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By Joe Dawson 

 

With all the hate going about the Southern Confederacy and its monuments it’s 

time to set the records completely straight about the real cause of that war. But I 

won’t do it. I’ll let George Lunt, the prominent Northern historian, do it from his 

1866 book “Origins of the Late War”: 

“Slavery, though made an occasion, was not, in reality, the cause of the War. 

Anti-slavery was of no serious consequence, and had no influence until 

politicians seized upon it as an instrument of agitation, and they could not have 

done so except for an alleged diversity of interest involving political power. It was 

the hope of office and the desire of public plunder on the part of men who were 

neither philanthropists nor fanatics.” 

Another Northern historian revealed who these radicals were: “They loved the 

Negro less for himself than as an instrument with which they might fasten 

Republican political and economic control upon the South. For these unsavory 

radicals were the advance agents of industrialism, which were about to take over 

the government of the United States and pervert it for selfish ends.” 

Does this need interpreting? Politicians and “industrialists” were using slavery as 

a weapon to seize control of the government so they could use it to plunder the 

country. Like a gun in a murder. Everyone who thinks slavery was the cause of 

the murder are still studying the murder weapon and not the real criminal. 

The victorious party at their 1866 convention boldly proclaimed, “This war 

accomplished two things - secession was now illegal and the government was now 

supreme over the states!” The entire role of the government changed from being 

an agent of the states to supreme over the states! And you tell me slavery was the 

cause of that war? This monstrous cover-up has created all this racial hate. 
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Has the slavery issue been replaced by the racial hate issue? Are there similar 

forces today pushing this hate to transform us from capitalism to socialism and 

thus destroying this wonderful country? 

Do you really want to solve the race problem? Teach the real, true causes of that 

war. 

Shame on guest columnist Spencer Lawton, who wrote Aug. 20 that the 

Confederate monuments should be taken down. His ancestor, who was a 

Confederate general, surely knew all of this. 

Joe Dawson is the commander of the Francis F. Bartow Camp No. 93, Sons of 

Confederate Veterans 

 

1) What does Dawson was the real cause of the Civil War? 

2) What evidence does he use to support his claim? 

3) Based on what he’s written, what biases does Dawson seem to have? 

Support your answer with quotes.  

 

________________________  

 

Five Myths About Why the South Seceded 

 

Published in the Washington Post Opinion Section 

February 26, 2011 

By James W. Loewen 

 

One hundred fifty years after the Civil War began, we’re still fighting it — or at least 

fighting over its history. I’ve polled thousands of high school history teachers and 

spoken about the war to audiences across the country, and there is little agreement 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/lifestyle/civil-war
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even about why the South seceded. Was it over slavery? States’ rights? Tariffs and 

taxes? 

As the nation begins to commemorate the anniversaries of the war’s various battles — 

from Fort Sumter to Appomattox — let’s first dispense with some of the more 

prevalent myths about why it all began. 

1. The South seceded over states’ rights. 

Confederate states did claim the right to secede, but no state claimed to be seceding for 

that right. In fact, Confederates opposed states’ rights — that is, the right of Northern 

states not to support slavery. 

On Dec. 24, 1860, delegates at South Carolina’s secession convention adopted a 

“Declaration of the Immediate Causes Which Induce and Justify the Secession of 

South Carolina from the Federal Union.” It noted “an increasing hostility on the part 

of the non-slaveholding States to the institution of slavery” and protested that 

Northern states had failed to “fulfill their constitutional obligations” by interfering 

with the return of fugitive slaves to bondage. Slavery, not states’ rights, birthed the 

Civil War. 

South Carolina was further upset that New York no longer allowed “slavery transit.” In 

the past, if Charleston gentry wanted to spend August in the Hamptons, they could 

bring their cook along. No longer — and South Carolina’s delegates were outraged. In 

addition, they objected that New England states let black men vote and tolerated 

abolitionist societies. According to South Carolina, states should not have the right to 

let their citizens assemble and speak freely when what they said threatened slavery. 

Other seceding states echoed South Carolina. “Our position is thoroughly identified 

with the institution of slavery — the greatest material interest of the world,” 

proclaimed Mississippi in its own secession declaration, passed Jan. 9, 1861. “Its labor 

supplies the product which constitutes by far the largest and most important portions 

of the commerce of the earth. . . . A blow at slavery is a blow at commerce and 

civilization.” 

The South’s opposition to states’ rights is not surprising. Until the Civil War, Southern 

presidents and lawmakers had dominated the federal government. The people in 

power in Washington always oppose states’ rights. Doing so preserves their own. 

 

2. Secession was about tariffs and taxes. 
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During the nadir of post-civil-war race relations — the terrible years after 1890 when 

town after town across the North became all-white “sundown towns” and state after 

state across the South prevented African Americans from voting — “anything but 

slavery” explanations of the Civil War gained traction. To this day Confederate 

sympathizers successfully float this false claim, along with their preferred name for the 

conflict: the War Between the States. At the infamous Secession Ball in South 

Carolina, hosted in December by the Sons of Confederate Veterans, “the main reasons 

for secession were portrayed as high tariffs and Northern states using Southern tax 

money to build their own infrastructure,” The Washington Post reported. 

These explanations are flatly wrong. High tariffs had prompted the Nullification 

Controversy in 1831-33, when, after South Carolina demanded the right to nullify 

federal laws or secede in protest, President Andrew Jackson threatened force. No state 

joined the movement, and South Carolina backed down. Tariffs were not an issue in 

1860, and Southern states said nothing about them. Why would they? Southerners had 

written the tariff of 1857, under which the nation was functioning. Its rates were lower 

than at any point since 1816. 

3. Most white Southerners didn’t own slaves, so they wouldn’t secede for 

slavery. 

Indeed, most white Southern families had no slaves. Less than half of white 

Mississippi households owned one or more slaves, for example, and that proportion 

was smaller still in whiter states such as Virginia and Tennessee. It is also true that, in 

areas with few slaves, most white Southerners did not support secession. West Virginia 

seceded from Virginia to stay with the Union, and Confederate troops had to occupy 

parts of eastern Tennessee and northern Alabama to hold them in line. 

However, two ideological factors caused most Southern whites, including those who 

were not slave-owners, to defend slavery. First, Americans are wondrous optimists, 

looking to the upper class and expecting to join it someday. In 1860, many subsistence 

farmers aspired to become large slave-owners. So poor white Southerners supported 

slavery then, just as many low-income people support the extension of George W. 

Bush’s tax cuts for the wealthy now. 

Second and more important, belief in white supremacy provided a rationale for 

slavery. As the French political theorist Montesquieu observed wryly in 1748: “It is 

impossible for us to suppose these creatures [enslaved Africans] to be men; because 

allowing them to be men, a suspicion would follow that we ourselves are not 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/10/20/AR2005102001715.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/21/AR2010122105341.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/16/AR2010121606200.html
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/16/AR2010121606200.html
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Christians.” Given this belief, most white Southerners — and many Northerners, too — 

could not envision life in black-majority states such as South Carolina and Mississippi 

unless blacks were in chains. Georgia Supreme Court Justice Henry Benning, trying to 

persuade the Virginia Legislature to leave the Union, predicted race war if slavery was 

not protected. “The consequence will be that our men will be all exterminated or 

expelled to wander as vagabonds over a hostile earth, and as for our women, their fate 

will be too horrible to contemplate even in fancy.” Thus, secession would maintain not 

only slavery but the prevailing ideology of white supremacy as well. 

4. Abraham Lincoln went to war to end slavery. 

Since the Civil War did end slavery, many Americans think abolition was the Union’s 

goal. But the North initially went to war to hold the nation together. Abolition came 

later. 

On Aug. 22, 1862, President Lincoln wrote a letter to the New York Tribune that 

included the following passage: “If I could save the Union without freeing any slave, I 

would do it; and if I could save it by freeing all the slaves, I would do it; and if I could 

save it by freeing some and leaving others alone, I would also do that. What I do about 

slavery and the colored race, I do because I believe it helps to save the Union; and 

what I forbear, I forbear because I do not believe it would help to save the Union.” 

However, Lincoln’s own anti-slavery sentiment was widely known at the time. In the 

same letter, he went on: “I have here stated my purpose according to my view of 

official duty; and I intend no modification of my oft-expressed personal wish that all 

men every where could be free.” A month later, Lincoln combined official duty and 

private wish in his preliminary Emancipation Proclamation. 

White Northerners’ fear of freed slaves moving north then caused Republicans to lose 

the Midwest in the congressional elections of November 1862. 

Gradually, as Union soldiers found help from black civilians in the South and black 

recruits impressed white units with their bravery, many soldiers — and those they 

wrote home to — became abolitionists. By 1864, when Maryland voted to end slavery, 

soldiers’ and sailors’ votes made the difference. 

 

 

5. The South couldn’t have made it long as a slave society. 
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Slavery was hardly on its last legs in 1860. That year, the South produced almost 75 

percent of all U.S. exports. Slaves were worth more than all the manufacturing 

companies and railroads in the nation. No elite class in history has ever given up such 

an immense interest voluntarily. Moreover, Confederates eyed territorial expansion 

into Mexico and Cuba. Short of war, who would have stopped them — or forced them 

to abandon slavery? 

To claim that slavery would have ended of its own accord by the mid-20th century is 

impossible to disprove but difficult to accept. In 1860, slavery was growing more 

entrenched in the South. Unpaid labor makes for big profits, and the Southern elite 

was growing ever richer. Freeing slaves was becoming more and more difficult for 

their owners, as was the position of free blacks in the United States, North as well as 

South. For the foreseeable future, slavery looked secure. Perhaps a civil war was 

required to end it. 

As we commemorate the sesquicentennial of that war, let us take pride this time — as 

we did not during the centennial — that secession on slavery’s behalf failed. 

 

Directions:  

1) Number and write each claim on a piece of lined paper 

2) In your own words, thoroughly summarize Lowen’s argument against each. Be 

specific. 

 

*Use quotation marks around anything directly taken from the article or 

you will lose points (or re-do the assignment) due to plagiarism 

 

**Explain in your own words. If you don’t fully understand something, ask 

your classmates (you know the ones) for help 


