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Chapter One

Introduction 

“The opposite of a correct statement is a false statement. But the opposite of a 
profound truth may well be another profound truth.”

—William Jennings Bryan

This book takes almost everything you learned in school about the 
Civil War and turns it right side up. Even the name of the conflict 
is wrong. What you know, or think you know, about the Civil War, 
Abraham Lincoln, secession, slavery, emancipation, racial justice in 
nineteenth-century America, and the effects of these events on our 
lives today is almost entirely mistaken.

Some may ask, “So what?” It’s a reasonable question that has been 
answered at least in part by former New York governor Mario Cuomo 
in his 2004 book, Why Lincoln Matters: Today More than Ever.1

The front flap of Cuomo’s book claims “the contemporary 
relevance of Lincoln’s message” includes among others, the issue of 
“the role of government,” which is part of the “American scripture,” 
that Cuomo asserts was revealed to us by our storied and hallowed 
sixteenth president. Historian Gabor Boritt applies the word “Gospel” 
to Lincoln’s utterances. Say, “Hallelujah,” say “Amen.”

Cuomo is correct that Lincoln does indeed matter; that the 
Leviathan-like role of the central government matters; that the 
statists and central planners of America’s contemporary welfare/
warfare/nanny-state worship, revere, absolve, and deify Lincoln for 
all the things he had no legal authority to do but did anyway, and all 
the things he is credited with doing but never actually accomplished. 
(And with the completion of this paragraph, there is nothing else 
with which to agree with Governor Cuomo).

The central truth about the Civil War is that it was not simply a 
conflict between North and South; it was a conflict between the 
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Southern states and the federal government. The federal government 
won, and the Feds have been winning ever since.

Today, the federal government decides how much water we flush 
down the toilet. It decides how much rat feces is an acceptable 
amount of rodent droppings in the nation’s grain supply (which 
equates to how much feces the government allows in your box 
of Wheaties®). It decides how many glass shards are permitted 
in a bottle of baby food. It decides which county will be a “corn” 
county or a “cotton,” “dairy,” “tobacco,” “rice,” or “sugar” county. 
It has gradually federalized the learning curriculum in public 
and private schools, virtually erasing the differences between the 
two. It has federalized charitable response to disasters through 
the Federal Emergency Management Agency and its “partnering” 
with the American red Cross. It decides the rules of golf and the 
temperature of hot coffee.

Since there is nothing in the Constitution that authorizes the 
federal government to do any of these things, one might conclude 
that the government has no more right to tell a farmer what crops 
he can or cannot grow on his land than it has to tell the farmer’s 
daughter whom she may or may not marry. Yet the power to tell us 
what we cannot do, and to tell us what we must do, was usurped by 
Lincoln in 1861 and aggrandized by almost every president since.

Some seem to think that the power of the federal government 
extends only to those activities that are objectively good. This view 
is sadly naïve. The federal government took to itself the power to 
release massive clouds of radioactive iodine, deliberately and secretly 
exposing the public, because it placed a higher value on research 
data on the health effects of radiation than it did the actual health 
of its citizens. It is the largest polluter in the history of man. It has 
interred American citizens against their will—citizens who were not 
even accused of breaking the law—because it thought they might. It 
confiscated Americans’ gold money and gave them paper in return. 
It has even burned women and children to death in the name of 
protecting them from what it considered a dangerous religious cult.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) can now monitor the 
books you check out of the library, the e-mail you send, and the 
Internet chat rooms you visit without bothering with a warrant, all 
under the presumption that such monitoring protects us from acts 

lua1e01.indd   12 6/26/2009   2:15:33 PM



 Introduction 13

of terrorism. A recent U.S. president has asserted that surreptitious 
surveillance of citizens is his duty.

America has become a combination of a “police” as well as a 
“nanny” state. The federal government wants to protect us against 
crime, and the Justice Department reports that the United States 
has the highest percentage of adult male citizens behind bars of any 
country in the world. Prison construction is a growth industry.

The federal government offers entertainment and warns us about 
things that might hurt us, just as a good nanny would do. Many 
federal agencies offer coloring books to indoctrinate children in 
the value of the “village” that one prominent U.S. politician says is 
needed to raise them. The federal government warns us that eating 
too much will make us fat; that drinking too much will make us 
drunk; that eating rancid meat will make us sick; that smoking will 
kill us. The Consumer Product Safety Commission issued a voluntary 
recall of Martha Stewart Everyday®-brand candles, which it claimed, 
“May ignite, posing a fire and burn hazard.” (Isn’t this what candles 
are supposed to do?) It is reminiscent of the ronald reagan retort to 
the National Park Service’s published warning that insects crawling 
into the ears of hikers could lead to a painful condition: “You know 
we’d have never thought of that one by ourselves.”

In the near future, the National Transportation Safety Board 
wants to track your car in real time 24/7 using an aerospace-type 
“black box” enhanced with global positioning system technology. 
The Department of Agriculture wants to implant a chip in every farm 
animal and household pet. Are we next? The implementation of a 
national identity card by the Department of Homeland Security is 
well underway (papers please). The Food and Drug Administration 
wants to use miniature radio transmitters to track your prescription 
pain medicine and Viagra from the pharmacy to your home. National 
security bureaucrats have access to your every credit and debit card 
purchase in the “mother of all databases.” Video surveillance of 
public and private places can track you as you move from place to 
place. Eye-, face-, voice-, and handprint-recognition systems know 
where you have been. Traffic cameras nab you when you transgress 
(even though the police have no probable cause to surveil your 
activities). Bar codes record what you buy, where you shop, and 
when you shop. Passwords record where or to what you have gained 
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access. Computer “cookies” record your every move on the Internet. 
Between “don’t-fly” lists, digital cell phones, computerized ID badges 
for schoolchildren, spyware on your computer, and IrS records, 
“Big Brother” is already watching you, and he always wants to know 
more.

Technology has made our lives transparent; Lincoln paved the 
way for this Leviathan-like role of government with his “American 
scripture” in everyday life—the Father Abraham of the Messianic 
American republic cum empire. Just ask Mario Cuomo.

The essence of the Lincoln counterrevolution was the overthrow 
of the principle of “consent of the governed,” at first only as it applied 
to the consent of the states, then increasingly to the individual 
citizen who is defenseless before the government behemoth. Just as 
the fictional computer Hal (in Arthur C. Clark’s epic book and film 
2001: A Space Odyssey) morphed from the role of servant to master, so 
too the Feds have demoted the individual from the status of citizen 
to subject, whose consent is no longer needed, sought, or relevant.

Thus begins the end of the experiment of limited government 
commenced by the Founding Fathers. Their distrust of government 
has evolved into government’s distrust of us.

The following sections in this chapter address the basic argument 
of this book, which is secession of the Southern states was legal and the 
counterrevolution Lincoln perpetrated in the name of “preserving 
the Union” was illegal.

Secession was Legal
Secession was the acid test of the American revolution and the 
Confederates were the true defenders of the natural rights of man 
that were asserted by the Colonies and the people in the Declaration 
of Independence and codified (for the most part) in the Bill of 
rights to the Constitution.

The nation failed the test.
The most obvious legal argument supporting secession relates 

to sovereignty. Numerous Supreme Court rulings spanning the 
eighteenth through twenty-first centuries hold that the people of the 
states are sovereign. They alone, not the federal government, ultimately 
hold the reins of political power. In 1787-90, they alone created the 
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Constitution through the ratification process of conventions in each 
state, just as today they hold the sole and exclusive political authority 
to amend the Constitution. Three-quarters of the states, acting 
through their individual legislatures, must agree to any amendment 
to the Constitution.

Southern secession was legal by application of three Supreme 
Court doctrines expounded in numerous rulings that were the law 
of the land at the time and remain so today.

The unmistakability doctrine is one of the three current Supreme 
Court doctrines that support a state’s right to withdraw from the 
union of states. Unmistakability holds that in contracts between the 
government and private parties, the government cannot transfer any 
attribute of sovereignty except in unmistakable terms. This doctrine 
applies to the federal government and state and local government 
and their agencies. A contract is nothing more than a voluntary 
agreement among parties. In fact, if any agreement is not voluntarily 
adopted by the parties to it (in other words if one party coerces the 
other to agree to the contract), it is not a valid contract and cannot 
be enforced. Under the unmistakability doctrine, since states cannot 
transfer attributes of sovereignty in private agreements, how can 
they do so in public agreements (such as the ratification of the U.S. 
Constitution) except in unmistakable terms? We will see later that 
no form of the word “sovereign” is in the Constitution because the 
Founding Fathers believed it would make it impossible to obtain 
ratification.

Another current doctrine of the court is known as “legislative 
entrenchment.” This doctrine is traced from English common law 
hundreds of years ago, yet it originated in the roman republic a 
century before Christ.

This doctrine holds that one legislature cannot bind a future 
legislature by a simple act. In other words, any action that a past 
legislature was competent to enact, a future legislature is competent 
to modify or repeal.

Here’s how legislative entrenchment applies to the question 
of secession. If the legislatures of the four Southern states (that 
would secede in 1860-61) were competent to enact a mechanism to 
choose a convention to ratify the Constitution in 1787-90, they were 
equally competent to convene a convention with the same authority 
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in 1860-61, which is to say the authority to rescind ratification and 
sever political ties with the United States. This is precisely what South 
Carolina, Georgia, Virginia, and North Carolina did; they simply 
rescinded their prior ratification of the Constitution. Virginia even 
titled its secession ordinance “An ordinance to repeal the ratification 
of the Constitution of the United States of America by the State of 
Virginia . . .” These states’ actions were in perfect harmony also with 
the right of revolution, i.e., the right to alter or abolish the form of 
government over them, a right that remains in the wording of many 
state constitutions even in the twenty-first century, the same right 
upon which the Colonies declared their independence.

All the other Southern states (as well as Northern) have the same 
rights and prerogatives of the original Thirteen Colonies under the 
Supreme Court doctrine of the equality of the states, also known as 
the equal footing doctrine. This doctrine, which is still in force today, 
holds that by constitutional necessity every state is admitted to the 
Union on an equal footing with the original states just as if they had 
been one of the original thirteen. Upon Tennessee’s statehood in 
1796, Congress included a clause in the act of admission that provided 
Tennessee entered the Union “on an equal footing with the original 
states in all respects whatever.” Prior to Tennessee’s admission, 
Vermont and Kentucky had been admitted with conceptually similar 
language. Since Tennessee’s admission, every subsequent state has 
had the same language in their statehood-enabling act.

In addition to these current doctrines of the court, secession 
is a “reserved power” under the Tenth Amendment. The Tenth 
Amendment was the final part of the Bill of rights. It is one of the shortest 
amendments:

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the states 
respectively, or to the people.

The Constitution is silent on whether it is a perpetual and 
irreversible commitment of union by and among the states. It is 
silent on whether the states and the people have given up their right 
to alter or abolish forms of government over them. It is silent on 
the severing of political ties by or among the states. Clearly, such 
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powers are “not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the states.” Therefore these powers, including 
secession, “are reserved to the states respectively, or to the people.” 
Following the Civil War, Congress required the occupied Southern 
states renounce the right of secession before they were readmitted 
to the Union. How does one renounce a right without legitimately 
possessing it to start with?

So we see that the people are sovereign in all states, or they are 
sovereign not at all. They retain their rights and prerogatives unless 
they have unmistakably transferred them to the federal government. 
The legislatures of the states and the people retain the right to “alter 
or abolish” forms of government that no longer serve their interests 
and to repeal any existing political arrangement that was agreed-to 
previously. otherwise, the issue of the permanence and indivisibility 
of the central government has been illegally entrenched, and the 
people no longer have sovereign authority to address these issues.

The Civil War was an Illegal Counterrevolution to Free the Federal 
Government from Constitutional Restrictions of Power

The war was an illegal counterrevolution for the purpose of severing 
what Jefferson referred to as the “chains” of the Constitution, to leave 
the federal government free to do whatever it could get away with 
politically and militarily. In its place came the central government 
that we have today with virtual unlimited power to plunder society 
and transfer wealth to politically favored groups and industries, i.e., 
corporate welfare.

Lincoln operated under his theory that as commander in chief he 
had extraordinary power do whatever he determined was warranted 
to “preserve the Union,” with or without the consent of Congress, even 
if the authority he exercised was beyond the enumerated powers of 
Congress (Article I) or the president (Article II).of course, his actions 
were almost entirely outside the law. He carried out a Machiavellian 
counterrevolution to establish the federal government’s carte blanche 
role in re-creating the nation into the image of his choosing.

The war also overturned the most sacred and fundamental principle 
in the Declaration of Independence, that “governments are instituted 
among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.”
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It was imperative for Lincoln to overturn the principle of consent 
in order to defeat secession. As long as states believed their consent 
was optional and could be withdrawn via secession, it was impossible 
to remake the federal government into today’s Leviathan. It would 
always be a self-limiting process if any state, or group of states, were 
pushed too far by the federal government. Secession stood in the 
way of the dream of the almighty, dominant central state.

As long as secession existed as at least a debatable option, the 
federal government could never become more than the loose 
confederation that it had been under Lincoln’s fifteen predecessors. 
Pres. Franklin Pierce referred to this confederation as “the congress of 
sovereignties,” an explicit acknowledgment that sovereignty resided 
in the citizens of the states rather than the federal government. It was 
the people who created what was widely referred to as the American 
“experiment” in government, and at no time have the people willingly 
or consciously forsaken the right to alter or abolish it.

It was the boys wearing the butternut and gray, not the boys in 
blue, who fought to save that principle. As H. L. Mencken noted, 
Lincoln’s argument in the Gettysburg Address was that the Union 
soldiers who died there “sacrificed their lives to the cause of self-
determination—that government of the people, by the people, for 
the people, would not perish of the earth.” Mencken emphatically 
disagrees: “It is difficult to imagine anything more untrue. The Union 
soldiers in the battle actually fought against self-determination; it 
was the Confederates who fought for the right of their people to 
govern themselves.”

Today, the federal government supervises and polices the ethical 
standards in state government, as if government at the federal level 
is free of corruption. It routinely entraps and prosecutes members of 
state legislatures even while those law-making bodies are in session. 
often these entrapment schemes violate state law. What law gives 
the FBI agents the right to violate state law? Which is the greater 
corruption of the Constitution: the state official caught by the FBI 
with his hand in the till, or the FBI agent who tramples state law in 
pursuit of a headline arrest?

When the chains of the Constitution were shed, they were 
replaced with the raw exercise of power that is a law unto itself, no 
longer limited by the Constitution. The Founding Fathers feared 
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such an eventuality, and that is why they deliberately distributed 
political power in order to avoid the tyranny that would result from 
its centralization.

The War Neither “Freed the Slaves” Nor Did It “Preserve the 
Union”

The initiation of the war had nothing to do with either ending 
slavery or preserving the Union. Technically speaking, it did neither. 
The Thirteenth Amendment freed the slaves, and it did not come 
until months after Lee surrendered. All slaves held in bondage at 
the beginning of the war in what Lincoln referred to as the “loyal” 
slave-holding states of Missouri, Kentucky, and Maryland (as well as 
Delaware) remained in bondage when the guns fell silent.

In 1863, when Lincoln signed the congressional act that admitted 
the State of West Virginia to the Union—a federally approved albeit 
legally dubious secession from Virginia—it was admitted as a slave 
state.

When slavery was legally ended one by one in the Northern 
states, not a single slave owner who lost his chattel property did so 
without receiving compensation. Slavery was abolished gradually in 
every Northern state that chose to end it. There was no immediate, 
instantaneous emancipation anywhere in the North. Nor did Lincoln 
emancipate any slaves, anywhere, at any time. Indeed, he reversed 
emancipation announced by one of his commanders in Missouri. 
Moreover, when time came for his Emancipation Proclamation, it 
was carefully written in legal double-talk to appear to emancipate 
slaves when in fact it craftily avoided emancipation in occupied areas 
of Tennessee and Louisiana (where he had the actual power to bring 
it about). When John Wilkes Booth assassinated the so-called Great 
Emancipator, he had freed not a single slave by law.

In addition, if the war was fought to “preserve the Union,” why is 
it that the conquered Southern states were required by the federal 
government to be readmitted in order to obtain representation in 
Congress? Each such readmitted state was voted on by Congress just 
as Congress had done when the first “new” state, Vermont, fourteenth 
in order of admission, and every state thereafter was admitted. Even 
four of the original thirteen states of Lincoln’s preserved Union 
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were forced to be readmitted just as if they had never been part of 
the nation.

Since the federal government won this war to preserve the Union, 
why did it impose military governments on the Southern states whose 
place in that Union it had preserved? Why did the U.S. Army dictate 
the terms of several new state constitutions in the preserved Union? 
The citizens of Mississippi and Texas labored the longest—six years—
under military government without the benefit of representation in 
Congress. What was it about the preserved Union of those states that 
the federal government was certain justified the slaughter of 620,000 
Americans? In victory, the federal government’s actions looked a lot 
more like conquest than preservation.

Northerners Had No Interest in Racial Justice
Perhaps the most powerful misconception about the Civil War is 
that the Northern states were on the right side of the race issue and 
relished the idea of freeing Southern-held slaves. The fact is that 
Northerners had no interest in dying for racial justice in 1861. For 
the most part, they despised and hounded free blacks and enacted 
Jim Crow laws as a means of preventing them from crossing the 
borders of Northern states. In short, they wanted to keep all blacks 
out of the Northern states and maintain the western territories as 
white only. Negro exclusion laws worked quite well in the North as 
hundreds of communities from ohio to Iowa remain segregated, 
virtually white only today.

on the eve of the Civil War, ohio was one of several states that 
required free blacks to post a $1,000 good-behavior bond in order to 
cross its border. Virtually no one, white or black, had $1,000 cash at that 
time. In Illinois, it was a crime for a white person to aid a free black in 
crossing into the state. In Indiana, free blacks had virtually no rights. 
Even the term “free” state (the opposite of “slave” state) is a misnomer 
in that forms of slave bondage survived in New Jersey and Illinois, and 
perhaps other Northern states, up to and during the Civil War.

Prior to the Civil War, free blacks could not vote in any Northern 
state outside four New England states, Massachusetts, Vermont, New 
Hampshire, and Maine, where virtually no blacks lived. Previously, 
Connecticut and rhode Island had allowed Negro suffrage but took 
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it away in 1818 and 1836, respectively. White voters in Wisconsin 
defeated black suffrage four separate times, including on the eve 
of the war and again at the war’s end in 1865. At least twenty-five 
statewide referenda for black suffrage in Northern states in the 
prewar era through 1868 ended in failure. Not a single one passed. 
Except for Massachusetts, no black man had served on a jury prior 
to 1860 in the North. Blacks could not testify against a white man in 
most Northern courts even if they were the victims of violence at the 
hands of a white perpetrator.

In 1859, two years before the war, Congress voted to admit oregon, 
which became the only state to have a race-based exclusion clause in 
its constitution at the time of statehood.  During the war in 1862, 
Illinois voters passed a Negro exclusion amendment to their state 
Constitution.

Northern business interests and port workers continued to 
benefit from participation in the illegal Atlantic slave trade for 
decades after it was abolished in 1808, right up to the virtual eve 
of Civil War hostilities. Northern intellectuals were also hostile 
toward Jews. Books, articles, speeches, and sermons by New England 
universalist-dominated clergy and intelligentsia were filled with anti-
Semitic terms and references. By contrast, Charleston had the most 
influential Jewish community during the Colonial and pre-Lincoln 
periods, and the first three Jewish members of the U.S. Senate were 
all Southerners (David Yulee of Florida and Judah P. Benjamin and 
Benjamin F. Jonas both of Louisiana). It was almost a century before 
a Jew represented any Northern state in the Senate chamber.

“The Final Solution of the Indian Problem”
And then there was the Indian problem.

Before the war ended (and extending for another two decades 
after the war), the federal government committed itself to a policy 
of racial genocide of the Plains Indians, who were in the way of the 
railroads. After the war, William Sherman even coined the term 
“final solution of the Indian problem,” which had precisely the same 
connotation for Jews in Europe when the Nazis borrowed the term 
seventy-five years later.

It is illustrative as to the racial attitude of Lincoln that he approved 
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in his own handwriting the largest mass execution in the history of 
North America, consisting of thirty-eight Indians and “half-breeds” 
(Lincoln’s words) who were all hanged together in Minnesota the day 
after Christmas 1862. They were arrested, tried, predictably convicted, 
and executed by the U.S. Army without benefit of the civilian courts.

Ask yourself, how can a government wage a war of racial justice 
in one part of the country while simultaneously carrying out racial 
genocide in another?

War Criminals Under Their Own Military Code of Justice
 Abraham Lincoln, Ulysses Grant, William Sherman, Henry Halleck, 
and others were war criminals under the Lieber Code, which was 
commissioned by Lincoln and issued by his generals. If the federal 
government had lost the war, they would likely have been hanged.

Historians credit Sherman as the father of “total warfare,” war on 
the civilian population. His military superiors, Grant and Halleck, also 
knew and approved of his actions by both omission and commission. 
Lincoln searched desperately for a combination of generals to win at 
any cost and found them with Grant commanding the Army of the 
Potomac and Sherman the Army of the Tennessee.

The crimes were systematic, pervasive, and deliberate. Starvation 
of civilians; house burnings; kidnapping; forced labor; the use of slave 
labor; the use of Confederate soldiers as human shields in combat; 
the murder of soldiers who were attempting to surrender; threats 
and actual acts of retaliation and retribution on both military and 
civilians; banishment of Jews; revenge killings; torture; and wanton 
destruction of private property were all illegal under the U.S. Army’s 
Lieber Code and placed the Union high command as well as Lincoln 
in jeopardy of their liberty and lives.

These developments are important because a direct line in the 
history of warfare on civilians as well as the development of the 
international law of war crimes can be traced from Vicksburg, Atlanta, 
and Savannah to the fire bombings of German civilian population 
centers, Hiroshima, the My Lai village, and the Abu Ghraib prison.

America’s federal Leviathan is in the historically unenviable 
position of demanding a level of conduct and justice from others 
that is infinitely higher than anything it has enforced on itself.
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Enter the European Revolutionaries
European revolutionaries, including Karl Marx, influenced the 
radical wing of the republican Party, which was politically assisted by 
thousands of revolutionaries from Central Europe who immigrated 
to America following the failed revolutions of 1848. Lincoln’s 
nomination as the republican presidential candidate in 1860 would 
have been much less likely without the support of recent German 
dogmatic émigrés, thousands of whom had literally taken up arms 
and participated in the 1848 European revolutions. Lincoln’s election 
as president would have been impossible without their support.

The German immigrants who participated in those revolutions 
and came to America are known in history as the Forty-Eighters. They 
came to American shores with their own unique weltanschauung: 
A political agenda to remake their new homeland into the strong 
central state that would enforce their views of equality throughout 
the nation and the rest of the world. They were antiprivate-property 
statists who opposed the relatively weak confederacy of the existing 
federalism of the Founding Fathers just as they opposed the weak, 
fractured confederacy of states and principalities in the Fatherland.

Though they failed to break the power of the aristocracy in 
Germany in the 1840s, they contributed enormously to Lincoln’s 
counterrevolution of the 1860s to break the chains of the Constitution 
and establish a powerful and dominant federal government. otto 
von Bismarck emulated the Lincoln model in his Fatherland in the 
1870s just as  Adolf Hitler and Joseph Goebbels perhaps patterned 
the Nazi policy of lebensraum in Eastern Europe on the Lincoln/
Sherman/Grant model for dealing with the Plains Indians.

Secession Is Political Divorce
Secession is the philosophical equivalent to divorce. It is a political 
divorce where a party to the political marriage believes it is no longer 
in its interest to maintain the relationship. As a marriage between a 
man and a woman is not legal without the consent of both parties, 
so it is with political unions. Yet the parties to political divorce have 
no more legal, moral, or philosophical justification to preserve the 
relationship by force of arms and loss of life than do the parties of an 
actual divorce. If the opposite were true, the use of physical force by 
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the more powerful of the parties to divorce would be commonplace 
and the result would be predictable.

Divorce often is painful, traumatic, contentious, regrettable, 
expensive, and sometimes avoidable. However, no contemporary 
Western society recognizes any right to use force to prevent divorce, 
much less to restore a broken union. Likewise, the law of the land 
can grant every imaginable right and prerogative to a marriage 
partner save one—the right of peaceable separation and divorce—
and all the other rights are meaningless. Just as with secession, if one 
partner of the marriage withdraws consent to the union and desires 
peaceable separation and divorce rather than coerced union, but 
the other partner has the right to use force to “preserve the union,” 
the first partner has no rights at all.

If violence is an unacceptable method of maintaining a union 
between individuals, if the parties who consensually create a union 
have the right to withdraw without fear of violence from the other 
party, so it must be among political unions of civilized people who 
are ruled by law rather than coercive force. Political divorce neither 
demands nor justifies the murder of either party.

Emory University philosophy professor Dr. Donald W. Livingston 
uses the dissolution of the Soviet Union as a modern-day example. 
Livingston has noted the irony that peaceful secession was allowed in 
a totalitarian communist state (the former U.S.S.r.), yet war was the 
answer to secession in the liberal Western democracy of America. He 
asks rhetorically, whether we consider Mikhail Gorbachev a failure 
because he did not precipitate a war to “preserve the [Soviet] Union?”

What Were the Politically Centrifugal Forces Pulling North and 
South Apart?

The Civil War was a struggle between political partners who, as many 
married partners discover about their own relationships, grew apart 
and over the years became increasingly dissimilar.

The dissimilarities between North and South loomed significant 
and apparent. By 1860, the economies of the two regions could not 
have been more different. The South remained almost exclusively 
agrarian while the North had experienced nearly a century of 
industrialization. The labor systems that evolved in these two 
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economies, a combination of free and slave labor in the South and 
exclusively wage labor in the North, were also different.

These economic systems produced different political interests. 
The South exported food and fiber and imported manufactured 
goods from Europe. Free trade was the South’s preference. The 
North wanted high tariffs to protect its uncompetitive industry and 
preferential access to the Southern market. In addition, tariff was the 
government’s main source of tax revenue. This meant the Southerners 
paid most of the taxes, subsidizing the industrial North.

Perhaps the most fundamental difference between these two partners 
was the biracial nature of Southern culture (by then more than two 
hundred years old) versus the almost all white culture of the North.

During the antebellum period, mostly Celtic peoples settled in the 
backwoods and frontier South while the North was predominantly 
Anglo-Saxon. These groups didn’t much like each other in the old 
World, and little changed when they migrated to the New.

There were deep religious differences between North and South. 
The North was home to numerous radical or new religions, various 
social reform movements, and utopian communities. For many 
Southerners, it seemed that the Northern proclivity to chase after 
new religions and try to reform the world was evidence of cultural 
imperialism. The most glaring example of religious extremism was 
the so-called Burned-over District of central and western New York. 
Historian Whitney Cross gave the name to this area because it was 
so repeatedly swept with evangelistic fervor during the antebellum 
period that eventually there was no fuel, or unevangelized people, left 
to burn, or convert. This stands in stark contrast to religious beliefs 
and practices in the South, where people were more conservative, 
resistant to change, orthodox in religious thought and practice, and 
unsympathetic to popular convulsions in the North.

From the early Colonial years, there were the austere Puritans 
of New England, at war with nature, with Native Americans, with the 
Salem witches, and always with their own human nature. religious 
perturbance in the North continued during the antebellum period, 
which saw the founding of the Mormon Church in New York by 
Vermonter Joseph Smith, Jr.; the Seventh Day Adventist movement 
(New York); the spiritualist movement (séances) by the Fox sisters (New 
York); the socialist owenites of the Harmony Society (Pennsylvania 
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and Indiana); the Community of True Inspiration (Amana Colonies of 
Iowa); the Zoar Separatists (ohio); the Marxists of the Aurora Colony 
(oregon); and the oneida, New York, commune of John Humphrey 
Noyes, who taught that Christ returned in 70 a.d. and it was up to 
man to bring about his millennial kingdom on Earth. one of Noyes’ 
followers assassinated President Garfield after the war. The period also 
saw the emergence of the Unitarian-Universalist movement, which 
most Southern Protestants and Catholics believed to be heresy because 
it rejected the Trinity. The Harvard Divinity School was founded by 
Unitarians who dominated the official state church in Massachusetts. 
The Massachusetts state church was not disestablished until 1831.

It should be no surprise that either of these partners eventually 
concluded that it made no sense for them to live together, unequally 
yoked in the same political union. Their economics were different; 
their politics were different; they worked differently; they were 
different in race, religion, climate, diet, accent, and culture. Most 
importantly, they had different and irreconcilable views of themselves, 
each other, and the world. Many in the North wanted to “save” the 
nation or even the world from one boogeyman or another. Most in 
the South just wanted to be left alone.

What Do We Call This War?
A “civil war” is a conflict between rival factions, parties, or regions 
to control the central government of a nation. The Lincoln scholars 
prefer the term “civil war” because it mischaracterizes the nature of 
the conflict. Spain had a civil war in 1936-39 with the Nationalists 
defeating the republicans for control of the entire country. The 
events of 1861-65 in America were not a civil war because there was 
no effort or interest on the part of the South to control the national 
government. There was no struggle over which side would rule in 
Washington, as there was in Madrid. The Southern states merely 
wanted separation. Therefore, it cannot correctly be called a civil war.

Nor can it be called a rebellion. A rebellion connotes an overthrowing 
of the form of government that had previous jurisdiction and its 
replacement with something entirely different. The russians had a 
revolution in 1917. The romanov dynasty ruled russia under the 
divine right of kings for more than three hundred years until it was 
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overthrown and replaced briefly with a republican form of government 
that was subsequently overthrown by a communist dictatorship. So the 
conflict in America was not a rebellion.

Many Southerners, including Southern historians, prefer the 
term “War Between the States” (WBTS) because it avoids the use of 
the word “rebellion,” and it avoids the term preferred in the North, 
“Civil War.” While WBTS is significantly less inaccurate than calling 
it a civil war, it is still inaccurate. Though the conflict involved units 
from some states invading and destroying other states, it was actually 
a conflict between the Southern states and the federal government. 
(It was the Southern states’ great error to leave the structure of the 
federal government in undisputed and exclusive control of Northern 
politicians during the secession winter of 1860-61.)

Some Southerners prefer to call it the War of Northern Aggression. 
This is also inaccurate to the extent that the aggression came from 
the federal government and not the Northern states per se. Calling 
it a war of Northern aggression places the blame on a subset of states 
rather than the federal government.

What then do we call it? 
The conflict in 1861 was identical to the conflict in 1776. In 1861, 

the South wanted out from under the heavy hand of the federal 
government just as in 1776 when the Colonies had wanted out from 
under the heavy hand of King George III. The Colonies wanted to 
rule themselves separate from George III and made no demand on 
England that it change its government or overthrow its king. The 
parallel to Southern secession is identical in that Southern states 
demanded self-determination without placing any demands on the 
federal government to overthrow President Lincoln. It would seem, 
therefore, that both conflicts could be called wars for independence. 
Many people use the term the War for Independence to describe the 
1776 conflict. one could accurately refer to the conflict in 1861 as 
the War for Southern Independence. However, a more accurate way 
of describing both of these wars is that they were wars of secession. 
The first war of secession was for independence from England. As the 
late ross Hoffman (chairman of the history department at Fordham 
University) put it, the revolutionary War was an “American secession 
from the British Empire.” The second war of secession was for Southern 
independence. Thus, the most accurate term for the 1861 conflict is 
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the “Second War of Secession.” The use of this term provides a more 
complete historic context of both conflicts. The Lincoln scholars 
will, no doubt, ridicule this term because it implies legitimacy to the 
concept of secession that they thoroughly reject.

Conclusion
Virtually everything Lincoln did to defeat secession by force of arms was 
illegal: The declaration of war without a vote of Congress; the invasion 
of states and overthrow of duly elected state governments; the blockade 
of Southern ports; the arbitrary impressments of Southerners into 
U.S. Army ranks; and, borrowing Pres. Franklin roosevelt’s words two 
generations hence, the “unprovoked and dastardly attack” on civilian 
noncombatants and deliberate destruction of private property.

Likewise, Lincoln’s dictatorial suppression of political opposition 
in the North was also illegal. The arrest of civilians, mayors and other 
Northern officials by the U.S. Army; the numerous suspensions of 
habeas corpus by executive order; the shutting down of opposition 
newspapers and arresting editors; the trial of Northern civilians in 
military courts; the financing of the war with worthless paper money; 
and even the threatened arrest of Chief Justice roger Taney was 
illegal, morally wrong, and profoundly counterrevolutionary.

In the twenty-first century, America is haunted by Lincoln’s blood 
lust for a coercive, dominant, unitary, unaccountable, debt-laden 
central government. This government’s primary function has become 
the plunder of society and the redistribution of wealth to the politically 
privileged elite and their collection of political sycophants who help 
keep them in power. In this regard, the two major political parties have 
become the party of Lincoln, each a metastatic twin of the other. The 
political, social, economic, and legal landscape increasingly resembles 
the Mexican oligarchy, where one class holds all the assets, and the 
one-party system that they control holds all the power.

This is why this book matters.  Abraham Lincoln opened the 
door to the Leviathan central state that mandates, manipulates, and 
regulates virtually every aspect of life in America and seeks unilateral 
hegemony around the globe. 
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