own name. One private in the Army wrote to his father, “The majority of the Volunteers sent here are a disgrace to the nation; think of one of them shooting a woman washing on the bank of the river—merely to test his rifle; another tore forcibly from a Mexican woman the rings from her ears.” Ulysses S. Grant wrote to his wife: “And how much they seem to enjoy acts of violence too! I would not pretend to guess the number of murders that have been committed upon the persons of poor Mexicans and the soldiers, since we have been here, but the number would startle you.”34 The Mexican War also produced the first instance of media consolidation, as five New York newspapers combined to form the Associated Press, in order to save expenses on firsthand news coverage of the conflict. Future prominent Civil War figures like Grant, Robert E. Lee, Stonewall Jackson, and Jefferson Davis were all combat veterans of the Mexican War.


The assault on Vera Cruz was especially barbaric. One Mexican observer described it: “The surgical hospital, which was situated in the Convent of Santo Domingo, suffered from the fire, and several of the inmates were killed by fragments of bombs bursting at that point. While an operation was being performed on a wounded man, the explosion of a shell extinguished the lights, and when other illumination was brought, the patient was found torn in pieces, and many others dead and wounded.” A New Orleans Delta reporter wrote, “The Mexicans variously estimate their loss at from 500 to 1000 killed and wounded, but all agree that the loss among the soldiery is comparatively small and the destruction among the women and children is very great.” The aforementioned Colonel Ethan Allen Hitchcock stated: “I shall never forget the horrible fire of our mortars . . . going with dreadful certainty and bursting with sepulchral tones often in the centre of private dwellings—it was awful. I shudder to think of it.” Yet the faithful soldier Hitchcock produced “a sort of address to the Mexican people” at the behest of General Winfield Scott, in which it was claimed, “we have not a particle of ill-will towards you—we treat you with all civility—we are not in fact your enemies; we do not plunder your people or insult your women or your religion . . . we are here for no earthly purpose except the hope of obtaining a peace.” A Mexican merchant detailed the bombardment of Mexico City: “In some cases whole blocks were destroyed and a great number of men, women and children killed and wounded.” One lieutenant wrote to his parents about what happened after an officer named Walker was killed in battle: “General Lane . . . told us to ‘avenge the death of the gallant Walker, to . . . take all we could lay hands on’. And well and fearfully was his mandate obeyed. Grog shops were broken open first, and then, maddened with liquor, every species of outrage was committed. Old women and girls were stripped of their clothing—and many suffered still greater outrages. Men were shot by dozens . . . their property, churches, stores and dwelling houses ransacked. . . . Dead horses and men lay about pretty thick, while drunken soldiers, yelling and screeching, were breaking open houses or chasing some poor Mexicans who had abandoned their houses and fled for light. Such a scene I never hope to see again. It gave me a lamentable view of human nature . . . and made me for the first time ashamed of my country.”35 I still believe that Lincoln’s army set the standard for egregious misconduct in war, but this kind of shocking testimony, along with the even earlier Gnadenhutten Massacre, indicates that the horrid instinct for mischief was already there.


Setting yet another precedent that would eventually produce the Marshall Plan after World War II, the United States paid Mexico $15 million after wreaking such destruction upon them. As for the lucrative financial promises made to soldiers, many were victimized by con artists and speculators, who appeared on the scene to try and buy the land warrants given to them by the government. Some soldiers were so desperate for money, that they sold their 160 acres for less than $50. The New York Commercial Advertiser reported in June 1847: “It is a well-known fact that immense fortunes were made out of the poor soldiers who shed their blood in the revolutionary war by speculators who preyed upon their distresses. A similar system of depredation was practiced upon the soldiers of the last war.”36 The profitable nature of all these perpetual wars was described brilliantly by the great General Smedley Butler, as he recounted all the fortunes that came out of World War I. While the promises to the soldiers here appear not to have been literally broken, as they were with the Indians, or the emancipated slaves (“forty acres and a mule”), or the World War I veterans, who never got their bonus, the Mexican American War veterans were still taken advantage of, victims of a rigged system still in its infancy.


Among the loudest voices against the war with Mexico was former President John Quincy Adams. Serving as a congressman from Massachusetts, Adams was one of the few members who voted against the war; as usual, the side advocating conflict won handily, by a 174–14 margin. On February 21, 1848, the Speaker of the House called for a routine vote to bestow medals and adulation on the victorious generals of the Mexican-American War. The eighty-year-old former president bellowed out a “No!” vote, and after rising in an apparent effort to expound further on his opposition, he collapsed. Adams would remain unconscious and die two days later. To be mortally stricken in the act of opposing a typically senseless war was a fitting way for this brilliant man to end his long and illustrious career.37


Polk was a complex man. He voluntarily limited himself to a single presidential term. He was a staunch ally of Andrew Jackson in his battle against the Second Bank of the United States. Henry Clay, who lost the 1844 presidential election to Polk, had been one of the leaders in the Senate censure of President Jackson. Polk himself became the first of the twelve presidents in history at that point to be censured in 1848, for “a war unnecessarily and unconstitutionally begun by the President of the United States.”38 Undoubtedly inspired by the fact Andrew Jackson had won the popular vote in 1824, but because he didn’t receive the required electoral votes, lost the election when the House chose John Quincy Adams, Polk was one of the first politicians to push for the elimination of the Electoral College. Although a southerner, he was also an early opponent of secession. Polk died shortly after leaving office, supposedly from cholera, and was buried with what seems to have been undue haste.




CHAPTER TWO


[image: image]


SCORCHED EARTH AND OTHER PRECEDENTS


Father Abraham: A Short Redux of Lincoln


Lincoln was a master politician, which means that he was a consummate conniver, manipulator, and liar.


—Murray Rothbard1


I covered the unrecognized crimes and tyranny of Abraham Lincoln about as thoroughly as can be in my previous book Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963. The fact that almost everyone in our society continues to revere him above all other historical figures goes a long way toward explaining how we arrived at our particular present Orwellian point.


The mythology of Lincoln is built around the notion that he was a kind man leading benevolent troops, whose primary purpose was to free the slaves. Nothing could be further from the truth, as my previous book demonstrated very clearly. Whatever one can say about the average Southerner of that era, the average Northerner was certainly not supportive of the notion that Blacks were the equal of Whites. As Alexis de Tocqueville observed, “the prejudice of race appears to be stronger in the states that have abolished slavery than in those where it still exists; and nowhere is it so intolerant as in those states where servitude has never been known.”2 As I’ve noted before, even if the Confederates were fighting to keep slavery intact (and I think the evidence suggests otherwise), the Union Army was certainly not fighting for abolition. Lincoln’s most aggressive general, the psychopathic William T. Sherman, exemplified how northerners really felt toward Blacks. In an April 26, 1863, letter to his brother, Senator John Sherman, the general wrote, “I won’t trust n—s to fight yet, but don’t object to the (Federal) government taking them from the enemy & making such use of them as experience may suggest.” Despite the mythology that Sherman “freed” the slaves as he destroyed southern civilization, he actively discouraged them from joining his army, going to the lengths of burning bridges to stop them. Like the rest of the Southern population in the way of Sherman’s troops, the slaves were often left without any food or provisions. Sherman’s July 31, 1862, letter to his wife delineated the Union’s purpose in the war: “Extermination, not of soldiers alone, that is the least part of the trouble, but the [Southern] people.” His wife Ellen, showing the same compassion and tenderness, replied that she hoped for a war “of extermination and that all [Southerners] would be driven like the Swine into the sea.”


Lincoln expounded upon his pragmatic views in a speech in Peoria, Illinois, on October 16, 1854, declaring, “Whether slavery shall go into Nebraska, or other new territories, is not a matter of exclusive concern to the people who may go there. The whole nation is interested that the best use shall be made of these territories. We want them for the homes of free white people. This they cannot be, to any considerable extent, if slavery shall be planted with them. Slave states are the places for poor white people to move from. . . . New free states are the places for poor people to go and better their condition.”3 Radical Republican and Lincoln Secretary of State William Seward explained, “The motive of those who protested against the extension of slavery had always really been concern for the welfare of the white man, and not an unnatural sympathy for the Negro.”4 In a February 27, 1860, speech at New York’s Cooper Institute, Lincoln showed that his views hadn’t changed on the subject when he reiterated his support for the peaceful deportation of Blacks so that “their places be . . . filled up by free white laborers.”5


True abolitionist Lysander Spooner saw Lincoln for what he really was. “All these cries of having ‘abolished slavery,’ of having ‘saved the country,’ of having ‘preserved the union,’ of establishing a ‘government of consent,’ and of ‘maintaining the national honor’ are all gross, shameless, transparent cheats—so transparent that they ought to deceive no one,” Spooner wrote.6 As noted earlier, Lincoln never defended a runaway slave, but did represent their masters in court. He was also a supporter of the Fugitive Slave Law. Not exactly the stuff of a “Great Emancipator.” One of his wealthy clients was an Illinois farmer named Robert Matson who brought slaves into Illinois from Kentucky to work part of the year on his farm. When Matson’s freed Black overseer smuggled the slaves away, Matson brought suit to have his slaves returned. Naturally, Lincoln defended Matson before the Illinois Supreme Court. Lincoln argued that the Illinois Constitution did not apply because the slaves were only seasonal workers and did not reside in the free state of Illinois the entire year. The Court ultimately ruled against Lincoln and emancipated Matson’s slaves.7 Regarding the Fugitive Slave Act, Lincoln confided to a friend, “I confess I hate to see the poor creatures hunted down . . . but I bite my lips and keep quiet.” When he proposed a resolution as a Congressman in 1849, to abolish slavery in the District of Columbia, he included a caveat requiring local authorities to arrest and return fugitive slaves coming into Washington. Wendell Phillips, an abolitionist from Boston, derisively referred to Lincoln as “that slave hound from Illinois.”8 In the first 1858 debate with Stephen Douglas, Lincoln declared, “When they remind us of their constitutional rights [to own slaves], I acknowledge them, not grudgingly but fully and fairly; and I would give them any legislation for the reclaiming of their fugitives.”9 Also in 1858, Lincoln said that if Illinois decided to offer citizenship to Blacks, he would oppose it.10 Even in southern states that had seceded from the Union, Lincoln’s federal marshals enforced the Fugitive Slave Law.11 That’s an odd policy for “good guys” fighting to free the slaves.


Lincoln didn’t treat the Native American population any better than most other White leaders of the era. The Sand Creek Massacre of 1864 happened under his watch. The 3rd Colorado Calvary, under the command of Major John Chivington, had been formed exclusively to hunt down Indians. An 1851 treaty recognizing land as territory belonging to the Cheyenne and Arapaho people, was broken like so many other treaties. Gold being discovered in nearby Pike’s Peak Country undoubtedly had a lot to do with that. First, a new treaty in 1861 “redefined” the Indian land to a fraction of its original size. The majority of tribal leaders refused to accept this land grab, and remained there. Not surprisingly, fighting between Indians and White settlers seeking gold soon followed. On November 29, 1864, Chivington’s troops launched a surprise attack on the Indian encampment. The soldiers slaughtered between 150 and 500 Arapaho and Cheyenne. Adhering to the pattern of “total war” instituted by the Union Army, most of the victims were unarmed women, children, and elderly men. Eyewitness accounts by the soldiers themselves revealed brutalities like sabering young children, or using them for target practice, mutilating the dead by cutting off ears, noses, or fingers as “souvenirs,” removing the genitals of both males and females to use as tobacco pouches or saddle decorations, and as seen in the earlier Gnadenhutten Massacre, the scalping of victims. Captain Silas Soule, who refrained from participating, reported that women were killed as they begged for their lives, and cut their own children’s throats to save them from torture. “It was hard to see little children on their knees have their brains beat out by men professing to be civilized . . . there was no organization among our troops. They were a perfect mob,” Soule stated. Soule would be shot and killed a few weeks after testifying against Chivington and the others, almost certainly in retribution. Foreshadowing the practice of World War II soldiers stealing Japanese skulls as gruesome trophies, the human artifacts from the Sand Creek Massacre would be displayed proudly in some Denver saloons. Chivington resigned his commission before he could be court-martialed, and the government failed to prosecute anyone involved.


This underreported atrocity was similar to other ugly vestiges of the “scorched earth” policy of generals like Sherman and Sheridan. In 1865, John S. Smith told Congress, “I saw the bodies of those lying there cut all to pieces, worse mutilated than any I ever saw before; the women cut all to pieces. . . . With knives; scalped; their brains knocked out; children two or three months old; all ages lying there, from sucking infants up to warriors. . . . By whom were they mutilated? By the United States troops” Robert Bent told the New York Tribune in 1879, “I saw one squaw lying on the bank, whose leg had been broken. A soldier came up to her with a drawn sabre. She raised her arm to protect herself; he struck, breaking her arm. She rolled over, and raised her other arm; he struck, breaking that, and then left her without killing her. I saw one squaw cut open, with an unborn child lying by her side.”12 A Major Anthony reported seeing a soldier shoot and kill a naked three-year-old. The legendary Kit Carson was repulsed as well, telling Col. James Rusling, “Jis’ to think of that dog Chivington and his dirty hounds, up thar at Sand Creek. His men shot down squaws, and blew the brains out of little innocent children. You call sich soldiers Christians, do ye? And Indians savages? What der yer s’pose our Heavenly Father, who made both them and us, thinks of these things? I tell you what, I don’t like a hostile red skin any more than you do. And when they are hostile, I’ve fought ’em, hard as any man. But I never yet drew a bead on a squaw or papoose, and I despise the man who would.”13 This is exactly the kind of criminal behavior Lincoln sanctioned in his generals, and set a precedent that we still see today in the conduct of US troops in our pointless foreign escapades.


Republican Senator John Sherman explained Lincoln’s presidential platform in 1861: “Those who elected Mr. Lincoln expect him to secure to free labor its just right to the territories . . . to protect by wise revenue laws, the labor of our people; to secure the public lands to actual settlers . . . to develop the internal resources of the country by opening new means of communications between the Atlantic and Pacific.” 14 Notice the word “slavery,” the alleged reason why Lincoln pushed such a bloody conflict, is not mentioned. In his first inaugural address, Lincoln stated, “The power confided in me, will be used to hold, occupy and possess the property and places belonging to the government, and to collect the duties and imposts. But beyond what may be necessary for these objects, there will be no invasion, no using force against or among the people anywhere.”15 Has there ever been a more glaring misrepresentation of someone’s political goals? In this address, the word “slavery” appears four times, and Lincoln made it clear that “I have no purpose, directly or indirectly, to interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, and I have no inclination to do so.”16 Lincoln was not a passionate abolitionist. He was a pragmatic politician who had been in the hip pockets of powerful interests his entire political career. I recounted in my previous book how Lincoln invoked slavery as a rationale for the war out of pure political expediency. Lincoln admitted that as a result of the Emancipation Proclamation, “The character of the war will be changed. It will be one of subjugation. . . . The South is to be destroyed and replaced by new propositions and ideas.”17 Not exactly the “malice towards none” we all learned about in school.


The insidious Rothschild banking titans were deeply immersed in American society by the time of the Civil War. As biographer Derek Wilson noted, Nathan Rothschild had “made loans to various states of the Union, had been, for a time, the official European banker for the US government and was a pledged supporter of the Bank of the United States.”18 The shadowy banking family has long been rumored to be in the center of dark conspiratorial activity. As another Rothschild biographer revealed, the correspondence for the London Rothschilds was “destroyed at the orders of successive senior partners” during the Civil War era.19 Quoting author Jim Marrs, “In the middle of this immense flow of money was Rothschild agent Belmont, financing both sides. He strongly influenced bankers in both England and France to support the Union war effort by the purchase of government bonds. In 1863 the Chicago Tribune assailed ‘Belmont, the Rothschilds, and the whole tribe of Jews, who have been buying up Confederate bonds.’ Much later, this charge was styled a ‘libel’ by those who could not understand the duplicity of Belmont and his employers with their public pro-North sentiments. One of the younger Rothschilds visited America at the onset of the war and was as openly pro-Confederate as their agent Belmont was pro-Union. Concerning Lincoln, Salomon Rothschild wrote, ‘He rejects all forms of compromise and thinks only of repression by force of arms. He has the appearance of a peasant and can only tell barroom stories.’ The Rothschilds played both sides and apparently felt little compassion for the American tragedy. Baron Jacob Rothschild rationalized the carnage by telling US minister to Brussels Henry Sanford, ‘When your patient is desperately sick, you try desperate measures, even to blood-letting.’”20 As author G. Edward Griffin concluded, “The boot print of the Rothschild formula is unmistakable across the graves of American soldiers on both sides,”21 Salon ridiculed this entire subject with a predictable June 2, 2011, piece headlined, “Was Abe Lincoln a Jewish Pawn of the Rothschilds?”


While such polls were not taken at the time, many historians admit that for much of the War Between the States, Lincoln’s approval ratings with the public were probably lower than for any other president in history. The midterm 1862 elections were seen as a severe repudiation of him, and his reelection in 1864 was considered to be unlikely. Some didn’t even want Lincoln as the 1864 nominee. Attorney General Edward Bates wrote in his diary, “The Baltimore Convention . . . has surprised and mortified me greatly. It did indeed nominate Mr. Lincoln, but . . . as if the object were to defeat their own nomination. They were all (nearly) instructed to vote for Mr. Lincoln, but many of them hated to do it.” The Radical Republicans turned against him to such an extent that their Wade-Davis Manifesto accused him of “grave Executive usurpation” and “a studied outrage on the legislative authority.” Court historians generally credit Lincoln’s implausible reelection to William Sherman’s vicious conquering of Georgia in early September 1864. Lincoln’s friend A. K. McClure observed, “There was no time between January of 1864 and September 3 of the same year when McClellan would not have defeated Lincoln for President.”22 McClellan’s “The War is a Failure. Peace Now!” platform was smashed, as notions of peace have always been in this country, by a major military victory.


Lincoln’s vote total went down from 1860 in several states, and he was crushed by McClellan in New York City. Despite this, the results showed Lincoln somehow winning New York State. In response to the overt electoral fraud in the 2020 presidential elections, mainstream media outlets had the audacity to claim that Democrats had attempted to subvert the electoral process in 1864 by blocking mail-in ballots, much as modern Democrats would allege modern Republicans did in 2020. In reality, as I have noted many times, Lincoln instructed his commanders not to furlough soldiers who were suspected of being McClellan supporters.23 In a November 9, 2020, piece for the Mises Daily, Thomas DiLorenzo wrote, “In border states like Maryland, where there was powerful opposition to the war, federal soldiers flooded the cities on election days and were instructed to vote, even though they were not residents of those states.” Lincoln is lauded by the court historians simply for permitting an election during the war, and if there was any fraud in their eyes, it was on the part of Lincoln’s opponents. Officially, we are told that Lincoln crushed McClellan in the Electoral College, despite his obvious unpopularity and the distrust of his own party. Lincoln has the reputation of the kindly peacemaker, while he tenaciously pushed war, and McClellan, who alone among the Union generals wanted no part of Grant’s ghastly attrition strategy, is portrayed as a coward. History is written by the victors.


The outright thievery practiced by Lincoln’s troops, which I described in detail in Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963, continued immediately after Lee surrendered to Grant at Appomattox. Wilmer McLean had moved his family from their Manassas farm after both armies began converging on his property in 1861, and a union shell exploded in his kitchen. He hoped that the Appomattox Courthouse was far enough removed from the madness to keep his family safe. As the owner of the house where the surrender took place, McLean would later claim that Union soldiers immediately began stealing his furniture. Union Gen. Philip H. Sheridan was said to have purchased the table that the surrender agreement was signed on for $20 in gold. McLean insisted that the furnishings were stolen, while the soldiers claimed they paid for the items. Eyewitness New York Herald reporter Sylvanus Cadwallader stated that Gen. George Custer paid McLean $25 for one of the tables used during the signing. “Officers then began forcing money into McLean’s hands, but McLean threw it back. Suddenly there was a rush, and the furniture was gone. Cane-bottomed chairs were ruthlessly cut to pieces, the cane splits broken into pieces a few inches long, and parceled out among those who swarmed around. Haircloth upholstery was cut from chairs, and sofas were also cut into strips and patches carried away.” Wilmer McLean’s son-in-law reported, “I have heard Mrs. McLean say frequently that the Union troops not only stole the tables and chairs besides other small furniture, but even took the children’s playthings.” Some young officers grabbed a rag doll, “lovingly handmade by a doting mother,” belonging to seven-year-old Lula McLean, and “tossed [it] from one to the other, and called [it] the ‘Silent Witness.’”24


As we have shown, horrible atrocities were committed by American military troops going back to the War for Independence. Certainly, the unconstitutional war with Mexico produced a bunch of them. The treatment of American Indians was often disgraceful. Women and children were targeted. Rape was rampant. Widespread theft of property occurred. But it took Lincoln and his bloodthirsty generals to refine such cruelty to an ugly art, and justify it as “total war.”


I had a nice phone conversation with rumored George McClellan descendent Charles Ragan on April 18, 2022. Ragan was unsure of his exact relation to McClellan, but it could not have been a direct one since McClellan’s son and daughter died without having children. Ragan would subsequently tell me his aunt, who had done research on the family, had determined they weren’t related to McClellan. I dug deeper into George McClellan’s roots, and was astonished at how many of his siblings, nieces, and nephews went childless. Still others strangely listed “private” instead of their offspring’s names, and in a few instances, even kept their spouse’s name as “private.” I couldn’t escape the notion that perhaps McClellan’s descendants were, and are, ashamed to publicize their relationship with such an unfairly maligned historical figure.


Ulysses S. Grant: The Butcher


He is a butcher and is not fit to be at the head of an army. Yes, he generally manages to claim a victory, but such a victory! He loses two men to the enemy’s one. He has no management, no regard for life.


—Mary Todd Lincoln25


Despite his earlier proclaimed distaste for the atrocities of the Mexican War, Ulysses S. Grant’s record during the Civil War wasn’t pretty. Grant was not an impressive military man. Like the other northern generals, he consistently lost battles to the plucky undermanned Confederate forces, who were led by far superior strategists. As the quote from Mary Todd Lincoln, who has been treated much more harshly than her husband by the court historians, indicates, Grant earned the ugly sobriquet of “Butcher” due to his proclivity for sacrificing his troops in a war of attrition. Even Grant came to regret his most inexcusable move in this regard, writing in the memoir he wrote at the end of his life, “I have always regretted that the very last assault at Cold Harbor was ever made. No advantage whatever was gained to compensate for the heavy loss we sustained.” Grant’s staff officer Horace Porter would recount, thirty years later, “As I came near one of the regiments which was making preparations for the next morning’s assault, I noticed that many of the soldiers had taken off their coats, and seemed to be engaged in sewing up rents in them. The exhibition of tailoring seemed rather peculiar at such a moment, but upon closer examination it was found that the men were calmly writing their names and home addresses on slips of paper, and pinning them on the backs of their coats, so that their dead bodies might be recognized upon the field, and their fate known to their families at home.” It is estimated that some 7,000 Union soldiers died in this single, absolutely pointless charge.26 Porter would also describe Grant’s unemotional response to a particularly bloody attack on his forces, noting that upon receiving the news, he went to Grant’s tent “and found him sleeping as soundly and peacefully as an infant.” When Porter explained the situation, Grant’s “military instincts convinced him that it was a gross exaggeration, and as he had already made every provision for meeting any renewed attempts against the right, he turned over in his bed, and immediately went to sleep again.”


While Lincoln belittled Grant’s predecessor George McClellan for his cautiousness and continually questioned his strategy, he trusted Grant to such an extent that he wrote, “The particulars of your plan I neither know or seek to know. You are vigilant and self-reliant; and, pleased with this, I wish not to obtrude any restraints or constraints upon you.”27 Grant had, up until the Civil War, been what most people would have called a disappointment in life, if not a failure. He wasn’t helped by being a heavy drinker. Grant’s other nickname was “Unconditional Surrender,” due to his steadfast refusal to negotiate with the enemy. He also was irrationally proud and stubborn. After the disastrous last charge at Cold Harbor, Grant let his men’s corpses lay out in the sun for four days before asking for a truce, as military tradition decreed that the one asking for a truce was admitting defeat. He lied about the massive casualties at Cold Harbor, telling the War Office that the losses were “not severe.” Sixty-five thousand of Grant’s men were killed, wounded, or went missing during the Overland Campaign in 1864. The damning portrayals of Grant and other Union generals by southern sympathizers in the years following the war have been dismissed by the court historians as white supremacist and racist drivel. Again, the constant reminder that history is written by the victors. One of the most popular of these revisionist views of the war was Edward Pollard’s 1867 book The Lost Cause. Pollard charged that Grant “contained no spark of military genius; his idea of war was to the last degree rude—no strategy, the mere application of the vis inertia . . . the momentum of numbers.” Over a hundred years later, biographer William McFeeley echoed this assessment, describing the Overland Campaign as “a nightmare of inhumanity and inept military strategy that ranks with the worst such episodes in the history of warfare.”28


Grant was an integral part of the “total war” strategy of the Union army during the Civil War, which held that basically “all was fair” in defeating the enemy. While ancient wars had been full of atrocities, the Enlightenment “stressed that violence against non-combatants was barbaric and unworthy of modern military forces.”29 I provided countless examples of the horrors inflicted upon the civilian population of the South by generals like Sherman, Sheridan, and Grant in my book Crimes and Cover-Ups in American Politics: 1776–1963. The United States under Lincoln opted not to sign the Geneva Convention of 1862, which was an outgrowth of the Crimean War and was signed by ten European nations. Lincoln overturned the long-standing American tradition of following the international law code of Swiss jurist Emmerich de Vattel’s Law of Nations. Because the law emphasized the protection of noncombatants, Lincoln replaced it with his General Orders no. 100, known as the Lieber Code of 1863. The Prussian-born Francis Lieber was, like Lincoln, no fan of our Constitution. He scoffed at the American system as “confederacies of petty sovereigns” which were based on the “obsolete ideas” of Thomas Jefferson. Lincoln, as noted earlier, despised Jefferson. The Lieber Code gave the president broad wartime authority to deny or suspend constitutional rights. In 1904, the new Geneva Convention adopted the Lieber Code almost word for word. The Code permitted “destruction of property” out of “military necessity.” Obviously, this covered the tremendous crimes of generals like Sherman and Sheridan quite nicely. The Lieber Code, with its myriad of restrictions based on “military necessity,” has even trickled down to our militarized police forces today, with corrupt law enforcement officials justifying the most outrageous conduct because of concerns for the police officers’ safety. Lincoln’s early blockade of southern ports on April 19, 1861, set yet another dangerous precedent; that withholding food and medicine from civilians is an acceptable aspect of war. Some 500,000 children died during the diabolical American embargo, or as it was typically phrased, “sanctions,” against Iraq from 1990 to 2003, to cite just one horrific example.


Lincoln was quite open in his ruthless views about the South. To an Illinois congressman who requested that he “maul” the southerners, Lincoln replied, “Tell the people of Illinois that I’ll do it.”30 Grant, like Sherman, Sheridan and others, was on board with Lincoln’s desires. During the ferocious battle of Shiloh in April 1862, Grant vowed to “consume everything (of civilian property) that could be used to support or supply the armies.”31
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