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Preface


Abraham Lincoln is the most written-about American. Nearly seventeen thousand volumes have been published about him, and another sixty thousand have appeared on the Civil War, many of which treat Lincoln as a major figure. Most of the biographies focus on Lincoln’s life from his hardscrabble beginnings in Kentucky, Indiana, and Illinois through his presidency (1861–1865). Most also zero in on the northern and southern conflicts that led to the fractious civil war between the two regions.
Not many writers, however, have dealt with another important subject: Lincoln and the American West. This brief book attempts to do just that. It shows how Lincoln’s connections with the West, through his early years, his presidency, and his later memorialization on Mount Rushmore, help to enlarge the meaning of our greatest president. From his first years through his presidency, Lincoln spoke of being a “Man of the West.” This volume tries to shine more light on Lincoln the westerner.
The goals for this volume are four, all tied to Lincoln and the American West: (1) to provide a concise overview of Lincoln’s life up to his election to the White House (1809–1860); (2) to furnish examples of the relationship through his presidential leadership and his West-focused legislation and connections with western territories (1861–1865); (3) to evaluate how Lincoln was memorialized after his death and how his West changed over time; and (4) to examine how he was carved on Mount Rushmore through the work, primarily, of sculptor Gutzon Borglum. Along the way, I also try to provide backgrounds in American politics, Lincoln’s involvements in American politics, the monuments devoted to Lincoln after his death, and the conflicts involved in carving the four presidents on Mount Rushmore between 1924 and 1941.
For sources, I have drawn on the best scholarship on the sixteenth president, especially the most recent biographies and histories. In addition, I have dipped into the manuscript letters of South Dakotans Doane Robinson, Senator Peter Norbeck, and Congressman William Williamson. The major books on western territories and states, Mount Rushmore, Gutzon Borglum, and nineteenth-century American politics have also been helpful in aiding me in creating necessary historical backgrounds. Unfortunately, I was not allowed access to the National Park Service archives at Mount Rushmore or the files of the Gutzon Borglum Historical Center in Keystone, South Dakota.
As all writers know, and perhaps most readers, I have piled up several debts in preparing this work on Lincoln and the West. First on the list is the energetic editor Charles E. Rankin, who first suggested I do this book. Second, Nancy Tystad Koupal, long-time editor and publisher, and friend, then encouraged me to research and write this volume. Later, archivists and librarians were important aides. Matthew Reitzel of the South Dakota State Archives at the Cultural Heritage Center in Pierre helped with research needs. At I. D. Weeks Library at the University of South Dakota, Doris Peterson assisted with several collections and sent me copies of important documents. The director of E. Y. Berry Library-Learning Center at Black Hills State University Library, Scott Aloha, went out of his way to help an unannounced researcher. Doug Jones, librarian extraordinaire at Happy Valley Library in Clackamas, Oregon, helped with interlibrary requests. Executive Editor Sylvia Frank Rodrigue at Southern Illinois University Press and Director Tom Booth at the Oregon State University Press also allowed me to draw on my previous Lincoln books, Lincoln Looks West: From the Mississippi to the Pacific (Southern Illinois University Press, 2010), and Lincoln and Oregon Country Politics in the Civil War Era (Oregon State University Press, 2013), respectively, for this volume.
As I worked through revisions, the comments of Nancy Koupal, Chuck Rankin, and several others have been especially helpful. I also want to thank Dorinda Daniel for hosting me during a stay in Pierre.

Richard W. Etulain
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1
Lincoln's Origin and Rise


Had the same ambitions. Since the minority Whigs controlled only one of the state’s seven districts, the seventh surrounding Springfield, Lincoln faced competition from close-at-hand acquaintances. Although he failed to gain the Whig nomination that year, he did convince the party nominating convention to adopt a system of rotation, allowing the leading candidates to serve one term and then step aside for another candidate, permitting each man to have their turn in Congress. John J. Hardin, a lawyer who had served in the Illinois legislature with Lincoln, won the nomination. Edward D. Baker, a good friend but political competitor of Lincoln’s, succeeded Hardin. Lincoln, the remaining member of the competing triumvirate, was meant to follow Baker. Hardin, who had not supported the rotation agreement, initially refused to step aside for Lincoln in 1846 until Whig loyalists and regional newspapers expressed their support for Lincoln.
Even before Lincoln entered the halls of Congress in December 1847, he encountered two major western issues that had gained national attention: the confrontation between the United States and Mexico over Texas and the Southwest, which led to the Mexican-American War, and the competition between Great Britain and the United States over ownership of the Oregon Country, or the Pacific Northwest. Unlike his longtime competitor Stephen Douglas, Lincoln did not search out and comment on these controversies; rather, they came to him, and he was forced, somewhat reluctantly, to take stances on these contested issues. In the 1840s, the Whig Party had not taken on the mantle of the expansionist party as the Democrats had done. The Whigs had not become enthusiasts for Manifest Destiny, nor were they led by a president like James K. Polk, bent on clear American expansionist policies.34
Despite Lincoln’s reluctance to join or even comment on the two dogfights, he stood against annexation when Democrats met in Springfield and spoke in support of seizing Texas. He and other Whigs thought annexation was “altogether inexpedient.”35 Still, in public, Lincoln remained quiet on these emerging controversies, causing Illinois newspaper reporters to push him to take a stance, especially on the fight with Great Britain over Oregon’s northern border that Americans claimed should be at the 54°40’ latitude. Frustrated with Lincoln’s silence, the Springfield Illinois State Register poked him in the ribs, querying him about Oregon: “Is Lincoln for 54 4[0], or is he for ‘compromising’ away our Oregon territory to England”? “This, the People ought to know,” the journalist went on, “No shuffling, Mr. Lincoln! Come out, square!”36
Despite this pressure, Lincoln remained mysteriously silent on Oregon. When Whigs and Democrats gathered in Springfield in February 1843 to discuss the issue, Democratic leader Stephen Douglas and Whig spokesmen John J. Hardin and Edward D. Baker held forth before large, enthusiastic audiences. Lincoln did not. Although he most likely attended the huge assemblies since he was in Springfield at that time, no words from him are recorded. One writer thinks Lincoln may have remained quiet because he thought that “no political advantage existed” for him in the Oregon controversy.37
While pursuing a congressional seat, Lincoln kept up with his case-filled legal practice. His family was also expanding, with the birth of his second son, Edward Baker Lincoln—named after Lincoln’s close Whig friend Edward Baker—in March 1846. Once Hardin stormily withdrew from the congressional election in February 1846, Lincoln easily gained the Whig nomination, running against Democrat Peter Cartwright. A revivalist preacher, Cartwright quickly attacked Lincoln as an infidel, a serious charge in a heavily religious area. The criticism that he was a nonbeliever, a skeptic, and a Deist brought a revealing reply from Lincoln. It was true that he was “not a member of any Christian church,” he wrote, but he was no open “scoffer at Christianity” and had “never spoken with intentional disrespect of religion in general, or of any denomination of Christianity in particular.” Nor had he ever “denied the truth of the Scriptures.”38 Although Cartwright’s attacks and Lincoln’s thorough response hinted at a heated contest, it proved not to be so. Cartwright failed as a strong political campaigner, and Lincoln won a rather easy victory. Although elected to the Thirtieth United States Congress in the summer of 1846, Lincoln did not take his seat until December 1847.
On his way to the House of Representatives, Lincoln, Mary, and their young clan stopped to visit Mary’s family in Lexington, Kentucky. While there, he heard Henry Clay, his “beau ideal” politician, give a long speech on the Mexican-American War, a conflict nearing its end. Clay was emotionally overwrought about the war. He had suffered a close defeat to Democrat James K. Polk in the presidential election of 1844, and in Clay’s view, his former opponent had led the United States into “this most unnecessary and horrible war with Mexico” that had caused the death of his son, Colonel Henry Clay, Jr., at the Battle of Buena Vista in February 1847. Politically, the war was taking its toll on Clay as well. Zachary Taylor, the popular United States military leader early in the war, was rapidly gaining praise and support for a possible run for the presidency and looked likely to push Clay aside as the Whig candidate in 1848. Full of emotion, Clay aimed both barrels at Polk, accusing him of provoking a needless war based on false assertions against Mexico. Clay ended his speech with a step-by-step proposal for the near future. Among several other points, he suggested that Congress should investigate the war’s origins, a line should be drawn across the United States ending the expansion of slavery into the West, and the government should not take any land for the purposes of expanding slavery at the end of the war.39
The content of Clay’s speech was prologue for Lincoln’s first months in Congress. The ideas Lincoln heard from Harry of the West (as Clay was sometimes called) were those he would espouse once seated in the House of Representatives. Here again dramatic western issues would be forced upon Lincoln, but this time he did not shy away from clear, if controversial, responses.



































































2
Lincoln on the National Scene


When Abraham Lincoln took his seat in the United States House of Representatives in December 1847, he aimed to do what he had done in his first term as an Illinois legislator. He would observe the routines and policies of the institution, make political connections, listen carefully and consider the opinions of his colleagues, and, if possible, gradually make his mark politically. Those rational, considered plans had to be jettisoned quite quickly. From the opening days of the new session, Congress was immersed in heated controversy. Lincoln decided he must jump in, not hold back.1
	The fiery conflicts concerned the Mexican-American War, especially President James K. Polk’s handling of the hostilities. Whigs had just won a new majority in the House of Representatives in the recent election, taking 117 seats to the Democrats’ 114, with 1 seat going to the short-lived Native American Party. The Whigs were gunning for leadership in matters dealing with the war. They hoped at least to rein in what they considered Polk’s ill-considered actions. Lincoln had to decide how much he would be a part of these direct actions. He did not take long to leap into the fray.
	The House session officially opened on 6 December. Sixteen days later, Lincoln filed what became known as the “‘Spot’ Resolutions” against Polk’s handling of the tensions with Mexico that led to the war. Lincoln’s maiden act included two parts. First, he quoted several of Polk’s phrases attacking Mexico for invading American territory and starting the hostilities. The second part of the resolutions, which implied that Lincoln spoke for the full House of Representatives, requested that the president respond to it by answering the questions and supplying full information.
	Lincoln’s purpose behind the resolutions is unclear. The motion was read and laid on the table, but the House never discussed nor took action on them. Lincoln also never called for further attention to the resolutions. Were they, as historian Donald W. Riddle asserted, “presented to embarrass the President by centering attention upon what the Whigs thought was a weak point in his case for the justification of the war”?2 To add another Riddle contention, did the Spot Resolutions “nearly terminate . . . his career”?3
	The questions Lincoln raised in his resolutions were at the center of his speech in January 1848. Generally, Lincoln was surprisingly aggressive in his criticism of Polk. He accused the president of the “sheerest deception” in stating that Mexico had initiated the conflict when its army attacked and shed the blood of Americans on American territory.4 Lincoln countered that Polk had barged into the war when he sent troops under Brigadier General Zachary Taylor into lands that Mexicans claimed as theirs as well. Lincoln also castigated the president for arguing that any congressman who voted for measures that provided the soldiers with food and supplies meant they supported the struggle. Not so, Lincoln declared. He and many other Whigs opposed the war but consistently voted for actions that helped the troops. At the end of his contentious speech, Lincoln harpooned Polk as “a bewildered, confounded, and miserably perplexed man.”5
	Lincoln’s pointed, even harsh, comments attacking Polk upset Democrats, some Whigs, and even his law partner William Herndon. A few Whigs in Illinois, often mistakenly following Polk and Democratic trickery that a vote for soldier support meant a vote for the war, expressed surprise at Lincoln’s sharp criticism of the president. Herndon voiced strong reservations about Lincoln’s comments, causing Lincoln to write at length to his friend. Lincoln disagreed with Herndon’s contention that Polk had a right and duty to attack Mexico if that country threatened invasion of the United States. Lincoln believed that position opened the door for tyrants to willfully attack others without constitutional backing. Lincoln also explained to Herndon that his own votes to support the troops did not indicate a backing of the conflict.6
	What should one conclude about Lincoln’s hot words about Polk and the Mexican War? The best answer is to admit that he followed Whig doctrine, showing his political partisanship and revealing that he would support his party and pillory their opponents. Later, once behind the executive desk in the White House, Lincoln exhibited more willingness to work with Democrats and was less addicted to narrow partisanship.
	Although the Mexican War remains the most significant western issue that Lincoln dealt with as a congressman, the contentious matters surrounding Oregon and its desire to become a territory also garnered his attention.7 Lincoln paid little attention to far western Oregon before going to Congress, but he was forced to deal with it while in the House of Representatives. The possibility of Oregon becoming a new territory was wrapped up in larger issues, particularly the controversies surrounding whether slavery ought to be allowed to expand into the trans-Mississippi West. Oregon was linked to what would become known as the Wilmot Proviso. Representative David Wilmot introduced an amendment to legislation under consideration that would prevent slavery in any territory that Mexico ceded to the United States at the end of the hostilities. These overlapping disputes meant that Lincoln’s stances on Oregon had implications well beyond the mere possibility of its territorial status.
	In 1847–1848, Lincoln typically advocated for Oregon’s becoming a territory, especially when specific antislavery conditions were attached to the legislation. He continually voiced opposition to any proposed extension of the 36°30’ parallel boundary set forth in the Missouri Compromise to the West Coast, which would allow the institution of slavery in much of the ceded Mexican territory. He did support the expansion of principles based on the Northwest Ordinance, which had prevented the adoption of slavery in the Midwest. If applied to Oregon, these ideals would keep the institution out of the new territory.8 
	From the end of 1848 to the following summer, Congress tried to sort out these questions related to the American West. In these roiling discussions, Lincoln did not speak out publicly, nor did he say much privately about Oregon. He became more engaged in the conversations about slavery and its potential expansion westward. Indeed, with more than a bit of exaggeration, Lincoln told his close friend, Kentuckian Joshua Speed, “When I was at Washington I voted for the Wilmot Proviso as good as forty times, . . . I now do no more than oppose the extension of slavery.”9 On one occasion, he was explicit about this point. He expressed to fellow House members that “I am a Northern man, or rather, a Western free state man, with a constituency I believe to be, and with personal feelings I know to be, against the extension of slavery.”10
	Some historians have failed to understand the full implications of Lincoln’s view and actions in the summer of 1848. Western historian Elliott West has provided the best framework for comprehending these matters in the most provocative recent statement of western historiography. West advances a fresh view in his Greater Reconstruction thesis about the mid-nineteenth century United States. The two most important subjects of the period—the coming of the Civil War and the history of the frontier West—he contends, have been wrongly separated, causing the loss of the profound meanings of their linked importance. That is, the slavery question, certainly the most significant national issue leading to the Civil War, was directly connected to westward expansion. Slavery and its existence indeed pitted the North against the South, but it also became a western question. The Wilmot Proviso and expansion controversies taking place during Lincoln’s congressional tenure illustrate the central contention of West’s Greater Reconstruction thesis that one cannot divorce events leading to the Civil War and its aftermath from western history. The same is true in understanding Lincoln, as he was an antislavery man of the West, the Illinois West in this case.11
	One year after Lincoln supported Oregon as a new territory, he had an opportunity to move to the West Coast territory. On 10 August 1849, Secretary of State John M. Clayton wrote to Lincoln informing him that he had been named the territorial secretary of Oregon. The news was entirely unexpected because Lincoln had not been nominated, nor had he been queried about the appointment. Some thought the offer came to soothe Lincoln’s disappointment in losing out on his much-desired position as commissioner of the United States Land Office. Whatever the thinking of President Zachary Taylor and his cabinet, Lincoln without delay rejected the appointment. Another surprising missive from the nation’s capital came a month later. This time, Secretary of the Interior Thomas Ewing offered Lincoln the governorship of Oregon Territory at a salary of three-thousand-dollars—another mysterious proposal since, apparently, Lincoln had not been contacted about the position.12
	The steps Lincoln took before rejecting the second offer are not entirely clear. Some historians contend that Lincoln seriously considered the governorship, which paid the same as the Land Office commissioner. He finally decided against accepting it, however, because Mary spoke strongly against moving to faraway, and possibly dangerous, Oregon. Another possibility was that Lincoln, who hungered most for a seat in the Senate, turned away from Oregon because the people were decidedly Democratic, and he saw few possibilities for a devoted Whig partisan in the future. The lack of interest that Joshua Speed and his wife showed in Lincoln’s invitation to join them in Oregon may have also influenced his decision to turn away from the governor’s chair. Whatever the decisive factor, Lincoln telegraphed a letter of rejection to Secretary Ewing on 27 September 1849. Lincoln would not become a far westerner.13
	Having rejected the Oregon offer, Lincoln now moved in different directions. In fact, the events transpiring in 1849 ended the first stage of his connections with the American West. He had grown up in parts of Kentucky, Indiana, and Illinois that many Americans identified as part of “the West” at the time. He also supported internal improvements and pushed for barriers to keep slavery out of the region as both a state and national legislator. He became more familiar with the lands beyond the Mississippi in his involvement with the debates concerning the Mexican War and the establishment of Oregon Territory. In 1849–1850, Lincoln entered the second phase of his connection to the American West just as tensions between free soil and pro-slavery factions began to grow in the region. This second stage of Lincoln and the West continued through his election to the presidency in November 1860.14
	Lincoln claimed in one of his autobiographical sketches for the 1860 election that he had been “losing interest in politics” from 1850 to 1854. The record, however, tells a different story, one less detached from politics than Lincoln suggested a decade later.15 Although he did not hold public office during this short period, Lincoln did not completely withdraw from politics. He voraciously read newspaper accounts about politics and wrote dozens of letters to political friends. In 1852, he actively campaigned for Whig presidential candidate Winfield Scott and served as a presidential elector and on the national Whig committee. Lincoln used his eulogy for Henry Clay that same year as a political platform, revealing his continued interest. On this occasion, Lincoln saluted Clay’s successes while making clear his own positions on key policies. He touted Clay’s central mediating roles in the Missouri Compromise that established the 36°30’ clause to limit the extension of slavery, in the Nullification Crisis of 1832–1833 when the state of South Carolina threatened to secede from the Union because of a tariff controversy, and in the Compromise of 1850 that attempted to placate northern antislavery and southern proslavery partisans after receiving land from Mexico. Lincoln pointed in particular to Clay’s balance and willingness to compromise. He suggested that Clay, despite being a slaveholder himself, detested slavery, wanted to limit its expansion, and supported the return of blacks to Africa. These kudos for Clay reflected Lincoln’s previous stances and suggested those he would take in the next decade.
	Lincoln’s sideline position on major political issues soon fell apart. He became more involved once the Bleeding Kansas crisis erupted in 1854. Moreover, the crisis drove Lincoln farther into the trans-Mississippi West, a connection that remained strong for the last decade of his life. Even when a national crisis and war took most of his time and energy after 1861, he could not let go of the West.
	The Kansas issue emerged in the aftermath of the passing of the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 written by Lincoln’s political rival, Senator Stephen Douglas. Douglas, an Illinois Democrat, probably had two motivations for the bill. The Democrats wanted to expand their political power in Congress. They believed the best way to do so was to organize territories that would soon become states, adding congressional votes if they were brought in as Democratic states. From the Missouri Compromise of 1820 onward, southerners also supported such expansion as long as the new states were slave states. The Whigs, at least most northern Whigs like Lincoln, however, rallied behind the strict provisions of the Northwest Ordinance of 1787 that kept slavery out of states north of the Ohio River.
	Facing these conflicting views on slavery, Douglas looked for an alternate or compromise position. He found it in the concept of what became known as popular sovereignty, letting residents of the new territory or state decide whether they would allow slavery or not. Popular sovereignty had been employed seemingly successfully in the Compromise of 1850 when residents of what became New Mexico and Arizona voted on the slavery issue. Now, Douglas incorporated it into the Kansas-Nebraska bill as it worked its way through Congress. 
	This idea was anathema to Lincoln and other antislavery supporters. Douglas’s bill included dropping provisions of both the Northwest Ordinance and the Missouri Compromise that disallowed slavery north of 36°30’. To Douglas’s opponents, he was caving to southern and proslavery interests.
The problem with popular sovereignty emerged with the violent conflict between pro- and anti-slavery factions in Kansas starting in 1856. Known as Bleeding Kansas, the two groups battled for control over the new territory until the beginning of the Civil War. If Lincoln had been something of a political onlooker in the previous five years, he began researching questions surrounding the popular sovereignty and slavery issues once the Kansas-Nebraska controversy emerged.
Lincoln finally spoke out on the matter in Peoria, Illinois, in October 1854, delivering one of his most powerful and important speeches. The three-hour oration, which repeated parts of a previous presentation in Springfield, provided illuminating examples of Lincoln’s diligent research in historical sources and his emerging views on slavery. In addition, the address encapsulated Lincoln’s opposition to the Kansas-Nebraska Act that Congress had recently passed, and to the positions and opinions of Stephen Douglas. Lincoln’s strong, ongoing objections remained central stances in his actions for the next half-dozen years.
	At Peoria, rather than speak out for the Whig platform supporting internal improvements, as he had done in much of the previous decade, Lincoln kept his focus on the need for strong opposition to the Kansas-Nebraska Act. Lincoln opened his Peoria lecture summarizing how the Founding Fathers had attempted to limit the expansion of slavery with the Northwest Ordinance even before the Constitution was put into effect. Lincoln argued that slavery took hold in the southern states because the Constitution did not explicitly ban the institution. Lincoln then pointed to the ongoing attempts to curtail slavery in the Missouri Compromise of 1820 and the Compromise of 1850 as the continuation of the founders’ actions to prevent slavery’s extension. The most negative comments on Douglas surfaced in Lincoln’s criticism of Douglas as a judge who sought to overturn the previous curbs on slavery. Without mentioning the words “popular sovereignty,” Lincoln denounced the concept primarily because it would allow slavery to expand. Lincoln also accused Douglas of moral blindness in not accepting blacks, either slave or free, as human beings with the rights listed in the Declaration of Independence. The Democrats pushed a “lullaby” argument, Lincoln told his listeners, by saying that slavery could not survive in Kansas and Nebraska. He added that allowing slavery in the two new territories would reduce the possibilities for the free labor system of white workers to take hold as well.16
	In the mid-1850s, Lincoln’s move toward a United States Senate seat came amidst the disintegration and realignment of American political parties. The Whigs were falling apart as “Cotton Whigs” of the South stood strong for slavery and plantation life while northern, or “Conscience Whigs,” by and large supported the Wilmot Proviso preventing slavery’s expansion. Whigs seemingly still stood together in their support for internal improvements, a national bank, and business interests. The more fiery divisions over slavery, however, were tearing the party asunder. Democrats found strong support in workers and immigrants in the North, proslavery contingents of the South, and the rising backing of pro-Nebraska legislation and Douglas. Although smaller, the Free Soil Party rallied abolitionist and other antislavery people. More of a threat to both the Whigs and Democrats was the American Party, or “Know Nothings,” which gained strength with its anti-Catholic and anti-immigrant stances. In some northern states, including Illinois, the Know Nothings in 1854–1855 were the strongest foe of the Democrats.17
	Lincoln was caught in this maelstrom of political party disruptions. He still thought of himself as a Whig, as he had been in the twenty years of the party’s existence, despite its disintegration. With the persistence—even acceleration—of conflict over Kansas, opponents of the expansion of slavery, known as the anti-Nebraska, were in the majority, especially in Illinois when they did so well in the state legislative elections at the end of 1854. If he was to win the United States senatorial election in early 1855, Lincoln, more and more the leader of the anti-Nebraska interests, had to find a way to combine the leftover Whigs, the rising Know Nothings, and Free Soilers in a diverse but organized coterie to defeat the Democrats.
	Lincoln’s efforts to forge a new political unity to support him seemed on the road to success until they hit an unmovable barrier. Lincoln’s odds looked good when the Illinois legislature met to elect a new senator in February 1855. In the first round, he garnered forty-five of the needed fifty-one votes for victory. Lincoln had worked hard to get these anti-Nebraska votes spread across several separate political groups, but he had to make a hard decision when he began to lose votes in subsequent rounds. Democrat James Shields, the senatorial incumbent, was Lincoln’s main competitor. When Shields’s support also began to dwindle, Democrats turned to Governor Joel Matteson. Lyman Trumbull, an anti-Nebraska Democrat, garnered only five votes in the first round but a few more in subsequent voting. By the ninth round, Lincoln’s support had dropped to fifteen, while Matteson was now at forty-seven and Trumbull at thirty-five. Seeing that he could not win, Lincoln told his supporters to vote for Trumbull, whose views on Nebraska were also Lincoln’s, while Matteson was an ally of Stephen Douglas and stood for popular sovereignty. Upset, Lincoln’s supporters nonetheless did as he asked, and Trumbull won election in the tenth vote.18
	The next summer, events transpiring in Philadelphia revealed Lincoln’s escalating national political reputation. Preparing for the 1856 election, the newly formed Republican Party, still referring to themselves as anti-Nebraska men, gathered for their national nominating convention. They created an unexpected and, in some ways, questionable western scene by nominating the famed frontier explorer John C. Frèmont as their presidential candidate to challenge Democrat James Buchanan. Still, no one had been touted as the vice-presidential nominee before the convention opened. Soon, fifteen names were put forth for the slot. On the first ballot for the vice presidency, ex-senator William L. Dayton of New Jersey topped the list with 221 votes while Lincoln gained 110 votes.19 Dayton was elected in the second round, but Lincoln received votes from eleven states, spanning the country from Maine to California. The support for Lincoln during the vote indicated, in the words of biographer Ronald C. White, Jr., that “Lincoln had become a national Republican leader.”20
	Lincoln campaigned vigorously and widely in Illinois for Frèmont in 1856, keeping him on the road for three to four months delivering numerous speeches for the Republicans. The new party did well. So well, in fact, that some party loyalists referred to Frèmont’s close loss to Buchanan as a “victorious defeat.”21 After returning from campaigning, Lincoln pondered his own political future. Should he launch another campaign, perhaps against his longtime rival Stephen Douglas in the “Little Giant’s” attempt at reelection? Before Lincoln could decide, an alarming Supreme Court decision upended the country but allowed another opening for Lincoln to speak to crucial, controversial issues.
	In Buchanan’s inaugural speech on 4 March 1857, the incoming president referred to a forthcoming Supreme Court decision that would address the nation’s most pressing issues. Two days later, Chief Justice Roger Taney, speaking for the Court that included five southerners (Taney among them), issued a startling decision in Dred Scott v. Sandford (1857). The decision included three major points. First, the justices argued that Dred Scott and his wife Harriet, both slaves who had lived in Illinois and Wisconsin Territory with their owner in the 1830s, could not sue for their freedom in court because their race meant they lacked the right to do so. Second, the Court ruled that the Missouri Compromise was unconstitutional and, therefore, null and void when denying slavery in the northern portions of the compromise area. Finally, they decided that the Scotts remained slaves, the property of their owner, even though they had both lived for several years in the free state of Illinois and the free territory of Wisconsin. Although some claimed that Taney and others backing his decision hoped to calm the heightening tensions between North and South that might lead to secession, the Dred Scott decision fired rather than lessened controversy.22
	Ahead of time, Lincoln promised to abide by the Court’s decision, which he would do. His vow, however, did not mean he would not begin to speak out increasingly against the Scott decision. He delayed while busy with his expanding law practice, but when Douglas began enthusiastically supporting Taney’s decision, Lincoln came on scene to disagree. After June 1857, Lincoln expressed his opposition to the judgement and Douglas’s support for it. Lincoln particularly pointed to the Court’s grave mistakes in declaring the Missouri Compromise unconstitutional and in stating blacks were not citizens, which eliminated the few rights black Americans previously had. Despite this clearly stated defiance, Lincoln called for patience and not violence—just protests. Previously, Lincoln pointed out, the Court had made errors and later changed its position. Now, he counseled, “we shall do what we can to have to over-rule this. We offer no resistance to it.”23
	It is revealing that Lincoln did not speak about the accumulating happenings that could have discouraged him in the mid-1850s. They included Douglas’s success in overturning the Missouri Compromise in the Kansas-Nebraska Act, Lincoln’s loss in the senatorial race in 1855, the Frèmont and Republican defeat in 1856, the Dred Scott decision in 1857, and the escalating violence in Bleeding Kansas where the proslavery forces seemed to be winning. Instead of taking a path into depression, Lincoln remained optimistic and decided to make another run for the Senate. This time, he would go up against Douglas for the “Little Giant’s” seat.
	In June, the Illinois Republicans met and nominated Lincoln as their candidate for Douglas’s senatorial seat. At the convention, Lincoln delivered his “House Divided” speech. Invoking a biblical phrase—“A house divided against itself cannot stand”—Lincoln predicted that the United States government could not stand if it remained “permanently half slave and half free.” The country would “become all one thing, or all the other,” he predicted.24 He went on to suggest that slaveholders and other proslavery men had joined in a conspiracy to make certain that slavery would spread west over the rest of the country.
	Several occurrences shaped the form and content of the Lincoln-Douglas debates that stretched between August and October 1858. Ongoing conflicts in Kansas over competing free-state and proslavery constitutions, a Democratic split between President Buchanan and Senator Douglas, and indecision among Republicans on how to react to the chaos in Kansas impacted events in Illinois in 1858.
	The Lincoln-Douglas debates have taken on a mythic status in American history.25 They have been emulated in format, seen as a dramatic form of rhetorical history, and viewed as making Lincoln a national figure. A less sensationalist viewpoint notes that the seven debates dealt primarily with issues well known to politicians but raised the issues in a novel format. Nonetheless, the drama between the two energetic, engaging speakers captured large Illinois audiences, and reverberations from the debates spread across the country.
	Lincoln’s major points during the debates followed the platform that the Illinois Republicans had adopted in June 1858 fairly closely. Not surprisingly, Lincoln spoke most often for the Republican position of preventing the extension of slavery into the West. During the course of the debates, Lincoln also pointed to the shortcomings and threats in Douglas’s Kansas-Nebraska Act and the limitations in the senator’s concept of popular sovereignty. Conversely, Lincoln touted the antislavery aspects of the Northwest Ordinance and the Missouri Compromise.
	The strong words began in the first debate in Ottawa, Illinois, on 21 August. Douglas lampooned Lincoln for associating with the radical abolitionists, exaggerating Lincoln’s less fanatical antislavery position. Douglas posed pressing questions that Lincoln did not answer well. At the second debate in Freeport, Lincoln made a valiant comeback with his difficult question to Douglas about the aftereffects of the Dred Scott decision: “Can the people of the United States Territory, in any lawful way, against the wish of any citizen of the United States, exclude slavery from its limits prior to the formation of a State Constitution?” Lincoln was trying to force Douglas to admit that the Dred Scott case had undermined the senator’s push for popular sovereignty by allowing slavery to exist in all states and territories without following the will of residents. Douglas’s shaky and inadequate answer, later dubbed the Freeport Doctrine, stated that no one would think of bringing slaves into a territory where slavery could not “exist a day or an hour anywhere, unless it is supported by local police regulations.”26 Douglas’s response lost him southern backing in the coming months.
	In the later debates in Jonesboro, Charleston, Galesburg, Quincy, and Alton, the two candidates sparred on the same questions with a few new wrinkles. Lincoln accused Douglas of being insensitive to the evils of slavery and being willing to allow it to exist in any place where people wished. Douglas claimed that Lincoln refused to answer pointed, hard questions about the future of slavery. Lincoln demonstrated the power of his hometown vernacular when he accused Douglas’s Freeport Doctrine of so diluting his popular sovereignty concept that it was now “as thin as the homoeopathic soup that was made by boiling the shadow of a pigeon that had starved to death.”27
	When Lincoln challenged Douglas to the series of debates, he hoped to add to his political base in new areas of Illinois where he was not yet well known. He also wanted to compete with Douglas in Democratic areas and to rekindle support in old Whig precincts. Part of the strategy worked well. Republicans gained votes in several districts, including seats in the state legislature. In the nineteenth century, however, state legislatures, not a direct citizen vote, elected senators to the United States Congress. In 1858, the Illinois legislatures used a skewed, out-of-date apportionment that relied on earlier Democratic numbers and did not take into consideration the mushrooming population in booming northern and Republican sections of the state. Douglas gained a majority vote of fifty-four to forty-six and was reelected.
	During most of the next year, Lincoln pondered his political future. While considering his options, he made two short trips west of the Mississippi. First, he visited Iowa in August 1859 where he examined land offered for a loan to a friend and gave a speech in Council Bluffs. Most important, Lincoln had an extended conversation with Grenville M. Dodge, a young engineer whose opinions helped shape Lincoln’s later plans for a transcontinental railroad. He then made a freezing jaunt to Kansas in early December, during which he made several presentations. One speech came shortly after firebrand John Brown, who had a central role in stirring up violence over slavery and abolition in Kansas, was hanged for his attack on Harpers Ferry, Virginia. Lincoln denounced Brown’s violent actions, but he provided a moderate presentation on opposing the extension of slavery into the West that the audience enthusiastically received. Several of the ideas he expressed in Kansas would be central to his famous Cooper Union speech in New York the following February.28
	The oration at Cooper Union on 27 February 1860, contends Lincoln scholar Harold Holzer, was “the speech that made Abraham Lincoln president.”29 If the heightened publicity following the Douglas debates launched Lincoln’s reputation as a leading Republican contender, his sterling speech in New York greatly expanded his notoriety in New England and on the East Coast. In his rousing, well-researched oratory, Lincoln made clear his middle-of-the-road positions on slavery. He argued that the United States Constitution protected slavery where the institution already existed, that popular sovereignty was not the answer to slavery, and that slavery must not be allowed into the new territories. After closely examining the evidence, Lincoln believed that the Founding Fathers had never thought the federal government could not control the expansion of slavery. So, he asserted, Americans should follow the ideas of the founders and prevent the evil of slavery from creeping into the West.30 Gradually, Lincoln built his argument to an emotional high and declared in his closing: “LET US HAVE FAITH THAT RIGHT MAKES MIGHT, AND IN THAT FAITH, LET US, TO THE END, DARE TO DO OUR DUTY AS WE UNDERSTAND IT.” The crowd jumped to its feet and gave Lincoln a standing ovation. Within days, he was being touted as a worthy Republican candidate for the presidency.31
	When friends and reporters first pushed Lincoln to run for the White House soon after his debates with Douglas, Lincoln was reluctant to enter the arena of active candidates. He sincerely wondered whether he was prepared for the presidency, telling one journalist “I must, in candor, say I do not think myself fit for the Presidency.”32 In addition, he did not want to jump into the race too quickly and spoil his possible darkhorse status. Yet, he started taking steps indicating his interest in the high office soon after Cooper Union.
	When asked for an autobiographical sketch for publication in newspapers in the early 1850s, Lincoln had demurred. In 1860, he sent his friend Jesse Fell a brief account of his life, which Fell used to get out a widely circulated, if abbreviated, story of Lincoln.33 At the end of that April, Lincoln disclosed to his friend Senator Lyman Trumbull that he had changed his mind about a possible presidential nomination. He admitted that “the taste is in my mouth a little.”34 Even more important, at the state convention of the Illinois Republicans at Decatur in early May, Lincoln allowed delegates to nominate him for the presidency and to promise their support at the national convention in Chicago one week later.
	A remarkable happening at the state gathering provided Lincoln his western symbol, one that would become central to his campaign in the months leading up to the national election that November. Richard J. Oglesby, an ambitious Illinois politician who later became the state’s governor, was convinced Lincoln needed a catchy moniker, like Andrew Jackson’s “Old Hickory” or William Harrison’s “the log cabin candidate,” to enhance his candidacy. Lincoln was already known as “Old Abe” or “Honest Abe,” but Oglesby wanted more. Hearing stories of Lincoln’s having split rails when he entered Illinois some thirty years before, Oglesby talked John Hanks, a cousin of Lincoln’s mother, into bringing some to the convention. Calling for attention, Oglesby and Hanks carried the rails to the front of the hall with an accompanying banner that read “Abraham Lincoln The Rail Candidate for President in 1860.” The banner also attested to Lincoln’s having “mauled” the rails himself. Although not particularly liking the homey references to his backwoods background, Lincoln admitted he had split many rails. Now, Lincoln had his western motto: he was the “Railsplitter Candidate,” a hardworking man of the soil from the West.35
	The careful planning and skillful oversight of Lincoln’s political advisors were important reasons for his later success in the national convention held in the temporary structure called the “Republican Wigwam” in Chicago. Lincoln’s political operatives from Illinois, including fellow lawyer and judge David Davis and lawyer Leonard Swett, along with legislator Norman Judd, had finagled moving the event to Chicago. They argued that the party should avoid meeting in the backyards of the leading prospective candidates, William Seward (New York), Salmon Chase (Ohio), and Edward Bates (Missouri). Since Lincoln was not a leading candidate, meeting in Chicago and inviting in hundreds—perhaps even thousands—of Lincoln supporters was an important boon for the Springfield man. Lincoln told his lieutenants not to make any “deals,” but he also admitted he was not the first-choice candidate among delegates beyond Illinois. He encouraged his backers to sell him as the back-up choice for those states whose favorite son did not do well in the first round. They could pitch Lincoln as a middle-of-the-road candidate who alienated no one and who could draw support from all segments of the new Republican Party.36
	The strategies worked to near perfection. As predicted, Seward led on the first round, winning 173 ½ of the 233 votes needed, but Lincoln did surprisingly well with 102. Then, the second-choice maneuvering came into play, with Lincoln gaining needed support from Pennsylvania, New England, and other scattered areas. In the second vote, Lincoln closely trailed Seward 184 to 181. In the third round, Seward’s support dropped and Lincoln’s rose, giving him the victory. The planning had worked. The man of the West was the Republican candidate for the White House.
	Widening divisions among the Democrats soon added to Lincoln’s chances of victory in the national campaign. The Democrats fragmented into two factions, a northern segment supporting Stephen Douglas and a southern contingent backing John C. Breckinridge of Kentucky. The organization of a third party, the Constitutional Union Party that supported John Bell of Tennessee, also bode well for Lincoln. If he could keep and burnish his reputation as a balanced traditionalist who would not attack slavery where it already existed but opposed its spread into western territories, he could expect support from northern antislavery voters, abolitionists, border-state residents of Whig background, and other Unionists.
	Sensing victory coming in November, the Republicans decided to wage a careful campaign. They would avoid speaking out on controversial issues like slavery and popular sovereignty. Instead, they would major in pageantry and celebration. Touting their candidate as “Honest Abe” and “The Railsplitter,” Republican publicists also emphasized Lincoln’s western images.
	Widespread newspaper coverage spoke of Lincoln as a man of the West, most often positively but also negatively. On 19 May 1860, the day after Lincoln’s nomination, the Chicago Press and Tribune headlined a story “Log Cabins and Hard Cider Come Again!” The New York Daily Tribune moved in another direction with “Abe Lincoln, [combines] the intellectual power of a giant with the simple habits of a backwoods farmer.”37 The Springfield Illinois State Journal of 10 July 1860 carried the comments of an experienced Massachusetts politician: “I know Lincoln well. I sat with him in Congress . . . He is a Western man . . . He is a man of western origin and growth, who has grown with the marvelous growth of that marvelous region.”38 Of course, a few journalists could also see a dark side of “western.” The Philadelphia Evening Journal around 28 May 1860 spoke of Lincoln’s “coarse language, illiterate style, and his vulgar vituperative” personality as reflective of his earlier western experiences as a “flatboatman and a rail-splitter.”39 Not surprisingly, southern Democratic newspapers could be even more negative. The Richmond Enquirer of 21 May 1860 dismissed Lincoln as “an illiterate partisan without talents, without education.”40
	Lincoln did not respond to these positive and negative comments. In fact, he said little publicly in the five months stretching from his nomination to the national election. As was typical of candidates of the time, Lincoln remained at home, but in his conversations and private letters he remained rock-solid on his major stance: no expansion of slavery into the West. On his possible victory in November, he did comment, telling his former doctor, Anson G. Henry, who had moved from Illinois to Oregon, that “to-day, it looks as if the Chicago ticket will be elected.”41 One month later, he wrote to Simeon Francis, the Springfield editor who had also moved to Oregon, “I hesitate to say it, but it really appears now, as if the success of the Republican ticket is inevitable.”42
	Lincoln’s political prognostications were clearly on target. State elections in October swung heavily in Lincoln’s direction, almost assuring victory the next month. On 6 November, Lincoln swept the northern states and ran up a total of 180 electoral votes. With 1.9 million votes, he ran 900,000 ahead of his closest competitor Stephen Douglas. Even though Lincoln won slightly less than 40 percent of the popular vote, his electoral victory was decisive. If the electoral votes of all opponents—Douglas, Breckinridge, and Bell—had been combined, Lincoln still would have beaten them 180 to 123.
	Abraham Lincoln—man of the West, the Railsplitter, and first president from the West—would enter the White House the next March. The West and a westerner had triumphed.
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Lincoln Shapes the West


In the four months between Abraham Lincoln’s election and inauguration, he opted to follow his previous policies. Thinking he had already spoken enough on the major issues before his election, he made no public pronouncements and refrained from granting interviews that would lead to policy announcements. On the other hand, a steady deluge of private letters went out. He also arranged interviews with those who would be involved in his cabinet as well as other advisors and political friends.
	The largest challenge facing Lincoln was a broken Union. About six weeks after his election, South Carolina seceded. Soon, Mississippi, Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas joined the Palmetto State. Lincoln made no public statements about the seceding states, but he told allies in Congress and elsewhere to avoid getting caught up in secession fever. In these actions, Lincoln clearly underestimated southern antipathy toward him, the Republican Party, and other opponents of slavery.1
	Lincoln did speak forcefully on another issue, one particularly important for understanding his links to the American West. He frankly stated his stance in a letter to his political ally Illinois Senator Lyman Trumbull on 10 December 1860. “Let there be no compromise on the question of extending slavery. If there be, all our labor is lost,” he told Trumbull, “and, ere long, must be done again.” The villain was popular sovereignty, Lincoln added. “Have none of it. Stand firm. The tug has to come, and better now, than any time hereafter.”2 Lincoln reiterated this position often in his prepresidential days, especially when he opposed a series of compromises that Senator John J. Crittenden of Kentucky introduced to revive the Missouri Compromise and allow the expansion of slavery into the southern parts of the West. Lincoln spoke out—in private letters to his congressional contacts—against these compromises.
	Once in the White House, Lincoln’s actions dealing with the West that drew the most attention were his land policies, support for railroads, emancipation measures, and his connections with western territories and states. His activities dealing with Native Americans and war policies also engendered more than a few comments. These efforts brought additional notice to states and territories in the West and displayed the blueprints Lincoln had in mind for the region.
	Beginning with Lincoln’s service in the Illinois legislature in the late 1830s and early 1840s, he had supported legislation enhancing agricultural endeavors and making more land available to American families. Ironically, even though Lincoln himself had fled the frontier farming of his father, he astutely realized that he had to reach out to farmers, the largest occupational group in the states and territories, if he wished to rally support for his political career.
	When the nascent Republican Party included homestead planks in its political platforms of 1856 and 1860, Lincoln swung enthusiastically behind such efforts. As the Republican candidate in 1860 and incoming president in 1861, Lincoln strongly advocated for an act to provide homesteads for legal settlers. Convinced that the American economic system must include “right to rise” policies, he looked at available, inexpensive land as an avenue for free white laborers and soldiers, particularly in the western territories, to achieve economic security for their families. So well known was Lincoln’s stance on homesteading that some called him a “land man.” His backers stated that a vote for Lincoln was “a vote for your own farm.”3
	Before 1862, Lincoln barely hinted at his endorsement of new land and agricultural policies. Still, on 12 February 1861 at a stopover in Cincinnati on his way to the White House, the president-elect told a crowd that “in regard to the Homestead Law,” he was “in favor of cutting up the wild lands into parcels, so that every poor man may have a home.”4
	By the following year, Lincoln repeatedly backed congressional legislation dealing with homesteads and other agricultural matters. Yet, displaying his Whiggish tendencies, Lincoln recommended leadership by Congress rather than by an overweening president for legislative bills dealing with agriculture. In 1862, Congress moved ahead with three significant pieces of legislation: the Homestead Act, the creation of a Department of Agriculture, and the Land-Grant College Act, better known as the Morrill Act. All eventually impacted the West, especially the northern sections of the region.
	Some historians argue that the Homestead Act was the most important agricultural legislation Congress ever passed. When Lincoln signed the bill on 20 May 1862, it stipulated that a legal homesteader, after five years of residence and payment of a small fee, could now own 160 acres. Lincoln and most other Republican leaders were convinced the Homestead Act would be an all-win action. They believed it would encourage western migration and settlement, offer new economic stability for American families, and build new and stronger links between their party and agriculturists.
	Although Lincoln said little specifically about the Homestead Act, members of Congress knew that he backed the Republican platform calling for inexpensive homesteads. Galusha Grow, a congressman from Pennsylvania, had pushed for nearly free homesteads for settlers in the 1850s. Congressional Democrats and southern sympathizers blocked his efforts, using the controversy around the potential extension of slavery to snarl Grow’s efforts. As soon as Lincoln was elected, Grow enthusiastically resumed his support for what became the Homestead Act. There is evidence he showed his bill to Lincoln and got the president’s support before it passed the House in February 1862 and the Senate later in May.5 For Lincoln and his Republican Party, the land legislation seemed to achieve several goals: it would link pioneers to the largesse of the federal government, chiefly one with Republicans at the throttle; it would open the way for “the right to rise” that meant so much to Lincoln; and it would aid farmers, the largest group of voters in the United States.
	In the same week that Lincoln endorsed the Homestead Act, he also approved a bill establishing the Department of Agriculture. In his first annual report to Congress in December 1861, Lincoln called attention to the need for a bureau or department to gather and disseminate agricultural information. Even though farming was “the largest interest of the nation,” the president stated, no administrators had been “assigned to it in the government.”6 Lincoln asked Congress for such an agency. Only months later, they passed legislation to establish a Department of Agriculture, which Lincoln signed on 15 May 1862. He named his good friend Isaac Newton to direct the new agricultural department. Pleased with Newton’s quick, diligent actions, Lincoln saluted his efforts in his second annual address that December.7
	Another major agricultural measure, the Morrill Act, also passed in the Thirty-seventh Congress. The legislation stipulated that for each state’s representative and senator Congress would set aside thirty thousand acres of federal land to support an institution teaching “such branches of learning as are related to agriculture and the mechanic arts.”8 Every state, therefore, would receive at least ninety thousand acres (for two senators and, at minimum, one congressman) to establish these colleges. Lincoln called for the guidelines in a speech he delivered in September 1859 at the Wisconsin State Fair. During the presentation, he urged his listeners to apply new technologies to agricultural production, to improve education for farmers, and to deal more carefully and productively with their lands. The Morrill Act started slowly because much of the West was still at its territorial stage and not yet eligible to receive the land grants. Later, it would have a significant impact on agricultural and higher education.
	Abraham Lincoln was as much a railroad man as he was a supporter of farmers and agriculture. Like his backing for farming, Lincoln’s interests in railroads, as a born-again Whig enamored with internal improvements, stretched back more than twenty-five years when he spoke out for railroads while in the Illinois legislature. After leaving the state legislature, he continued to advocate for the railways in Illinois, including acting as legal representation for the sprawling and powerful Illinois Central Railroad. By the late 1850s, he strongly stood for a transcontinental rail line, which carried over into his presidency.9
	Here, too, Lincoln allowed Congress to lead the way in sending the iron horses westward. Still, he made plain his support for congressional legislation to establish a transcontinental railway. Lincoln saw a mutually beneficial partnership between farmers and railroads. Farmers could use the trains for trips to towns and nearby cities and, more importantly, to ship their crops and livestock to markets. Conversely, railroads were the key to freeing agriculturalists from their gardens and backyard fields, opening them to a market economy that boomed from the 1830s to Lincoln’s presidency. He viewed railroads as the wave of the future and never stumbled in his championing of them.
	An illuminating moment in 1859 encapsulates Lincoln’s dream for a transcontinental railroad. On his trip to Council Bluffs, Iowa, he met the ambitious young engineer Grenville Dodge, just returning from a trip west to study possible routes for a transcontinental railroad. Together, they walked to Cemetery Hill (later renamed Lincoln Hill), looked west, and talked about a long railroad running to the Pacific. Dodge recalled later that Lincoln told him “there was nothing more important before the nation at that time than building a railroad” to the West Coast.10 Lincoln continued that view once in the White House, so much so that one humorist looking at his ability to push the railroad westward concluded, “Abraham’s faith moved mountains.”11
	As president, Lincoln stood strong for a transcontinental railroad, pushing for its construction as soon as possible. On 2 July 1862, he signed the Pacific Railroad Act, which generously provided five alternating sections, or sixty-four hundred acres, for each mile of track laid to create rights-of-way for the Union Pacific and Central Pacific railroads. Lincoln hoped that rail-laying would begin soon thereafter at the eastern, or Union Pacific, end at Council Bluffs as well as the western, or Central Pacific, end at the Sacramento or Bay Area of California. When financiers dubiously claimed that their funding was insufficient, Lincoln backed a congressional bill to double the funding in 1864 and to plan another transcontinental railroad (the Northern Pacific) running from the Great Lakes to the Pacific Northwest.
	Nothing better illustrated Lincoln’s desire to marry the East and the West, particularly when a horrendous Civil War threatened to divide not unite the country, than his push for transcontinental railroads. He wanted to ensure that California remained linked to the Union, the South did not capture the West, the plains and prairies were opened to pioneers, and the mineral wealth of the region was kept safe for Union coffers. Lincoln was so enthusiastic for the transcontinental railroads, as were many of his fellow Republicans and some Democrats, that he did not see the shadowy sides of what he was pushing. Later, critics would castigate this eager support for railroads as “subsidization without regulation” or a “blueprint for the Gilded Age.”12
	Lincoln seemed blind to the possible fallout from his expansionistic agricultural and railroad policies, but violent reactions nonetheless shot up during his presidency and intensified after his death in 1865. One of the early dramatic pushbacks came in the United States-Dakota War—then known as the Sioux Uprising—in southwestern Minnesota in late summer 1862. This violence caught Lincoln by surprise, partly due to his limited firsthand knowledge about American Indians when he arrived in Washington, D.C. Although Lincoln’s grandfather was killed in an Indian attack and Lincoln himself had joined a local militia but saw no action during the Black Hawk War, he had little contact with Indians or Indian policies in Illinois. Even when severe criticism of United States Indian policy surfaced in Lincoln’s first presidential year, he left nearly all decisions to William F. Dole, the commissioner of Indian affairs.13
	Then Lincoln received a telegram dated 21 August 1862, declaring the Minnesota frontier aflame with murderous Indian attacks and forcing him to act. The United States-Dakota War had its origins in more than a decade of turmoil and wrongful actions. Incoming white settlers pushing into reserved Indian lands and the government’s failure to deliver food and other supplies to treaty Santees fueled their discontent. Once attacks broke out in late August and settlers were slaughtered or driven from their homes, Lincoln knew he had to do something even if he lacked the soldiers to send to Minnesota. When Major General John Pope arrived with sufficient troops, the army quickly subdued the Dakotas, declaring on 9 October that the war “may be considered at an end.”14
	Two fallouts following the quick military victory lingered after the battles. The first was immediate and critical. Pope had captured about 1,200 Indians, with more than half being women and children. He also sent Lincoln a list of 303 Santee men whom a military tribunal had condemned to death for their capital crimes, specifically murder and rape. Lincoln, with urging from Bishop Henry Benjamin Whipple, cautiously examined the record of these hanging sentences. With the aid of lawyers and other researchers, Lincoln uncovered many dubious condemnations. The president removed all but 38 names from the hanging list. Although Lincoln had saved the lives of 265 Santees, he allowed the other 38 to be executed on 26 December 1862 in the largest mass hanging in American history.
	The other spillover directly impacted Dakota Territory. When Chief Little Crow escaped from the fighting, he fled west. Although the Yanktons remained out of the ensuing conflicts, Little Crow’s Santees and other tribes in Dakota raided near the town of Yankton and chased residents of Sioux Falls from their homes. Dissatisfied that Little Crow’s raiders were never fully defeated and remained in Dakota, the frontier army attacked them in the summers of 1863 and 1864. The Indians retreated but were not conquered, having escaped deeper into the territory. Although widespread, hard evidence is lacking, residents of Dakota Territory and other western areas probably reacted as the settlers of Minnesota did. Most likely, they wanted Lincoln and the army to do much more to wipe out the Indians and end their threat to settlements. Generally, Lincoln’s record with American Indians does not deserve high marks. 
	Two trends in the West during Lincoln’s administration became increasingly difficult barriers to surmount on the way to more equitable and humane treatment of Indians. First, military units in the trans-Mississippi West were in disarray. The army had lost many of its ablest leaders and soldiers to regiments and battlefronts east of the Mississippi. The reassigned commanders and foot soldiers were replaced with officers, volunteers, and local militia with little sympathy for Indians, whom they considered competitors for western lands and dangerous opponents for settlements and frontier families. The actions of some of these new leaders betrayed the same arrogance and hardheartedness Pope displayed toward the Sioux. The flawed leadership of Brigadier General James H. Carleton in forcing Navajos on the Long Walk in the Southwest in 1863, the vicious actions of Brigadier General Patrick E. Connor at the Bear River Battle on the Utah-Idaho border in 1863, the murderous deeds of Major John M. Chivington in the Sand Creek Massacre in eastern Colorado in 1864, and Lieutenant Colonel George Custer’s mindless attack at Washita in western Indian Territory (now Oklahoma) in 1868 were but one quartet of examples of military leaders out of control in their attacks on native groups.
	The other trend militating against thoughtful treatment of Indians was Lincoln’s lack of strong interest in protecting them. The president took a middle-of-the-road approach in the United States-Dakota War, but he failed to aid the Five Civilized Tribes directly when they requested help against Confederate pressure. Lincoln also passed to the Senate several treaties made with western Indians without carefully scrutinizing the details or asking for more information about them. Still, Lincoln seems to have meant well in his Indian policies. He told Indian reformer John Beeson, “You may rest assured that as soon as the pressing matter of this war is settled the Indians shall have my first care and I will not rest untill [sic] Justice is done to their and your Sattisfaction [sic].”15 He also promised Bishop Whipple, who had given good counsel on the conflict in Minnesota, that he would consider if the “Indian system shall not be remodelled. Many wise and good men have impressed me with the belief that this can be profitably done.”16 To his credit, Lincoln seemed sincere in these and other similar promises, but the reforms did not come. Pressed by the mounting demands of the Civil War, the president neither addressed Indians’ needs nor reformed a flawed Indian policy system. Perhaps Lincoln specialist Mark Neely, Jr., provides the most useful judgement. “It remains difficult to describe Lincoln’s Indian policy,” Neely writes, “because he made so few statements on the problem and because he took little direct action in Indians affairs.”17
	Another major link between President Lincoln and the West came in his reactions to slavery and his opposition to its spread westward. Any American following national politics since the mid-1850s would have known of Lincoln’s stances on and participation in key political events of the time: his resistance to Douglas’s popular sovereignty doctrine, opposition to the proslavery supporters in “Bleeding Kansas,” disagreement with the Supreme Court’s decision in the Dred Scott case, debates with Douglas, and election to the White House in 1860. Abundantly clear in all these events and issues was Lincoln’s stance against slavery expanding into western territories.18
	When Lincoln announced his preliminary Emancipation Proclamation in September 1862 and followed with its final version in January 1863, most observers, then and later, did not see Lincoln’s announcement as a western measure, although slavery existed legally and illegally in small numbers throughout the region. Certainly not, unless they were speaking of the three states of Texas, Missouri, and Arkansas as western rather than southern states. The proclamation, however, clearly influenced these three states, where the institution existed legally, and other states and territories beyond the Mississippi, where it existed illegally. Lincoln’s announcement gave those slaveholders warning that slavery in the West was under notice—and perhaps under threat of extinction—in the states of California and Oregon as well as the eight territories in the West, even though those areas were not covered under the proclamation and where slavery was illegal.
	Two legislative matters dealing with emancipation, though not of Lincoln’s instigation, gained his support and clearly shaped the West. In May 1862, the House of Representatives passed a bill ending all slavery in western territories. The Senate gave its support to the measure the next month, and Lincoln signed the enactment on 19 June. One month later in mid-July, Congress passed the Second Confiscation Act, which declared the southern Confederates to be insurrectionists whose slaves could be freed as a military measure. Lincoln reluctantly signed the bill.19 Even though many historians and Lincoln biographers have paid scant attention to these two congressional actions—typically overlooked for the more famous Emancipation Proclamation—they undermined, and in most sections ended, slavery in western states and territories. True, not many slaves resided in western territories, but, as Lincoln scholar Phillip Shaw Paludan notes, “the vindication of the long-treasured principle [no extension of slavery into the West] was sweet.”20
	At first, Lincoln did not directly address another presidential responsibility, although his opposition to the spread of slavery impacted this executive duty. In the Northwest Ordinance of 1787, Congress had laid out the general guidelines for the organization of new territories. Congress was placed in charge of the territories, but the president appointed the leading territorial officials: a governor, secretary, and three (or more) judges. In addition, the president could also appoint revenue gatherers, United States attorneys, surveyors, marshals, and an Indian agent, if the governor was not in charge of Indian relations. Most often, the United States secretary of state and secretary of the interior handled day-to-day territorial details.
	It was a complex, ill-defined system, and over the years territories suffered from the Deist-like organization, featuring maladministration and inattention from Washington, D.C., after territories were created. The arrangement also featured a too-often unrecognized conflict. The territory’s residents elected their territorial legislatures and delegates, who received a non-voting seat in the United States House of Representatives, typically voting local men into those positions. Presidential appointees, on the other hand, were figures in the president’s political party from established states to the east who were frequently unacquainted with the territories to which they were appointed. This combination created frequent clashes between the insider delegates and outsider appointees, generating a common experience in every territory’s history.21
	As with all new presidents, Lincoln inherited this unwieldy configuration that had stumbled along for nearly eighty years. For pragmatic, patronage-hungry executives, the territorial system was a bonanza of opportunities for granting positions to political cronies, friends, and family members. For presidents less driven by these partisan needs, the territorial system was an onerous drag on their time, energies, and emotions.
	While burdened with an unprecedented, horrendous civil war, the demands of the territorial system were an overload on Lincoln, who was already weighed down with endless tasks. Still, Lincoln’s decisions direct appointments to offices in the region and the new territories’ reactions to them reveal much about his links to the trans-Mississippi West.
	Lincoln followed recognizable patterns in dealing with the western territories. His nominees for territorial offices were nearly always Republicans and antislavery men. Territorial officials, including the territorial delegate and members of the legislature, usually did not display opposition to Lincoln’s appointees on slavery matters. When criticism of Lincoln’s appointees as outsiders or as too Republican flashed across the territory, it was not connected to slavery.22
	Lincoln’s patronage tendencies in the western territories had far-reaching effects. Between 1861 and 1865, the president nearly always appointed loyal Republicans to the territorial offices of governor, secretary, and three judges as well as a few other lesser officials. As the first Republican president, Lincoln’s appointments were the launching point for the Republican Party in large sections of the American West. Several of the western territories, such as Idaho, Montana, and New Mexico, were decidedly Democratic. By naming Republicans to offices that likely would have gone to Democrats in a territorial election, Lincoln was supporting another party in the West. These political links were Lincoln’s most important connection with the region. In fact, he administered a larger combination of western states and new territories than any previous president. Like George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, and James K. Polk before him, Lincoln reshaped the political-geographical map of the United States. In these actions and in the importance of their consequences, Lincoln deserves to be labeled a political founding father of the American West.23
	Alongside the similarities among western territories were equally evident differences. The most obvious contrasts were in the Indian Territory and Utah, where the peoples, cultures, and beliefs were at large variance from those of other territories. Also, during Lincoln’s administration, mineral booms in Nevada, Idaho, Montana, Colorado, and to a lesser extent Washington, drew thousands of male newcomers unlike the families that flooded into agricultural areas. Some territories were riven with fiery political conflicts between Republicans and Democrats, for example in New Mexico, Nevada, Idaho, and Montana. New Mexico was invaded by Texas Confederates to the east as well, something most of the other territories did not experience, at least to the same extent. Those North-South divisions were also a prime reason that Arizona became a new territory in 1863.24
	One might also point to the varying strengths of territorial leaders as a reason for the differences among the territories. Some Lincoln-appointed leaders were not failures, but neither were they obvious successes. They were not abortive leaders like Caleb Lyon in Idaho, William Gilpin in Colorado, or Sidney Edgerton in Montana. Nor were they strong leaders like William H. Wallace in Washington and Idaho, James W. Nye in Nevada, and Newton Edmunds in Dakota Territory, all of whom deserve consideration among the best of territorial governors.25
	A fuller comparison of the other territories reveals a few other differences. Nevada was the only territory that rushed to statehood during Lincoln’s presidency, primarily, it is thought, because Lincoln wanted the Nevada state vote for the possible passage of the Thirteenth Amendment that outlawed slavery nationwide in early 1865.26 The Hispanic cultural heritage in New Mexico set it aside from the social makeup of other western territories. Also in New Mexico, the holdovers from previous years, including several Democrats, diverged from what Lincoln did politically in the region.
	At this point, one should ask about Lincoln and Dakota Territory. How typical was Dakota, one of the first western territories Lincoln helped establish and where his likeness adorns the side of Mount Rushmore, in its presidential-territorial links during his administration? The quick, uncomplicated answer is that some parts of the Dakota experiences were similar to those of other territories. On the other hand, there were also clear differences between Dakota and the others in their connections with Lincoln.27
	Many of the parallels between Dakota and the other territories are obvious. One is what has been dubbed the Deist or even disinterested Lincoln-territorial links. This concept means that the president and Congress, distant and father-like, created the territories, but then turned away and let them work out their own destinies. In this system, for example, faulty appointees were rarely cashiered, the cabinet failed to check up on governor’s actions, and advisors in Washington, D.C., infrequently encouraged appointees to work out compromises between Republicans and Democrats. What Dakota experienced in this area duplicated, in the most part, what other territories encountered.
	Another similarity was the frequent conflict between Lincoln’s appointees and territorial leaders. In this case, Lincoln’s named governor—fellow Republican and abolitionist William Jayne—competed and frequently clashed with the leading Democrat, John B. S. Todd, a cousin of Mary Todd Lincoln. Like other partisan appointees, Jayne disagreed most with territorially elected officials. A colleague provided a negative summary overview of Jayne that many Dakotans held. Jayne was, the observer noted, “a clever man, a tolerably shrewd ward politician, but without any appreciation of statesmanship and wholly unable to meet the present crisis.”28 Later, Newton Edmunds, another Lincoln Republican nominee but less partisan, proved to be a good leader for the territory. From the very beginning, Dakota residents decided to avoid comments about slavery, a move that smoothed over political differences there and seemed to satisfy Lincoln. When Governor Jayne later pushed his abolitionist positions in early 1862, he upset territorial politics, as did similar moves by partisan leaders in other western territories. With most Republicans in the West being of the more centrist stripe, like Lincoln, on slavery issues, the appointees’ support for any of these extreme positions alienated these moderate Republicans as well as the majority Democrats among their populations.
	A few differences between Dakota and the rest of the region gradually emerged. Railroads, at first, were less of an issue in the territory as the Pacific Railway Act in 1862 approved a route to the south. When plans were announced for the Northern Pacific in 1864, however, it pleased Dakotans that they too would have access to a transcontinental railroad. One would expect that Dakota residents reacted positively to the Homestead Act, but not so. When newcomers arrived after 1862, they found some of the best agricultural land already taken up. Additionally, many of the new arrivals were young single men more interested in investments and financial dealings than in a family farm. Historian Howard R. Lamar sums up the disappointment that plagued the territory: “It was simply that Dakota, unlike previous American territories, had no proven value as an agricultural region, or, as of 1865, no known rich mineral deposits.”29 Another difference came with alarming quickness when Indian refugees fleeing from the United States-Dakota War entered the territory, which brought the army in their wake. Those unresolved Indian-military conflicts upset central and western portions of Dakota Territory in the closing years of Lincoln’s administration.
	In the immediate aftermath of Lincoln’s assassination in April 1865, a wave of warm memories carried through Dakota Territory, the West more generally, and much of the northern states. Over the following decades, Lincoln was iconized in writings, public ceremonies, and at hundreds of public sites. Most Americans found several positives about their first martyred president. Almost instantly, his honesty, bipartisanship, fairness, willingness to listen, growing support for needy persons, and political leadership, among other achievements, were saluted in speeches and writings. Taken together, these memorializations would prepare the way for the common depiction of Lincoln as the greatest American president. If the saluters had been aware of the matter at the time, they would have cheered Lincoln for his efforts to move the United States westward in his economic and political decisions.30 Counter and sometimes negative reactions, however, soon arose and flowered alongside these sustaining, encouraging memories of Lincoln.






4
Memorializing Lincoln and His Changing West


In the grief-ridden days immediately following Lincoln’s assassination, his reputation rose to a mountaintop apotheosis. Friends, national leaders, newspapermen, the general public, and even a few former opponents praised the deceased president. He became the epitome of the ideal democratic leader, the model of nonpartisanship, a glowing self-made man, and even a Christ-like figure to some. Among the thousands of warm, heartfelt salutes, hesitations and even a few sharp criticisms also emerged. These reservations mounted during the days of discontent under Andrew Johnson’s flawed presidency and the contentious Reconstruction era, when federal authorities attempted to control the South, reconstruct the region, and bring it back into the Union in the late 1860s and 1870s. These bifurcated reactions to Lincoln—largely positive but also exhibiting some negativity—would remain at odds during the next half century and more.
	Lincoln’s impact on the American West engendered parallel conflicting reactions. Here, too, the initial reactions were nearly always upbeat. Later, especially after observers pointed out shortcomings in the president’s land and railroad efforts and his general contribution to the shaping of the West, he came under increasing criticism. These darts seemed to result as much from changing attitudes about the environment and economic development as from flaws in Lincoln’s leadership.
Thus, the years stretching from Lincoln’s death in 1865 to the mid-1920s featured divided reactions to Lincoln himself as well as to his actions dealing with the West. These two trends—memorializing Lincoln and Lincoln and the West—were sometimes linked in these unfolding decades.
	Just moments after Lincoln died on the morning of 15 April 1865, Secretary of War Edwin Stanton, in the throes of grief, uttered his memorable feelings about Lincoln: “Now, he belongs to the ages.”1 Almost immediately after, journalists, public speakers, political leaders, lay citizens, and a host of others began to echo Stanton’s cry. They rushed to portray Lincoln as a saintly model for all Americans—indeed, for all humanity. These quickly arising memories of Lincoln unfolded in his emotion-driven funeral train from Washington, D.C., to Springfield, Illinois, in late April and early May 1865. At the same time, early controversies over Lincoln’s burial spot and first memorials emerged promptly.2
	The twelve-day trip encompassed seven states and 180 cities, largely going in reverse of Lincoln’s trip to Washington as president-elect in 1861. Hundreds of thousands of viewers flocked to where the cities held Lincoln’s casket and put his body on view for the public. The multitudes of mourners illustrated the positive perception of Lincoln that flooded across the country in spring 1865. After Mary Lincoln won a verbal tussle with Springfield leaders who wanted Lincoln buried in a downtown site that would draw visitors, Lincoln was interred at Oak Ridge Cemetery on the town’s outskirts.3
	Around the nation, several groups soon began to discuss how Lincoln should be honored with appropriate architectural or sculptural commemorations. When a Washington, D.C., group failed in its quest to raise money for a monument, a Springfield group moved ahead with its Lincoln project. This proposed Illinois memorial and others engendered several questions: How was Lincoln to be portrayed? Was he indeed a man above all other men? Did the Christ-like image of death on Good Friday distort peoples’ minds? How were the war, emancipation, and political issues to be treated? All these perplexing queries seemed, at first, imponderables.
	The memorial at Lincoln’s crypt suggested answers to some of these troubling questions. After back and forth discussions, the Springfield memorialization group launched its fund-raising efforts in 1865 and dedicated the huge, unfinished likeness in 1874. At the center of the memorial stood a tall granite obelisk of nearly 120 feet with a bronze Lincoln figure surrounded by military figures at its base. President Ulysses S. Grant attended the dedication, but Illinois Senator Richard Oglesby, the “orator of the day,” summed up the feelings conveyed in the shrine. “I dedicate this monument,” Oglesby told the crowd of nearly twenty-five thousand, “to the memory of the obscure boy, the honest man, the illustrious statesman, and the martyr President.”4 Here was the valiant hero who had saved the Union. 
	The deification of Lincoln quickly spread across the northern United States, from Washington, D.C., to Springfield, and on to the Pacific Northwest. From faraway Oregon, the new state’s leading newspaper saluted Lincoln as a “pure, large-hearted, generous man,” and as “one of the noble men and great souls of the earth.”5 Similar tributes appeared in the territorial newspapers of Washington, Idaho, and Montana.
	In the closing decades of the nineteenth century, other sculptors struggled with how to depict Lincoln in their works. Should they follow the effusive stories that exploded on the scene following his death, or should they move on to less romantic interpretations? Also, were some themes—such as his heroic leadership, his humane character, or his western background—to be emphasized more than others? Generally speaking, these artists could not make up their minds on these questions, leading to a variety of works and interpretations from the 1870s to the turn of the century.
	Soon after Lincoln’s assassination, sculptors received assignments to commemorate the fallen leader. In 1866, Congress commissioned eighteen-year-old Lavinia Ellen (“Vinnie”) Ream to sculpt a Lincoln statue for the Capitol rotunda. When unveiled in 1871, Ream’s work engendered scattered criticism but also praise for depicting a melancholy Lincoln holding on to the Emancipation Proclamation. Ten years after Congress first approached Ream, Thomas Ball’s Freedman’s Monument in Washington, D.C., stirred up a great deal of interest. It portrayed Lincoln holding the Emancipation Proclamation in one hand and reaching out with the other hand to a still-manacled slave kneeling before him. The statue first generated warm reactions from whites and blacks alike, portraying as it did a president interested in and moving to free the slaves. During the Civil Rights Movement in the second half of the twentieth century, however, naysayers denigrated the work as presenting a too-obsequious black man.6
	The most lauded of the early sculptures was Augustus Saint-Gauden’s Chicago statue Abraham Lincoln: The Man, also known as Standing Lincoln. In the 1887 work, Lincoln stands as if ready to speak, displaying contemplation, but with a hint of humor in his otherwise sorrowful eyes. He is portrayed in the plain, undistinguished clothes he wore most often. For many, Saint-Gauden had depicted the realistic Lincoln that artists hoped to achieve. The statue was, in the words of one observer, “the apotheosis of Democracy,” having “captured the soul of Lincoln.”7
	Historian Jonathan McKee Barr, who examines the negative images of Lincoln from the Civil War onward, perceptively describes the overnight transformation of the memory of the president that emerged in the days immediately following his violent death. “By identifying [Lincoln] as a martyr-saint in the immediate aftermath of his assassination,” Barr argues, “the majority of Americans willfully and collectively forgot the controversies and hatred that surrounded the sixteenth president in his lifetime.”8 Barr might also have noted that even as these salutes emphasized Lincoln’s democratic leadership, his saving the Union, and his upright character as a moral, self-made man, they did not mention his controversial dealings with African Americans, American Indians, or political opponents. Throughout the northern United States as well as Europe, Lincoln had suddenly become a saintly martyr, a man without spot or wrinkle.
	The quick deification of Lincoln in newspaper stories, telegraphed messages, and large swaths of public opinion found substantiation in “quickie” books published on the heels of his death. Several biographers burnished the escalating reputation of Lincoln by turning away from or hiding the less savory sides of the president. They often painted Lincoln in hues that diverged from reality. Josiah Holland, editor of the Springfield Republican, not only praised Lincoln as an upright, moral man, but also portrayed the president as an orthodox Christian who believed Christ was God, a view that Lincoln never expressed. Holland’s book, The Life of Abraham Lincoln, published in 1866, was well researched, became a best seller, and manifestly shaped thousands of readers’ conclusions about Lincoln and Christianity. Another writer, Lincoln’s close acquaintance and fellow Illinois politician Isaac N. Arnold, penned two other books, History of Abraham Lincoln and the Overthrow of American Slavery (1866) and The Life of Abraham Lincoln (1885). Readers were drawn to Arnold’s revered Lincoln and thought of the author’s comments as being “true” since he knew Lincoln so well.9
	Counter to the numerous biographies, including Holland’s and Arnold’s, that created and burnished a Lincoln halo was Ward Hill Lamon’s The Life of Abraham Lincoln, published in 1872. It was a curious book in its inception, creation, and reception. Wanting to write Lincoln’s biography, but neither a writer nor a diligent researcher, Lamon purchased the best available manuscript collection of Lincoln’s law partner, William Herndon, and had friend and writer Chauncey Black author what was intended as a two-volume biography. Black’s style and points of view, however, alienated his publisher Osgood and Company, other Lincoln biographers, and many readers. Black raised questions about Lincoln’s paternity, spoke of his love for Ann Rutledge, a young New Salem woman who was supposedly Lincoln’s first and only love, and emphasized Lincoln’s “dunghill”—western or frontier—beginnings. Everyone was upset. Ironically, the Lamon-Herndon-Black volume may have been the most realistic of the early biographies, but its picture of Lincoln as human and sometimes plebian turned off readers, particularly those in love with a saintly Abraham.10 Readers were so alienated that the second volume of the biography was never published.
	If many of the early monuments and biographies of Lincoln depicted him in glowing terms, there were clear exceptions to these trends. Still in the throes of losing the Civil War and beginning to create the Lost Cause mythology that celebrates the antebellum South and its plantation-and-slave culture, many southerners opposed the deified Lincoln. Instead, they repeated criticisms of Lincoln from the Civil War, continuing them during the Reconstruction and Gilded Age years. That many southerners disliked—even detested—Lincoln should not be surprising; not many northerners thought well of Confederate leader Jefferson Davis, often ridiculing him as an arrogant slavemaster. Pro-South radicals and Lost Cause advocates dismissed Lincoln as a tyrant. Former Confederate Vice President Alexander Stevens, a former Whig and Lincoln’s colleague in the United States Congress in the late 1840s, stood out from the other southern leaders in his respect for Lincoln. As Reconstruction ended, southerners like Henry Watterson, Henry Grady, and Woodrow Wilson, now adherents of a New South ideology calling for the embracing of new economic policies and cultural nationalism, could be more magnanimous toward Lincoln.11
	Frederick Douglass, probably the most well-known African American spokesman of the era, offered a middle-of-the-road, complex view of Lincoln. At first alienated from Lincoln on the slavery question but then drawn to the president because of the Emancipation Proclamation, Douglass said Lincoln treated him “as a man” in White House interviews and was “the black man’s President.” When Douglass spoke at the dedication of the Freedman’s Monument in 1876, however, he provided a more measured response. “Truth compels me to admit,” he told the gathering of white and black viewers, that, for black Americans, Lincoln “was not . . . either our man or our model.” Whites were “the children of Abraham Lincoln,” but blacks were “at best his step-children by adoption.”12 Douglass ventured away from the “Father Abraham” admiration of Lincoln. He also pointed to the president’s hesitancy and slowness to move on racial issues, and in his comments served as prologue for writer Lerone Bennett, Jr.’s, even more critical comments about Lincoln’s racial perspectives more than a century afterwards.13
	Later in the nineteenth century, other kinds of memorials of Lincoln presented themselves. In the 1870s, Lincoln’s former secretaries John G. Nicolay and John Hay decided, because of their close connection with the president, they should write his biography. Extremely important to their effort, Lincoln’s eldest son Robert Todd gave them access to Lincoln’s private papers, a benefit all other biographers would not receive until one minute past midnight on 26 July 1947, twenty-one years after Robert Todd Lincoln’s death. For more than a decade, Nicolay and Hay worked assiduously on the biography, which ballooned to ten volumes when published as Abraham Lincoln: A History in 1890. It remains the most voluminous study of Lincoln.
	In several ways, the secretaries displayed their veneration of Lincoln. To them, he was a heroic leader, a gentleman, and a compassionate, honest person. Writing to Robert Lincoln, the two authors told him that his father “was infinitely greater . . . than anybody about him, greater than even we imagined while he lived.”14 The ten volumes overflowed with military history, included negative comments on Lincoln’s father Thomas and his wife Mary Todd Lincoln, and numerous laudatory references to Abraham. As Lincoln biographer Benjamin Thomas notes, Nicolay and Hay, thinking of themselves as “guardians of the Lincoln tradition,” wrote when romanticism was still in vogue.15 They stressed sentiment and feeling over factual details, something later biographers would reverse.16
	Even though Nicolay believed he and Hay had published the last word needed on Lincoln, another skilled and ambitious writer, Ida Tarbell, skated around Nicolay’s verbal barriers to produce her own two-volume, widely read The Life of Abraham Lincoln ten years later. A veteran journalist and biographer, Tarbell heeded the advice of noted editor S. S. McClure to write essays on Lincoln for his McClure’s magazine and then publish them in book form.
	Tarbell took a giant step toward more realistic treatments of Lincoln and away from the romanticism of previous memoirs and the work of Nicolay and Hay. She dealt with controversial topics: Lincoln’s paternity, his insecurities, his troubled marriage, his hesitations. She also discussed extensively the subject of the present volume, Lincoln’s western beginnings, his impact on the region, and its shaping influences on his character, cultural outlook, and leadership. Tarbell was a tireless researcher, digging up and contacting sources even well beyond the extensive work of Nicolay and Hay. Whatever she discovered and wrote, she wanted it to be factual and accurate, not caught up in the legends and myths of earlier life stories of Lincoln. Published at the turn of the twentieth century, Tarbell’s writings on Lincoln were the transition point from early romanticized biographies to the subsequent factual and realistic books by James G. Randall, David Herbert Donald, Richard Lawrence Miller, Michael Burlingame, and Ronald C. White, Jr.
	In the first years after Lincoln’s presidency, the West seemed in several ways to benefit from his wise decisions concerning the region. Farm families bustled west, railroads carried people and materials beyond the Mississippi, and the region, generally, moved forward, expanding and growing stronger. Nestled among those advances, however, were dangerous hints of shortcomings and bad decisions that gradually surfaced before 1900.17
	Hundreds of thousands of farm families filed for homesteads in the West from the 1860s to the 1890s. These families bought into the free or inexpensive land guidelines included in the Homestead Act of 1862. The newcomers were escaping the tenancy of the American East or Europe, moving west in hopes of becoming part of the American Dream by owning land. In taking up western homesteads, they were expanding the region and participating in the vision Lincoln had laid out for them.
	Several western subregions particularly attracted thousands of agriculturalists. Farmer numbers expanded in the Dakotas and Great Plains, especially after increased rainfall in the 1870s and 1880s led to bumper crops and growing rumors that a verdant Garden of the West awaited ambitious tillers of the soil. In the far Pacific Northwest, new planters discovered how rich the Palouse Country, spreading over eastern Washington and parts of northern Idaho and northeastern Oregon, could be, particularly for grain growing.
	The mutual interests of unfolding railroads and migrating agriculturalists soon became clear. Rail companies coveted settlers as customers for their newly laid lines, and farmers desired railroads to transport their goods to new sites and their crops to markets. Not surprisingly, the railroads “puffed” areas beyond the Mississippi as ripe for cultivation. They painted the West in the most inviting hues, speaking of the region as “blossoming as a rose” and as fertile as a newly discovered Eden. The difficulties of costs, labor, and distances were glossed over in the celebratory come-ons.
	Judging solely in terms of the miles of track laid, railroads from the late 1860s to the early 1890s were achieving what Lincoln had hoped for. The Union Pacific-Central Pacific transcontinental line, slow to launch after 1862 but later moving rapidly, met in an iconic moment in western history on 10 May 1869 at Promontory Summit, about fifty miles west of Ogden, Utah. In 1864, Congress, with Lincoln’s strong support, had launched the Northern Pacific Railroad, which crossed the West from Lake Superior, splitting into two lines in Montana, and terminating in Portland, Oregon, and Tacoma, Washington. Slowed by financial difficulties after its beginning in 1870, the Northern Pacific did not reach Portland until 1883 and Tacoma in 1887. Meanwhile, the Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe and the Southern Pacific railroads made their way across more central and southern routes, respectively, from the 1860s to the 1880s. From 1879 to 1893, railroad magnate James J. Hill, using his own private funding, built his Great Northern Railroad from Saint Paul, Minnesota, to Seattle. These five transcontinental roads, totaling eight thousand to nine thousand miles, as well as several other shorter connecting lines, crisscrossed the region and created a transportation grid there that was literally unknown in 1860. Another of Lincoln’s dreams—transcontinental railroads linking the eastern and western United States—had come true. Yet, as we shall see, other less uplifting aspects shadowed the western railroad story.
	The tragic history of American Indians and their conflicts with the United States Army in the West during the Reconstruction and Gilded Age eras are linked to the deceased president even though he must not be viewed as the main instigator of those actions. In roughly the three decades stretching from Lincoln’s death to the mid-1890s, Indians felt continuing and increasing pressures from incoming settlers, fought to hold on to their lands, and gradually succumbed to the force of the frontier army. Even though Lincoln himself failed to formulate and carry out a clear Indian policy, he did allow Indian commissioner William Dole and army officers to follow a policy of removing nomadic Indians from their lands and relocating them to reservations. Lincoln agreed with Dole’s idea of “concentrating Indians and confining them to reservations,” a process Dole considered “the fixed policy of the government.”18
	This incessant, powerful push to forcibly “concentrate” Indians on reservations shaped Indian policies through the rest of the nineteenth century. By the late 1860s and 1870s, the United States had cleared tribes from most of their lands in California, Utah, Texas, the Pacific Northwest, and the Southwest, allowing for increased settlement. During the next decade and a half—symbolized by the surrender of Chief Joseph and the Nez Perce in 1877, the capture of Geronimo and his Chiricahua Apache forces in 1886, and the massacre of Big Foot and his Lakota band at Wounded Knee in 1890—Indians in less-settled areas of the Northern Great Plains and Southwest were also militarily defeated. Battle by battle and treaty by treaty, Indians lost their lands, were forced onto reservations, and even saw their reservations whittled in size by the allotment strategies of the Dawes Severalty Act of 1887. In the quarter century from Lincoln’s presidency to 1890, the Indian West had collapsed and fallen to the nadir of its existence in American history.
	Lincoln’s hesitant and piecemeal reforms dealing with African American rights were expanded later in the nineteenth century. The Fourteenth and Fifteenth amendments, building on Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation and the Thirteenth Amendment, added new definitions of citizenship and voting rights and laid out large, influential promises—on paper—for African Americans. The promises did not come to much fruition before 1900, certainly not in the South nor the West. In the post-Lincoln years, African Americans did move to Texas, largely as poor or tenant farmers. By 1900, about 80 percent of black residents in the West lived in Texas, a state where one out of four residents was black. Other African American farmers made their way into the agricultural areas of Kansas and Oklahoma. Sometimes labeled “exodusters,” blacks in Kansas, for example, migrated by the thousands in the 1870s and 1880s. The most notable of the African American emigrants was Benjamin (“Pap”) Singleton, who led a group of followers to establish Nicodemus, an all-black town in Kansas. For most African Americans, however, there was no Nicodemus on the horizon or in reality. Instead, they found a pronounced anti-black bias in the region and local legislation laying out residential and educational segregation. The promises of Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation and Thirteenth Amendment rarely worked out well for African Americans in the West.19
	For large parts of the West, the transition from territory to statehood occupied center stage from the mid-1860s to the 1890s. When Lincoln entered the White House in 1861, eight territories had been organized: Indian Territory in 1830, New Mexico and Utah in 1850, Washington in 1853, Nebraska in 1854, and Colorado, Nevada, and Dakota in 1861. During his administration, three new territories were added: Idaho and Arizona in 1863, and Montana in 1864. Nevada became a state in 1864. While president, Lincoln dealt with eleven territories.
	As the territories moved toward statehood after Lincoln’s years in the White House, political partisanship still ruled. Because mainly Republicans occupied the White House during Reconstruction and the Gilded Age, those presidents, like Lincoln, appointed members of their own party to territorial offices. Bickering between presidential appointees and locally elected territorial legislatures and delegates continued. Territories often remained out of sight, out of mind as far as presidents and congresses were concerned. Appointees in the later years often replicated the incompetence, unyielding arrogance, and disinterest typical of those Lincoln assigned.20
	Significant differences emerged, however, between Lincoln’s territorial West and the subsequent years leading up to the mid-1890s. Violence increased with growing settlement. Conflicts with American Indians accelerated throughout the late 1860s and 1870s. Mounting agricultural populations surged into Dakota, Colorado, Washington, and other scattered western areas. Mining booms brought rushes to Montana, Colorado, western Dakota, and Wyoming as well. Additional Indian tribes moved onto reservations in Indian Territory expanded its numbers. Shootouts that would achieve mythical status, like those in Lincoln County, New Mexico, and Tombstone, Arizona, also convulsed those areas.
	The march toward statehood was the largest change in the region. Usually, soon after organizing, western territories began pushing to become states. Statehood symbolized political, economic, and sociocultural success and a new, much-desired status. National political parties in Congress, however, would not support a western territory becoming a state unless that territory became a supporter of that party. So, after Lincoln through 1890, Democrats most often opposed western territories becoming states if their voters supported the Republicans. Gradually, that ruse fell away and the Omnibus States entered the union: Washington, Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota in 1889; Wyoming and Idaho in 1890. Later, the final four states in the continental United States came in: Utah in 1896, Oklahoma in 1907, and New Mexico and Arizona in 1912.
	Indeed, looking across the quarter century following Lincoln’s death, one must conclude that several of his policies and promises did not function smoothly in the West over those twenty-five-years. For instance, criticism of Lincoln’s western programs emerged when farm families experienced the dispiriting isolation, backbreaking labor, erratic climate, grasshopper infestations, and inadequate income of actual homesteading. Naturalist, explorer, and government officer John Wesley Powell pointed to perhaps the largest shortcoming of the Homestead Act in his Report on the Lands of the Arid Region of the United States in 1878. Much of the available land in the West beyond the hundredth meridian, Powell made clear, was too arid for farming. A 160-acre farm could not sustain a family in these water-poor areas, which were better suited for grazing than for cereal or row crops. Later, in the 1890s, the Populist Party became the voice of many struggling agriculturists in the region.
	Negative reactions mounted after 1900, when homesteaders arrived in even greater numbers. In the 1930s, historians spoke out forcefully about the limitations of the agricultural acts of the mid-nineteenth century. According to these writers, the Homestead Act had become an “Incongruous Land System” that ill fit the West. These scholars noted the loopholes in this noted legislation that allowed speculators, other investors, and railroads to benefit more than homesteaders.21 Water needs were so great that the government launched several gigantic irrigation projects based on the Newlands Reclamation Act of 1902 to deal with the huge arid areas of the West. What farmers and government leaders learned over time were the drawbacks of the Homestead Act. Their on-the-ground experiences considerably dampened the initial enthusiasm that this landmark legislation generated immediately after its launching in 1862.
	Negative reactions to railroad acts passed during Lincoln’s administration came even more quickly and in larger doses than the criticisms of land policies. Farmers, with alacrity, denounced what they considered the bullying and corrupt tactics of railroads. They pointed to the railroads’ exorbitant charges—especially in areas where no competitors could keep charges down, their gobbling up lands near rail lines forcing farmers to be far removed from transportation routes, and their finagling of rates so as to charge more and more, including higher rates for short-haul than long-haul runs. When news broke in 1872 of the corrupt bargains behind the Crèdit Mobilier scandal—when politicians got involved in a company that railroad owners created to receive their own contracts for constructing the lines—many Americans were convinced that the federal government and rail companies were not only Robber Barons but thieves behind the scenes. These attacks on railroads continued and expanded as the century wore on, with the Farmers Alliance and the Populists scorning them for their corruption.
	Historian Richard White has added other recent strong criticisms of railroads during Reconstruction and the Gilded Age.22 Early on, White speaks of the “financial disaster”23 and “shoddy construction”24 of the transcontinental rail lines that led to “an impressive but ramshackle network in the 1870s.”25 Later, White stated baldly, “the transcontinental railroads did not improve conditions for most people.”26 He also asserts that Republican administrations “had subsidized railroads the West did not need,” and because the lines were overbuilt, “the West became a region of bankrupt railroads, wasted capital, and angry workers and farmers.”27 In these escalating comments over thirty years, White, a leading western and American historian, provided a rational if dark interpretation of rail-building in the late nineteenth century. White’s and other similar views greatly diminished the euphoria that many Americans had exhibited earlier for transcontinental rail lines crisscrossing the West.
	Eventually, biographers and historians roundly denigrated Lincoln’s handling of Indian relations as well, although those views took time to emerge. In the mid-to-late nineteenth century, most Americans were not far from Lincoln in their views of American Indians as lesser humans, as uncivilized peoples who needed to give way to white settlers of a higher and more successful culture. Lincoln’s support for removing Indians to reservations to make way for settlers was a widely held view during his presidency and the rest of the nineteenth century.
	Views and actions similar to those of Lincoln toward Indians came under increasing reproach in the twentieth century, chiefly after the explicit civil rights efforts of the 1960s and later. There were clear reasons for this slowness in moving toward less sympathetic views of Lincoln’s Indian policies. In the decades between the writings of popular western historian Theodore Roosevelt and scholarly historian Frederick Jackson Turner and the 1950s, including the publications by prize-winners such as Frederic Logan Paxson, Bernard DeVoto, and Ray Allen Billington, writers told a one-sided story of white contact with Indians. During these decades, a few anthropologists and ethnologists began to write about the history and cultures of native groups. In the 1980s, some historians moved to a halfway point in their works featuring Indian policy studies and military-Indian conflicts. Among these were the gigantic two-volume study by Francis Paul Prucha, The Great Father: The United States Government and the American Indians and military historian Robert M. Utley’s The Indian Frontier of the American West. The first full-length study of Lincoln and Indians—David A. Nichols’s Lincoln and the Indians: Civil War Policy and Politics—owed more to the Indian policy studies, similar to Prucha’s later project, than to the works on Indian cultures to come.28
	These delays and oversights indicate that shifts in western historical writing, generally, would play a larger role in changing interpretations of Lincoln and American Indians than a freshet of essays and books on that topic itself. Prucha and Utley only briefly referred to Lincoln and his ideas about and contacts with Indians. Nichols was much more thorough and explicit. Focusing on Lincoln but not much on Indians, Nichols called for an integrative study, one that linked Lincoln to attitudes of his time rather than evading the question by claiming that the president lacked the time to deal with Indians. Lincoln’s views about Indians, Nichols argued, “were similar” to those of many of his contemporaries. “He accepted,” Nichols wrote, “the stereotype of the Indian as a heathen savage, in need of civilization and religious instruction.”29 Lincoln was also convinced that Indians should transform into farmers, the best lifestyle for whites, that they should be removed to reservations, and that they were a “dying race” if they continued as nomadic hunters and gatherers.30 For Nichols, Lincoln thought Indians stood in the way of western development, and unless they became agriculturalists they must be set aside to be protected and their lands opened for settlement.31
	Other recent historians built on Nichols or moved beyond him. Presidential historian Phillip Shaw Paludan, utilizing the writings of environmental historian Donald Worster, points to the detrimental impact of Lincoln’s economic policies—those dealing with homesteads and railroads—on Indians in the West.32 Another historian writing about Lincoln and Indian Territory—now Oklahoma—states that “the treatment of people of Indian Territory during the Civil War was unconscionable. The Native American was victimized, betrayed, and dispossessed. Abraham Lincoln saved the Union and freed the slaves, but was not able to preserve the birthright of the first Americans.”33 Writer Glenda Riley, while noting Lincoln’s expressed sympathy for Indians, adds that “he did not act” to protect them. “His decision was clear,” she writes, “in actions if not in words: the Indians lost; the West won. Result: the cruel and unconscionable Indian wars of the post-Civil War years in the American West.”34
	In the roughly thirty years stretching from 1900 to the late 1920s, the American West that Lincoln helped create, as well as interpretations of Lincoln himself, went through major transitions. At first glance, the West seemed to follow paths Lincoln had laid out for it nearly a half century earlier. Homesteaders flocked into the region. In fact, more western agricultural land was taken up in the 1900 to 1920 period, under the Homestead Act, than in the nineteenth century. In the first two decades of the twentieth century, farmers flooded into states such as California, Oklahoma, North Dakota, and Montana, where populations doubled. In Washington and Idaho, the influx caused the population to triple. Agriculture was booming, as Lincoln had hoped.35
	The impact of railroads was likewise clear. The transcontinental lines were thoroughfares to the west coast, where cities were exploding in size and influence. San Francisco, Los Angeles, Portland, and Seattle hosted hundreds of thousands of new westerners entering their new homes via the railroads.
	Two or three other trends illustrated Lincoln’s earlier interests—or lack of interest. The territorial system completed its work when Oklahoma, New Mexico, and Arizona gained statehood. Unfortunately, Lincoln’s hesitation on expanding further rights for African Americans and Native Americans persisted in the early years of the new century. The Thirteenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth amendments, on paper, expanded black rights, but throughout the West those rights typically were not pushed forward in the first three decades of the twentieth century. Those were also down years for American Indians. Residing primarily on reservations, Indians suffered large losses of land as a result of the allotment stipulations of the Dawes Act of 1887. The act had “failed miserably,” according to Indian policy authority Francis Paul Prucha, allowing 138 million reservation acres in 1887 to be cut to 52 million in 1934.36 Not until the New Deal in the 1930s did Indians begin to experience a turnaround in their lives.
	On second glance, changes away from Lincoln’s policies, rather than continuities, defined the West between 1900 and 1930. Not only were populations booming west of the Mississippi, they were particularly moving to western towns and cities. The American West was becoming an urban region—defined as incorporated areas of at least 2,500 residents. Observers—historians among them—were slow to recognize the rapid urbanization of the West. Between 1900 and 1920, Los Angeles jumped from 102,000 to 577,000; Portland from 90,000 to 258,000; Seattle 81,000 to 315,000; and Dallas 43,000 to 159,000. By 1920, California was already more than 50 percent urban. A westward tilt was underway, leading to the West becoming more than half urban by the 1930s, and in 1980, the most urban region of the United States. San Francisco was the largest city in the West until 1920 when Los Angeles outgrew its competitor to the north. Nearly a million new residents moved to the Los Angeles basin in the 1920s.37
	Lincoln would have been amazed to realize that the American West, with its mythic image as a wide-open, individualistic, and rural country, was becoming urban. It was not until the 1950s that Texas historian Walter Prescott Webb provided an apt description of the demographic layout of the West. Yes, the region featured huge spaces and openness, but most of its residents lived in “urban oases” scattered across the region.38 That image—an urban West in varied places—would have astounded Lincoln and his contemporaries.
	Other emerging trends in the twentieth century pushed the West further away from Lincoln’s concept of the region. Gradually realizing the aridity of large portions of the area, political leaders like Nevada Congressman Francis Newlands and North Dakota Senator Henry Hansbrough pushed through Congress, with the support of President Theodore Roosevelt, the Newlands Act of 1902. Through land sales and federal government funding, the act supported irrigation tracts for individual farmers, not for corporations. In other parts of the West, dams and irrigation projects near Arizona’s Salt River, Arrowrock Dam in Idaho, the Elephant Butte Dam in New Mexico, as well as in several other areas, eventually provided irrigation waters, flood control, generated electricity, and shared water supplies. This attempt at water control was another indication of the region’s move in new directions.
	For the first time, too, western leaders noticeably flexed their political muscles in Washington, D.C. William Jennings Bryan and George Norris of Nebraska, Hiram Johnson of California, William Borah of Idaho, and Peter Norbeck of South Dakota, among others, including political theorist William S. U’Ren of Oregon, were influencing the nation’s political organizations and decisions, particularly through their progressive stances on issues. Several western women, benefitting from support in some of the earliest states giving women the vote, were also becoming well known. These prominent figures included Abigail Scott Duniway of Oregon, Jeannette Rankin of Montana, Nellie Tayloe Ross of Wyoming, and Miriam (“Ma”) Ferguson of Texas. 
	Keeping in mind these clear shifts in western development, it is all the more puzzling that many westerners did not begin to see the region as an innovative, forward-looking place but remained in love with a romantic Old West. The addiction to a Wild West became evident especially in the 1920s. A frenetic frontier mythology captured the imagination of westerners and most other Americans. This newly arising fascination displayed itself in several venues. Novelists, movie makers, and even some historians and biographers embraced a mythic West. In literature, Zane Grey’s formula Western stories of heroes, villains, and heroines topped the bestseller lists in the 1920s, and more Western films were made in that decade than any other kind of movie. Frederick Jackson Turner avoided a romanticized old frontier in his writings, but popular “pulp” magazines produced primarily in New York specialized in sensational adventure stories in the fiction and historical works they published about an Old West.39
	This romanticized view was also a key draw for tourists whose visits to the region were clearly expanding in the 1920s. Some visitors were attracted to natural wonders like Yellowstone Park, Grand Canyon, and Yosemite. Other travelers, especially in new, omnipresent automobiles, however, invaded all parts of the West. Tourists were also attracted to the “imagined” spots in the West, such as Hollywood and its Western settings, and to the actual burial spots of James Butler (“Wild Bill”) Hickok, Billy the Kid, Martha (“Calamity Jane”) Canary, and several Indian chiefs.
	A final example of the birth of the Wild West in the 1920s came in a plethora of new biographies about the most famous of frontier heroes and heroines. The first life stories of the Old West worthies, mainly written by journalists, were often lively but hurriedly written with a lack of diligent, dependable research. Such was the case, for example, in Duncan Aikman’s Calamity Jane and the Lady Wildcats (1927), Walter Noble Burns’s Saga of Billy the Kid (1926), Stuart Lake’s Wyatt Earp: Frontier Marshal (1931), and Frank J. Wilstach’s Wild Bill Hickok: The Prince of Pistoleers (1926). These writers, stirred by the stories of the frontier heroes they were chronicling, often embellished their biographies, catering to the widespread love of an Old West alive with adventure and romance.40
	The irony of this situation must not be overlooked. Even as the West was moving quickly and thoroughly out of its frontier years, the most widely read and viewed stories about the area were not of a postfrontier but of a rousing frontier still alive in the minds and hearts of readers and moviegoers. The conflict between the reality and myth of the two Wests would continue well into the twentieth century. Louis L’Amour remained the most popular Western writer to the end of the century, and John Wayne and Gary Cooper starred in Old West movies until the 1960s and 1970s. Not until the pathbreaking histories of Earl Pomeroy and Gerald D. Nash did most western historians discover a post-1900 American West. Even with this transition into a modern region, Americans celebrated the West that Lincoln had helped to create.
	Early twentieth-century sculptors attempting to catch the spirit of Abraham Lincoln in their monuments moved in several directions. There was no traditional path or newly discovered one to follow. Instead, the artists gave a variety of renditions of the martyred president as the nation itself was trying to decide what they thought about their assassinated leader.
	While plans were underway for a large statue of Lincoln within an expansive monument in Washington, D.C., other sculptors were working on alternative Lincoln statues, some of which created new controversies. Nearly all the monuments of Lincoln were intended to be positive portraits, as were the biographies and histories, but not all Lincoln sculptures received unqualified recommendations. George Grey Barnard’s bronze Abraham Lincoln, unveiled in Cincinnati in 1917, for example, created immense controversy. A vigorous, honest attempt to portray Lincoln as a plain, western, and democratic leader, Barnard’s Lincoln was dressed in his familiar frontier clothes. More than a few critics, including Robert Todd Lincoln, thought the statue demeaned the former president, presenting him not as a symbol of American democracy but a representative of “hobo-cracy.” Organizations such as the National Commission of Fine Arts and the National Academy of Design also denounced Barnard’s work as an embarrassing and unrealistic portrait of the heroic Lincoln. Revealingly, sculptor Gutzon Borglum, later to carve Lincoln on Mount Rushmore, “approved of” the Barnard memorial, seeing it as a realistic picture of Lincoln the westerner or frontiersman. Borglum’s acceptance of Barnard’s work is all the more intriguing since he was an unsuccessful candidate for the commission to do that statue in Cincinnati.41
	The complicated, slow steps leading to Daniel C. French’s Abraham Lincoln, finished in 1922, also clearly influenced Borglum. French’s statue, as part of the Lincoln Memorial in Washington, D.C., was a sensation from the beginning. Nineteen feet in height, carved from white marble, French’s Lincoln was in every way enshrined as a secular god of American leadership and glory. Housed in the Parthenon-like Lincoln Memorial, with its classic Doric columns and white splendor, the memorial and statue became the most-visited Lincoln site in the United States. Though President Warren G. Harding saluted the memorial and French’s work as memorializing “the greatest of our Presidents,” Borglum severely criticized them as putting Lincoln in a Greek temple when he should be depicted, as Barnard had—as an American patriot, the epitome of American democracy and the American West.42 In one critique, Borglum rhetorically asked how Americans would feel about “taking Mr. Lincoln . . . over to the Acropolis and putting [him] there in bronze? Of course the idea is grotesque and ridiculous.”43 Even more explicitly, Borglum admitted later that he had “always hated” the Lincoln Memorial. It “represents nothing to me; there is not a line in it that one can, by any stretch of fancy, relate to Lincoln.”44
	In later years, the memorial and its Lincoln statue became a virtual theater for important, symbolizing presentations. Black singers Marian Anderson and Mahalia Jackson performed there in 1939 and 1957, respectively, with the suggestion that the Lincoln site promised freedom and equality for American blacks. Even more thought-provoking was Martin Luther King, Jr.’s, unforgettable “I Have a Dream” speech in 1963, which inspired blacks and whites alike on a journey of civil rights and social justice. These and several other presentations magnified the memory of Abraham Lincoln as the greatest liberator and American statesman.
	Biographers and historians writing between 1900 and 1930 seemed similarly unsure of which Lincoln they should pen. In his helpful study of Lincoln biographers, Benjamin Thomas divides the writers into two groups: the idealists and the realists. The idealists included early biographers Josiah Holland and Isaac Arnold. Then, according to Thomas, John Nicolay and John Hay, as well as Ida Tarbell, moved away from the idealists and toward the realists. In the 1920s, Albert J. Beveridge and James G. Randall epitomized the realists, who avoided the romantic and sometimes thinly researched accounts of the idealists and strove for a more balanced and scholarly portrait of Lincoln. Religious writer William E. Barton and poet Carl Sandburg were exceptions to this idealist-to-realist trend.45
	Albert Beveridge, a two-term United States senator from Indiana and author of a four-volume biography of Supreme Court Chief Justice John Marshall (The Life of John Marshall, 1919), set out in the early twenties to write a lengthy new biography of Lincoln. Working assiduously in turning up new information, examining thousands of original sources, and avoiding a pre-set thesis on Lincoln, Beveridge completed only two volumes of his herculean task before his death in 1927. He covered Lincoln’s life up to the Lincoln-Douglas debates. Published the year after Beveridge’s death as Abraham Lincoln: 1809–1858, Beveridge’s volumes particularly impressed professional historians with their near-exhaustive research. Beveridge also put his chapters through several revisions, often duplicating earlier revisions and sending them to historians and Lincoln specialists for their comments. Repeatedly, Beveridge asserted he wished only for the facts, the facts alone, and wanted to avoid the idealistic nonsense he saw in earlier books as well as any semblance of thesis-driven books on Lincoln.
	Beveridge’s books contain several surprises for Lincoln enthusiasts. His view of Lincoln, if not negative, contained more reservations than previous books about the president. Beveridge saw Lincoln as a trimmer and manipulator in the Illinois legislature. He considered Lincoln’s opposition to the Mexican War wrongheaded. He also believed that Lincoln was a less admirable leader than Stephen Douglas in the turmoil of the 1850s. Beveridge was also sympathetic to the South and less critical of slavery than most northern historians. Nearly all those upset by Beveridge’s viewpoints on these controversial subjects, however, nonetheless praised the breadth and depth of his research on Lincoln’s prepresidential years, including his work on Lincoln’s family origins, his supposed relationship with Ann Rutledge, and his diligent use of the important Herndon manuscripts. No one dismissed Beveridge’s two volumes as superficial or romantic; they were valuable additions to what was now known about Lincoln.46
	If Beveridge’s volumes appeared at the end of the 1920s and were praised for their plenteous research, another historian—James G. Randall—was just beginning what developed into an outstanding career as a Lincoln scholar. His first book, Constitutional Problems under Lincoln published in 1926, opened the door to Randall’s long, fruitful Lincoln trail. Randall, as one authority puts it, depicts Lincoln as academic scholars see him, although some would say scholars have followed no singular route in pursuing the president. Still, Randall has a more supportive view of Lincoln than Beveridge presents.47 In his later works, Randall became known as an advocate of the “Blundering Generation” thesis, which excoriated the Radical Republicans as the prime reason for the Civil War. This “revisionist” interpretation, not yet entirely clear in 1930, was the hallmark of Randall’s important writings on Lincoln and significantly influenced other historians during the mid-twentieth century.48
	The writings of William Barton and Carl Sandburg, in approach, point of view, and style, would clearly differ from those of Beveridge and Randall. Barton was, by training and experience, a pastor. He had gathered dozens of Lincoln quotations and stories for sermon illustrations and gradually realized he had enough material for a book. Once on the Lincoln trail, Barton became indefatigable, publishing nearly a dozen volumes on the president between 1920 and 1933. In his several books, which included two biographical overviews, Barton investigated Lincoln’s religious views, his paternity, and the women in his life. His extensive research gained praise, but his discursiveness impelled critics to point to his bloated chapters leading to excessively long books. Although Barton parted company with the idealists, his wordiness and failure to find interpretive frameworks for his studies kept him from becoming a charter member of the realists.49
	Carl Sandburg was even farther removed from the realists. When his two-volume Abraham Lincoln: The Prairie Years appeared in 1926, one reviewer stated baldly, “Whatever else it may be, it is not history.”50 Others praised Sandburg’s research but wondered why he fictionalized events and created conversations for which there were no sources. Commentators with a literary bent might appreciate Sandburg’s imaginative and poetic descriptions, but the fact-finders denigrated his proof-less, imagined ideas and his excessive uses of vernacular idioms and descriptions. Later, in his four-volume Abraham Lincoln: The War Years published in 1939, Sandburg, maintaining his goal of portraying a common-man president with blemishes and limitations, reined in his tendency to move beyond sources with imagined thoughts and conversations. Clearly, Carl Sandburg was a creative nonfictionist before that description had been coined.51
	By the end of the 1920s, the ideas and policies about the American West that Abraham Lincoln had put in motion were now moving in new directions. At the same time, sculptors and writers were providing numerous but varied views of Lincoln. As these trends were coming into focus, far away to the West on Mount Rushmore in South Dakota’s Black Hills, a new, startling image of Abraham Lincoln was beginning to emerge. It would become a memorable portrait of Lincoln and a new kind of site in the American West.
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Lincoln, Gutzon Borglum, and Mount Rushmore


Seventy-two years after his death, Abraham Lincoln was resurrected on a huge rock-faced mountain in western South Dakota. It was 17 September 1937, the seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of Antietam—a federal victory in the Civil War that allowed Lincoln to release the Emancipation Proclamation. A year earlier, President Franklin D. Roosevelt had been at Mount Rushmore to dedicate the carving of Thomas Jefferson. Now, Gutzon Borglum, the nationally known sculptor and the person most responsible for the Mount Rushmore presidential memorial, would unveil the figure of Lincoln, the sculptor’s favorite president. More than five thousand spectators awaited the dramatic moment. Borglum called the roll of the now-departed sponsors, taps sounded from the mountain, dynamite blasts caught everyone’s attention, and the flag dropped, disclosing Lincoln’s likeness. Silence, then bursts of enthusiasm and tears followed. Lincoln seemed born again.1
	In his brief comments at the dedication, Borglum encapsulated his feelings about his monument, the presidents, and Lincoln. Always a man of extensive self-appreciation, Borglum lauded his own work and what his fellow laborers had achieved. What they had “accomplished in this cracked cliff . . . is little short of phenomenal,” Borglum told the crowd. The endeavor was an “accomplishment without parallel in this or the old world.”2 Yet, there was more to do, beyond the artistic achievements that loomed before the viewers. Now, “it must be carried on with a fresh and a new sense of its greatness and the need of perfecting this message from the soul of America to posterity.”3 In words reminiscent of Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address, Borglum was telling his listeners to capture the strengths of the Rushmore presidents and carry on and share these achievements in the future. Borglum preached this idea during much of his career, and much of his inspiration came from Lincoln.4
	Despite the clear achievements, the momentous project had not been an easy one. First conceived in 1923, the four presidential carvings were not essentially completed until 1941. Clashing personalities, the lack of needed funds, and faulty leadership had complicated, and often delayed, the project. The down sides continued to undercut the successes. Fully told, the story is complex, revealing much about Abraham Lincoln, Gutzon Borglum, South Dakota, and the West.
	The dream, in an earlier form, came first to writer Doane Robinson. A poet, journalist, and historian of long standing, Robinson knew South Dakota’s history as well as anyone. He had been instrumental in establishing the South Dakota State Historical Society, was then state historian, and wrote dozens of articles and books. For some time, Robinson had been searching for a mechanism that would entice more tourists into the state. One of the projects that intrigued him was the rumor of a sculptor carving a Confederate tableau on Stone Mountain near Atlanta, Georgia. Hearing about this undertaking and thinking of it and other similar works as tourist-attracters, Robinson wrote in December 1923 to Lorado Taft, a nationally recognized artist and sculptor. He asked Taft whether he would consider sculpting two or three Old West demigods, such as Lewis and Clark, Sacajawea, Buffalo Bill, or Red Cloud in the “Needles” area of the Black Hills. Those jutting spires of granite outcroppings, Robinson was convinced, would provide the needed setting for a talented historical sculptor. Suffering from ill health, Taft turned away from the invitation.5
	Robinson was not sure what to do next, but he was convinced he must gain more and stronger support for his idea before he launched a blizzard of publicity about it. He turned to South Dakota Senator Peter Norbeck, a friend and a man Robinson warmly backed. Robinson’s wise decision to contact Norbeck early in 1924 paid compound interest well into the future.6 A skilled politician, Norbeck was well known in the state for his balanced, fair leadership and his advocacy for parks. He had served as South Dakota governor and was now creating broader links as a senator in Washington, D.C. Norbeck gave Robinson exactly the kind of extensive connections he needed both locally and nationally. In addition, the senator provided the sound, temperate direction doubly necessary after the blustery, irritable, and sometimes off-track Gutzon Borglum joined the project. 
	After Norbeck’s initial but tentative affirmation—he would later become an enthusiastic patron—Robinson still hesitated. He needed to test wider waters. He announced the idea through several outlets in South Dakota. The response was dramatically mixed.
	Endorsements for Robinson’s historical and tourist-beckoning project came from a variety of sources. The Deadwood Pioneer-Times provided some support for Robinson’s dream as did J. B. Green, the secretary of the Rapid City Commercial Club.7 Green thought that “sculpturing the Needles” would create a “great amount of absolutely free publicity,” a prospect that was “very gratifying.”8 On another level, Senator Norbeck’s increasing enthusiasm greatly encouraged Robinson.
	The negative reactions to Robinson’s proposal were explicit and widespread. Gertrude Young of the department of history and political science at South Dakota State College in Brookings denounced the sculpting of the Needles as “a desecration of the natural beauty of the [Black] Hills.”9 An owner of the American Publishing Company in Aberdeen used similar words to condemn the proposition.10 Even more negative were the comments of Cora B. Johnson, an editor and part owner of the Hot Springs Star. She was convinced that carvings in the Hills “would forever ruin . . . the effect which is absolutely cosmic.” As for those who viewed the proposal as a tourist draw, the journalist replied, “There are some things . . . that can’t be done for money if you want to keep your self respect.”11
	Robinson tried to keep his emotions in check when responding to the negative comments. He answered these letters by speaking of the writers’ “misunderstanding” or their being “misinformed” about what was being suggested. That was a dodge, of course, as one respondent pointed out. J. B. Townsley of the Vermillion Dakota Republic stated directly that the problem was not one of “misunderstanding,” but “one of a difference in viewpoint.” Townsley preferred “nature as is,” not in human-redone projects. He even disliked roads in apparently pristine areas like the Black Hills. The sculpting would be, Townsley added, “distinctly out of place in the wilds of the Black Hills, where God’s statuary surpasses any possible conception of mere man.”12
	These types of unsupportive reactions gave pause to Robinson’s dream. He wrestled with indecision for several weeks. Then, in late summer of 1924, he made a momentous decision: he would contact Gutzon Borglum, the well-known sculptor then working on a Confederate memorial spreading across the rocky reaches of Stone Mountain outside of Atlanta. It was a decisive move: no Borglum, likely no Mount Rushmore. Borglum would bring numerous ups and downs for those trying to work with him, drawn to his superb talents and work discipline but frustrated and at times alienated by his individualistic, I’ll-do-it-my-way-or-not-at-all attitude. Still, Borglum is the central, most important figure of Mount Rushmore and its Abraham Lincoln story.13
	Borglum’s early life helps to illuminate his personality and actions from the 1920s onward. Born John Gutzon de la Mothe Borglum into a nomadic, polygamous Mormon family in 1867, Borglum was on his own by his late teens and quickly turned to his painting, his favorite among other art forms. First in California and then for more than a decade in and out of Europe, Borglum contacted many artists, studied with them, and began to turn out a few works. In 1889, he married his former art teacher Lisa Putnam when she was forty and he was twenty-two. After a divorce in 1908, he married his second wife, Mary Montgomery, a year later. A woman with a warm, calm spirit and a Ph.D. in linguistics, Montgomery proved a perfect companion for the emotional, erratic, and often-opinionated Borglum. He began to land commissions in the 1890s. Soon after, Borglum carved a bust of Lincoln that caught Theodore Roosevelt’s attention and ended up in the White House and a Lincoln sculpture for Newark, New Jersey. By 1920, Borglum had become a well-known American artist and a master of Lincoln statues.14
	In his August 1924 letter to Borglum, Robinson laid out his vision for the Black Hills project. The writer noted the “opportunities for heroic sculpture of unusual character” in the Harney Peak area. “Would it be possible,” he asked Borglum, for him to “design and supervise a massive sculpture there”? Robinson thought, if Borglum were interested, “we could arrange to finance such an enterprise.”15 Robinson’s letter was forwarded to Borglum in Connecticut, and the artist responded in a telegram on 28 August. “Very much interested in your proposal,” Borglum replied. “Great scheme you have. Hold to it.”16 Borglum agreed to come the next month to look over the site. Details were quickly arranged. Borglum examined the area and, despite being deep in the demanding Stone Mountain project, he championed the proposed monument in western South Dakota. At this point, Robinson was eminently pleased with Borglum, writing to the state’s governor that not only was Borglum “the world’s greatest sculptor, . . . he is also a wonderful fellow in every direction.”17 The second half of Robinson’s salute would change a few years later.
	As he had done with the Stone Mountain memorial, Borglum quickly advanced an alternative plan for the Black Hills. Instead of creating a sculpture of Old West characters in the Needles area, Borglum called for figures of George Washington and Abraham Lincoln on Mount Rushmore, at an elevation of nearly six thousand feet and west of the town of Keystone and northeast of Harney Peak.18 Later, the figures of Thomas Jefferson and Theodore Roosevelt were added. These men’s faces, Borglum argued, would draw the attention of the nation, if not the entire world.
	From 1925 to 1929, funding, personality, and administrative problems beset the Rushmore project. Borglum bragged that he could get the needed funds for construction if allowed to move in his own direction, although his narrative on financing the monument frequently changed. Sometimes he promised he could find the resources, but then asked for ten thousand dollars early on. He scared supporters like Robinson and Norbeck when he requested two-hundred thousand dollars for each of the first three years.19 Supporters of Rushmore realized they had a mercurial tiger by the tail.
	In fact, funding remained a large, unsolved challenge up to 1929. Robinson thought South Dakotans would embrace the Rushmore sculpting once they knew and understood its possibilities. His dreaming proved unrealistic. When South Dakotans, already hesitant about Borglum and the Mount Rushmore dream, heard of the stormy ending to the Stone Mountain project, they were even more reluctant.
	The Stone Mountain blowup signaled much about Borglum’s problematic personality. Even though a man with pro-Lincoln and Union sentiments, he signed on to do a gigantic bas relief sculpture in Georgia that celebrated noted Confederate leaders Jefferson Davis, Robert E. Lee, and Thomas J. (“Stonewall”) Jackson. Borglum was a pragmatist when accepting sculpting projects; he had no difficulty accepting contracts to carve European, religious, and American political and military leaders with whom he disagreed. Thus it was with Stone Mountain. Borglum agreed to cut these Confederate figures on an enormous stone setting, even accepting funding from the Ku Klux Klan to do so, without having any political or ideological reservations about directing the work. When the project fell apart in 1925, the end came largely because of leadership and decision-making conflicts, not due to divergent interests behind the memorializing of Union and Confederate individuals.
	The South Dakota legislature, after much wrangling, passed a bill in March 1925 supporting the Mount Rushmore monument, but it eliminated all mention of funding. No one in South Dakota was willing to contribute large amounts of money for the project.
	As pressure mounted to raise the necessary funds, Doane Robinson, Senator Peter Norbeck, and United States Representative William Williamson of South Dakota—the leading regional and national supporters of Mount Rushmore—glimpsed Borglum’s bifurcated personality. These three men and numerous others agreed that Borglum was the best person to do the presidential carvings. His reputation as an ambitious, get-it-all-done artist was proving true in the first years of contact, but there were also the emerging reservations.
	Over time, as Robinson and Norbeck met or wrote to Borglum, they became increasingly aware of his personality quirks and came to more ambivalent conclusions about him. Throughout 1925, Robinson and Norbeck shared their concerns about Borglum’s ideas and actions. That January, Norbeck could emphasize the positive. Borglum, the senator told Robinson, was “a peculiar combination of a promoter, publicist, politician and, last but more important, he is one of the great artists of the world.” Yet, Borglum’s ideas sounded “too dreamy for a man like me [Norbeck],” especially the plan to mint coins to pay for both Stone Mountain and Mount Rushmore.20 The following June, Borglum wrote to Robinson that if things were ironed out, he would “take the platform for you and do a hundred and one things.”21 This intrusion bothered Norbeck so much that he concluded that Borglum could not “be the artist and also the business manager,—but he has a faculty of going ahead with everything.”22
	On 1 October 1925, the memorial at Mount Rushmore was dedicated in a splashy, dramatic celebration. Bearing Borglum’s fingerprints, the lively gathering clearly achieved its central purpose of calling attention to the project and drawing in thousands of spectators to view the site. Although invited to the celebration, President Calvin Coolidge could not attend, so Borglum, exuding confidence and vivacity, sold the crowd and Black Hills residents on the prospective work, even if they were not opening their pocketbooks to contribute.23 
	During the next two years, several events proved encouraging to those who sponsored the presidential sculptures in western South Dakota. Borglum had now firmly decided to include four figures: George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln, and Theodore Roosevelt. He was also making clay models for the eventual carvings on the granite peak. Meanwhile, Robinson and Norbeck continued encouraging South Dakotans to support the Black Hills project, arguing that when finished it would be a wonderful tourist attraction and thus a boon to the state’s struggling economy.
	Unfortunately, the disappointments and failures were much more evident than the successes between 1925 and 1927. Money—the lack of it—was the largest unclimbable mountain. Robinson and Norbeck believed businessmen in western South Dakota would help provide the needed funds to start the carving. It did not happen. Both of these South Dakota leaders were overly optimistic about funding sources and unaware of how deeply the post-World War I agricultural crisis had emptied pockets in the state since 1921. The South Dakota legislature had set up an executive committee to oversee the sculpting efforts. The committee was so divided, including opposition or, at best, the reluctant support of Governor Carl Gunderson, however, that it dragged its feet and raised no funds.
	Still, two occurrences in 1927 suggested better times were coming. When President Coolidge decided to spend the summer of 1927 in the Black Hills, he agreed to speak in support of Mount Rushmore as well. On 10 August, Coolidge addressed more than fifteen hundred attendees and warmly supported the memorial. “We have come here to dedicate a cornerstone that was laid by the hand of the Almighty,” the president told the crowd. Rushmore would be “a memorial which will represent some of the outstanding events of American history by portraying with suitable inscription the features of four of our presidents.”24 Even more important for the future, Coolidge encouraged the monument’s supporters to apply for generous government funding, which he would stand behind. Coolidge’s speech and support proved invaluable for a project struggling for its life.
	The second auspicious happening in 1927 was the start of carving on Mount Rushmore. Although sufficient financing had not been obtained, the sculpting crew began its initial work on the Washington and Jefferson figures. The next year, the cutting ceased when additional funding had not arrived. In 1928, the lack of needed monies became more and more evident, closing down the carving. Senator Norbeck and Representative Williamson moved ahead to secure monetary backing from the federal government. They had been reluctant to do so, in part because they were hesitant to ask and in part because Borglum expressed distaste for federal support that would bring on official supervision and direction, two circumstances he abhorred.
	Fortuitous happenings in 1929 sent Mount Rushmore in new and positive directions. Several mid-sized contributions to the project arrived. Charles Rushmore, an East Coast lawyer after whom Mount Rushmore had been named when he traveled to the Black Hills in 1884–1885, sent in a gift of five thousand dollars. Equal and smaller-sized contributions came from three railroads, the Homestake Mining Company, and other individuals. By late March, the Rapid City and Black Hills area paid in about twenty-five thousand dollars, meaning that nearly sixty thousand dollars had been raised, with promises of perhaps as much as fifty thousand more.
	Although the state of South Dakota had not made any financial contributions, it had promised to build roads to the planned monument. In fact, an avenue was “already partially completed” and would be finished within the year. The construction, by itself, would cost the state nearly $250,000.25
	The major leaders of the memorial seemed to have worked out sufficient compromises in order to support the carving, even though they disagreed on several matters. Borglum wanted to keep control rather than following the direction of others. Robinson was convinced that his choices for an administrative commission, though different from the selections of others, should be named. Norbeck, still active in pushing for Rushmore, tried to be a peacemaker among the other leaders. Representative Williamson was also taking an increasingly active role in pushing for federal backing.
	Indeed, at this point, the successes of Norbeck and Williamson were the most important in the forward movement of the sculpture. Buoyed by the championing of outgoing President Coolidge, Norbeck and Williamson introduced legislation in both houses of Congress to provide financial backing for Rushmore. The bills passed Congress on 25 February 1929, allocating $250,000 in federal subsidies with matching amounts from other contributors. Previously raised assets would count toward the matching totals. The legislation also stipulated the establishment of a Mount Rushmore National Memorial Commission, whose members would be presidential appointees.26
	The federal grant was difference-making for Mount Rushmore. The first private fund-raising efforts of 1924 and 1925 had proved unsuccessful, but now the project could be assured proper finances and continuity—if the matching capital was raised. Of the $250,000 total, $100,000 was made available immediately. President Coolidge signed the bill and soon named members of the commission. The future looked much brighter.
	Borglum had exhibited a decades-long intense interest in Lincoln. Well before his depiction of the president on Mount Rushmore, Borglum had discussed Lincoln in his writings. In his notebooks, Borglum referred to Lincoln as “the first real product of our poor to gain the Presidency.” The sculptor also saw parallels between his own hardscrabble, move-about life and Lincoln’s youth. Lincoln, he wrote, “was born on the very frontier of life; his people led an almost nomadic existence.”27 In 1910, the artist pointed to how much was still to be done in sculpting the Civil War president. “Lincoln, one of the greatest observers, was himself the least truly observed. . . . He was heard, but seems rarely to have been truly seen.”28 This paucity of “sights” (sculptures), in Borglum’s opinion, opened space for his own labors.
	In the meantime, Borglum had been at work on other images of Lincoln. He entered competitions for Lincoln statues in Lincoln, Nebraska, and Cincinnati. When those efforts ended unfavorably for him, he turned to other Lincoln projects.
	In 1907–1908, Borglum quickly transformed a block of marble into a notable Lincoln bust that captured widespread attention overnight. Borglum’s description of the piece reveals how much he had pondered the ways in which his sculpture could reveal Lincoln’s character. Borglum noted differences between the two sides of Lincoln’s face. The left side was “pure middle-west plainsman.” It was “immature, plain—and not physically impressive,” but the right side exhibited “mirth,” “the first evidence of humor in a merry soul.” Recognizing these divergences, he concluded that Lincoln had photographs taken on his right side because he realized it was his most attractive, revealing side.29
	Borglum’s bust caught the attention of important people once it was completed in 1908. Merchant Eugene Meyer, a Lincoln aficionado, eventually bought Borglum’s sculpture and gifted it to the government. At the same time, Borglum urged his friend President Theodore Roosevelt to display the bust at the White House. Once placed there, it gained extensive publicity and acclaim, including a salute from Robert Todd Lincoln.
	A few years later in 1910–1911, Borglum prepared his work for Newark, New Jersey, of a sober, contemplative Lincoln, called Lincoln Seated. After studying several sources on Lincoln and his leadership experiences, Borglum was moved to deal with Lincoln’s “aloneness” as the president tried to rally himself from the stresses and disappointments of the office. Rather than emphasizing the physical characteristics of the earlier Lincoln bust, this sculpture, completed in 1911 and placed on a park bench in front of the city’s courthouse, attempted to deal with Lincoln’s emotional life. The Newark presentation, some said, became a portrait of the arduous responsibilities of leadership and their emotional impact, paralleling Christ’s introspection in Gethsemane. Like the Lincoln bust, Lincoln Seated gave rise to Borglum’s growing reputation as a masterful sculptor of Abraham Lincoln. The two models were attention-whetting and attention-gathering works that kept Borglum linked to Lincoln and prepared the way for the president’s inclusion on Mount Rushmore. Borglum’s earlier artwork on Lincoln and those of other sculptors in the decades between Lincoln’s death and the mid-1920s helped prepare the way for the carvings on Mount Rushmore.
	Even before Borglum began his first drilling at Mount Rushmore in fall 1927, he had decided which presidents would appear on the stone face and how they would be placed. In the next several years, he changed his mind about the positions more than a half dozen times, but the four presidents—Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln, and Theodore Roosevelt—remained the same.
	In his initial plans for Rushmore, Borglum always spoke first of George Washington. A patriotic man, Borglum celebrated the Founding Fathers and placed Washington as the central, most important of them. He wanted Washington to be the pivotal figure of the memorial, but the granite rocks would force a change in Borglum’s plans. His surprising and unworkable plans for the Washington carving quickly became evident. In 1925, he told the monument’s backers that he would complete the Washington portion by the following year. In fact, Washington was not dedicated until 4 July 1930.
	If Washington’s prominent position was definitive early on, Jefferson’s head bounced around like a modern-day bobblehead doll. At first, Jefferson was going to be to Washington’s right. When the rock there proved inadequate for the sculpting, he was resituated to Washington’s left. Jefferson was repositioned again after some described him as leaning on Washington’s shoulder. Despite this problem, Borglum had no hesitation about Jefferson’s needing to be on the mountain, calling his place there “inevitable.” He was the “leading figure” in the writing of the Declaration of Independence, had engineered the Louisiana Purchase, and sent Lewis and Clark on their history-making trip to the West Coast. Pushing hard to put Jefferson in the correct position and then on smoothing out the face, Borglum achieved his goal of securing President Franklin Roosevelt for the dedication ceremony on 30 August 1936.30
	From his first efforts to carve Lincoln at Mount Rushmore, Borglum had a clear vision of what he wanted to achieve in his depiction of the sixteenth president. If Washington and Jefferson were founders, leaders, and inspirers, and Theodore Roosevelt an expansionist who pushed for the Panama Canal, Lincoln was a “savior” who rescued the Union in a time of crisis.31 When President Coolidge spoke at the dedication of Mount Rushmore in 1927, he lauded Lincoln for demonstrating “the permanency of our union” and the extension of “the principle of freedom to all the inhabitants of our land.” Lincoln was “the master of this supreme accomplishment.”32 Borglum held these same attitudes about Lincoln. He also added that Lincoln was a man of “iron purpose” and the “preserver of the Union.”33 It was not enough to get Lincoln’s physical features right. Borglum wanted to capture his inner spirit as well. The sculptor had large goals in mind, catching both Lincoln’s important leadership roles and his upright character on Mount Rushmore.34
	In addition, Borglum wished to avoid mistakes other sculptors had made in their depictions of Lincoln. He was particularly upset with American sculptors and artists who tried to make Lincoln into something of an ancient sage housed in an Athenian edifice, like the Lincoln Memorial in Washington, D.C. These classical monuments, Borglum was convinced, distorted Lincoln’s intensely American background. When American artists depicted Lincoln as a backwoods rough, however, they too portrayed a deformed Lincoln. Instead, carvers should depict Lincoln as a democratic frontiersman, one with tenacity and resolution.35
	Following the first drilling on Mount Rushmore in 1927, most of the attention of Borglum and his workers focused on Washington and Jefferson. By 1930, some work had been done in blocking out the granite for the actual work of carving Lincoln. In the next two years, when Borglum returned from a European trip, he had Lincoln’s spot moved farther to the right, away from Washington.36
	From 1931 to 1935, inadequate funding, clashes among leadership, and focusing on Jefferson reduced the work on Lincoln. By 1935, Lincoln’s face was “merely roughed out” and “barely recognizable.”37 Progress on Lincoln continued slowly throughout 1936 and early 1937. At the same time, the crews began to situate Theodore Roosevelt to Lincoln’s right. Wanting to have Lincoln dedicated at the end of summer 1937, Borglum turned full force to this piece early in the year. Even as late as May, the face “consisted only of a roughed-out forehead and eye sockets and an irregular granite ridge of nose.” Borglum’s son Lincoln, named in honor of the sixteenth president, labored long and intensely on Abraham Lincoln’s head in the next three to four months.38
	Borglum and his son had paid careful attention to several parts of Lincoln’s face. Borglum was particularly fascinated with Lincoln’s eyes—not only their physical features but what they might signify. He would have embraced the cliché “one’s eyes are windows into one’s soul,” and he had his drillers and carvers pay special attention to them. To highlight these meanings externally, the workers avoided the dead or blank eyes of the classical statues by carving large pupils and then, at center of those pupils, carving a rectangular, jutting piece of rock. In Lincoln’s eyes, these portions stuck out two feet and stretched nearly eight inches across. From a distance, especially for viewers at the bottom of Mount Rushmore, the protruding parts were seen as points of light rather than merely rock segments sticking out from the pupils. These unusual elements enlivened the four figures. The artful eyes gave Lincoln a different character, Borglum was convinced, from that portrayed in nearly all previous Lincoln sculptures. Borglum wanted visitors to Mount Rushmore to see that divergence. In the days before the Lincoln dedication, Borglum also decided to include the president’s trademark beard. Others, including Senator Norbeck, had opposed the feature, but Borglum thought the whiskers augmented Lincoln’s impressive appearance and thus added them.39
	Borglum engineered the lively ceremony on 17 September 1937 that brought about five thousand spectators to the mountain, more than twice as many as heard Franklin Roosevelt the previous year. The dramatic sequence of events was carefully orchestrated, a Borglum performance to perfection. The sculptor made sure, too, that listeners heard his words of self-appreciation. “It is my . . . bounden duty as the creator of this memorial . . . to emphasize the cultural necessity to make of this colossal undertaking something more than the ‘biggest’ in the world, that is, to make it a great work of art—a work of art as great for us and our time as the subject merits, and our ability permits, determined . . . that it shall rank with the great records of awakened Egypt, Greece and Rome.”40
	Borglum went farther in speaking of his ideas about Lincoln and the other presidents on Rushmore. “Where greatness is promised,” he told listeners, “history and civilization will never forgive its absence or those responsible for its failure.” Next, Borglum tightly linked the historical figures with the present achievement. “This monument has but a single purpose, to borrow a line from Lincoln’s Gettysburg speech: ‘That these men shall not have lived in vain; that under God the nation they built shall have a new birth of freedom, and that a government of the people, by the people, and for the people shall not perish from the earth!’”41 The drama of the scene and the words pleased Borglum, and viewers and listeners were obviously enthusiastic.
	As soon as the festivities for the Lincoln unveiling concluded, Borglum moved to finish up the Theodore Roosevelt carving. The choice of Roosevelt for Rushmore was unusual and created controversy at the project’s outset. He had only left the White House in 1909 and died in 1919. For some, he seemed too recent to be included with the giants of the past: Washington, Jefferson, and Lincoln. Norbeck and Borglum were Roosevelt backers, however. Both had voted for him in his Bull Moose campaign in 1912. In fact, Borglum had known Roosevelt as early as the 1890s, and when Roosevelt became president he supported Borglum’s artistic efforts. 
	Yet there were major problems in placing Roosevelt among the other three. The rocks between Jefferson and Lincoln did not work well, and the site for Roosevelt had to be pushed back so far to get to sustainable granite that he seemed, at times, more an onlooker than a participant. Once the Roosevelt location was selected and the Lincoln head unveiled, Borglum and his son worked diligently to move beyond Roosevelt’s roughed-out face, even completing innovative glasses for the Bull Moose president. The work proceeded well, and the dedication came on 2 July 1939, with nearly twelve thousand in attendance. Borglum had been drawn to Roosevelt as a westerner and an expansionist. He now moved toward completion of this spectacular monument in the West.
	Unfortunately, despite the clear successes that Borglum experienced in the 1930s, parallel disappointments and even failures perplexed both the sculptor and those working with him. The Mount Rushmore project was riven with problems.
	The same two challenges that threatened to upset the Mount Rushmore project in its first years—the lack of adequate finances and clashes among leadership—remained obstacles throughout the 1930s. When the needed matching funds for the $250,000 federal grant of 1929 were not secured and John Boland, chairman of the Mount Rushmore executive committee, tightened purse strings to meet expenses, sparks flew.
	As money began to run short again in 1932, Norbeck proved invaluable in searching for other kinds of support. That September, he secured fifty thousand dollars from the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. Two years later, he convinced Congress to waive the matching funds stipulation of the earlier grant. He and Representative Williamson were persistent and diligent supporters of the memorial. Indeed, if they had not helped garner government funding for Borglum and his men, the four presidents likely would not have appeared on Mount Rushmore.
	By 1934, Borglum had brought such upset to fiscal affairs concerning the project that even his supporters criticized him. Norbeck, finally losing his patience, wrote to Borglum, letting him have both barrels. “I think you are a poor business man and nowhere the executive that you think you are,” Norbeck wrote, “for you fail to make the long plan that will work out.” He explained to Borglum that his “effort to do it all yourself, decide all things and manage it all yourself is not only contrary to the law and your contract but to common sense.” Norbeck believed that “Rushmore can never be completed unless you change your way.”42
	One year later Norbeck and Williamson—and Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal government—again saved Mount Rushmore and Borglum. In August 1935, Congress allocated another two-hundred thousand dollars for the monumental project. Although Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, a prominent opponent of Rushmore, would not budge on the project that lay within his department, the president was amenable to requests from the backers of the statuary.
	The usual pattern repeated itself when the two-hundred thousand dollars became available. A flurry of work occurred in 1936, including the dedication of Jefferson with Franklin Roosevelt in attendance. The following year, the Lincoln ceremony took place. The Borglum machine was in high gear.
	In the midst of this push, disconcerting sputterings began to emerge. When the two-hundred thousand dollars was granted, the funds were put under the direction of the National Park Service. The organization also named Julian C. Spotts as the resident engineer at Mount Rushmore. Within six weeks after arriving, Spotts and Borglum were in a push-and-pull contest. Spotts wanted Borglum to follow government regulations, lay out a plan for his work, and check with him about federal guidelines. Borglum wanted none of this, which he soon made clear to the new site engineer.
	Borglum fired off letters to leaders of the Rushmore commission, to Norbeck and Williamson, and to Franklin Roosevelt about his discontent—even anger—about outsiders telling him how to carve and administer the memorial. In early 1936, in a blustery, accusatory letter to Norbeck, Borglum vented his spleen. The problems were several, he told the senator. “Something must be done that will correct this chronic blocking against adequate power, against carrying our labor in a proper and economical method to the mountain, against the use of proper assistance, systemmatically [sic] resisted under one pretext or another and responsible for . . . about two years delay in the work. If I can get these proper aids I will manage the rest twice as well as I have done without them.”43 In short, Borglum clearly believed that outsiders, whether government investigators or advisors or inadequate commission members, must be kept away so that he could do what he did best: make the decisions on carving, handle funding, and complete the work.
	John Boland, the Rushmore commission secretary, understood Borglum’s flaws and supported ways to offset the sculptor’s untoward actions. In January 1936, he wrote to Norbeck, urging a government grant of $100,000 rather than the talked-about $150,000. Boland was convinced, on good evidence, that “the Sculptor would want to spend the entire amount [$150,000] that was available.”44 If Borglum received $150,000 that year, Boland argued, he would want that larger amount the next year as well.
	The federal government came to Rushmore’s rescue again in 1938. Borglum had been camped in Washington, D.C., trying to charm Franklin Roosevelt and members of Congress into providing a huge outlay of six-hundred thousand dollars that would bring about the completion of the massive presidential busts. The requested amount was quickly cut in half, but the three-hundred thousand dollars outlay, in the midst of the Great Depression, passed Congress in early summer. With Norbeck having died from cancer in 1936 and Williamson no longer in Congress, Borglum and the Rushmore commission relied on the able sponsorship of Representative Francis Case of South Dakota to get the appropriation through Congress. Borglum, of course, was running over with enthusiasm once the three-hundred thousand dollars was his.
	Even more cause for Borglum’s joy was the bill’s stipulation changing the organization of the Rushmore commission. The National Park Service, which Borglum so roundly criticized, no longer directed the project. Instead, a new commission would include primarily Borglum nominees and the sculptor’s supporter, powerful Senator Key Pittman of Nevada, as the committee chairman. John Boland was out and Borglum, via Pittman, was in. When the committee organized in August, it named Borglum as general manager of the construction and gave him “full power and responsibility for carrying out the work . . . and full authority to employ such artists, sculptors, architects and other employees, and to make such expenditures as he may determine necessary for the completion of the memorial.”45 Borglum had his cake and could eat it, too. His shouts of joy no doubt resounded throughout the Hills and beyond.
	The joy was short-lived, however. Probably realizing the dangers of taking Borglum off the governmental leash, Franklin Roosevelt put the memorial back under the direction of the National Park Service in May 1939. Borglum was livid when he heard of the new directive. He wrote to Pittman that having to work under the agency again was “worse than ominous; it is sinister.”46 He made a quick trip to Washington, D.C., to try to change Franklin Roosevelt’s mind. Fortunately, the president held his ground but promised the sculptor that the central government would not overreach in its administration through the National Park Service. Borglum returned to the mountain somewhat mollified by Roosevelt’s charm.
	Several things did go well in 1939. The final president’s carving—Theodore Roosevelt—was dedicated, giving Borglum, his workers, the Rushmore Commission, and the federal government, despite all the bickering and delays, the realization that the final product might be near. The sculptor’s son, Lincoln, was now officially on the Rushmore staff as project superintendent, a dependable, skillful carver on whom his father increasingly relied. On a few occasions, Borglum even apologized for his untoward actions. When longtime Rushmore supporter Doane Robinson opined that Borglum was a more successful writer than sculptor, Borglum fired back: “You [Robinson] don’t know a damn thing about either.” His wife Mary had reminded Borglum how vicious his comment was, and the sculptor told Robinson he was sorry for his “wholly unintended rudeness.” He had been on the “ragged edge” of nervousness, he explained, and from “overwork and care of details” had “broke loose on the wrong persons.”47
	In 1940–1941, Borglum dreamed up new projects for Rushmore. The federal government had provided grounds for these ongoing dreams when it found another eighty-six thousand dollars to, officials hoped, complete the mountain. While continuing to refine the faces of the four presidents, the sculptor also wanted to construct a Hall of Records in a declivity behind the carvings. He also spoke of a gigantic stairway, skillfully and carefully done, leading up to the sculptures. Borglum’s dreams never ended, and new ones arrived as quickly as older ones often proved unworkable.
	By 1941, there were final details still to complete on the Lincoln carving. His face needed final smoothing and polishing, and his hair and collar remained incomplete.48 Yet, Borglum was declining. Now in his mid-seventies, he faced serious problems with his heart, prostate, and general health. Although slowing down some and putting his son Lincoln in charge of more activities, Borglum continued to be on the road, speaking and working. Finally, during an operation to correct his heart just before his seventy-fourth birthday, a blood clot killed him on 6 March 1941. The dreamer was stilled, but his dream remained for millions to see.
	Gutzon Borglum was the central figure in the Abraham Lincoln story on Mount Rushmore. It was Borglum’s Lincoln on the mountain. Without Borglum, Mount Rushmore likely would never have become a monument. Still, most accounts about the sculptor, aside from those written later by family members and friends, have been clearly negative in their treatment of the man, his character as well as his actions. One needs to emerge from Borglum’s work in the Black Hills with a more balanced picture of this giant in sculpting. He was a complex person, and his complexity deserves close, balanced comment.
	Borglum’s hardscrabble, neglected upbringing shaped his later life and personality. By dint of ambition, drive, and hard work, he had learned to be an artist and sculptor, primarily on his own. By the turn of the century, and now a man in his thirties, Borglum had set a pattern: go after projects, several of them simultaneously; work diligently at these efforts; and never slack from letting people know what you could do. His successes by the 1920s resulted from this push toward achievement.
	Simultaneously, lesser personality quirks emerged. Borglum could not abide criticism. He knew what needed to be done, would do it, and had proven his abilities. Those who criticized were naysayers who needed to be countered. By the time Borglum arrived in South Dakota in 1924, he was telling critics and opponents they were off track and did not know what they were saying. When his involvement in Stone Mountain blew up in the mid-1920s, Borglum pointed clearly to his opponents as the cause of the problem. He let them have it verbally for years to come.
	Alongside his evolving character and personality, Borglum achieved national notoriety for his sculpturing. He took on numerous statues of well-known figures and personalities, such as the monuments to General Philip H. Sheridan in Washington, D.C., (1908) and Chicago (1924), and to Nicola Sacco and Bartolomeo Vanzetti in Boston (1928). He also created works for public commemoration, such as The Mares of Diomedes in the Metropolitan Museum in New York (1904), Rabboni in Rock Creek Cemetery in Washington, D.C. (1909), and the North Carolina State Monument at Gettysburg National Military Park in Pennsylvania (1929). His labors in both forms put him at the forefront of memorial sculpting. His previously mentioned Lincoln bust and Lincoln Seated added to his burgeoning reputation as a sculptor. His participation at Stone Mountain had begun mainly because he was considered the only artist who could complete such an enormous project. Even those who worked closely with Borglum and were critical of his actions, including Doane Robinson, Peter Norbeck, William Williamson, and John Boland, celebrated his first-rate talents and his superior labor on Mount Rushmore.
	There were also warm, supportive sides to Borglum. He was a faithful husband and encouraging father. His wife Mary, his son Lincoln, and his daughter Mary Ellis saluted Borglum’s treatment of them, his protection, and his occasional indulgence.
	What becomes clear, over time, is that biographers and historians who deal with Borglum have difficulty seeing his dual qualities. Just as family members and friends, uniformly celebrating Borglum’s achievement forget his personality shortcomings, so his opponents, bent on criticizing the sculptor’s limitations, overlook his manifold accomplishments.49
	When dealing with Borglum’s work on Mount Rushmore, it is important to ask what version of Abraham Lincoln did he portray? For the opinionated sculptor, Lincoln was the giant of American history. Washington was a founder, Jefferson an expander, and Theodore Roosevelt a durable, dependable leader, but Borglum’s Lincoln was the nation’s savior. Amid the nation’s greatest crisis, Lincoln’s control and his diligent, thoughtful leadership rescued the United States. For Borglum, the sixteenth president was the most important resident to ever inhabit the White House. To capture that greatest American leader in the Lincoln on Mount Rushmore was Borglum’s goal.
	For these pages, the two sided image of Borglum must be applied to his work on the monument. Yes, he could be an opinionated artist who others found difficult to work with. He too often undermined the best efforts of supporters like Norbeck and Boland as well. Conversely, he was an extraordinarily talented sculptor, a diligent worker, and a leader for this pathbreaking monument. Without Borglum, would we have had an Abraham Lincoln at Mount Rushmore? Probably not.
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Lincoln and Mount Rushmore: Shifting Views


In the first two decades of the twenty-first century, biographies and other books about Abraham Lincoln continued to pour out. The number of volumes on Lincoln is now approaching seventeen thousand, keeping him the most-written-about American. Since work on the monument stopped in 1941, the number of visitors to Mount Rushmore National Memorial has increased to more than two million annually. Beginning with nearly four-hundred thousand visitors in 1941, the numbers dropped during World War II and then sharply climbed, passing one million in 1959 and zooming up to more than two million in 1971. In the past half century, tourist totals have remained steady, only varying slightly above and below that number. By and large, the volume of travelers testifies to the continuing draw of Mount Rushmore for both American and foreign guests. Most of them are enthralled with the monumental presidential faces and often speak of returning for another visit as well as encouraging others to make the trip.1 Together, these mounting tourist numbers and the continuing admiration—even fascination—for Lincoln reveal how enticing Mount Rushmore and the American presidents remain. The reactions to Rushmore and to Lincoln, however, have not always been uniformly positive. Those reactions have also had their ups and downs.
	When the first rumors of an immense carving in the Black Hills surfaced in early 1924, negative reactions swirled around concerns about the location and the surrounding environment. Opponents spoke vociferously against anything they considered as disfiguring the picturesque Needles, a unique set of granite spires jutting up hundreds of feet. When Mount Rushmore replaced the Needles for the proposed memorial, critics continued pointing to what they considered the destruction of nature and blasted all those guilty of such planning. The supporters of the project, led by historian and promoter Doane Robinson, Senator Peter Norbeck, and later Representative William Williamson, greatly outnumbered the dissenters, however.
	Attitudes began to change quickly. As western historian Gilbert C. Fite reveals, “opposition to the project . . . practically vanished after carving was begun” in 1927.2 In fact, over the next fourteen years until carving ended in 1941, the roiling criticisms almost always targeted sculptor Gutzon Borglum and other administrators, political advocates for the project, and federal government officials, exploding from controversies over leadership, financing and spending, and planning, or the lack of it.
	Yet, some individuals were lukewarm toward, wanted changes on, or outright opposed Mount Rushmore, including extremely important persons. President Herbert Hoover, who followed Coolidge in the White House, was, at best, tepid and even hesitant about the sculptures. Eleanor Roosevelt suggested Borglum find a place for Susan B. Anthony next to the presidents. The most blatantly negative of government officials in the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration was Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, who intensely disliked the concept. As writer Rex Alan Smith points out, Ickes thought the work “was akin to carving initials in the trunk of a beautiful tree.”3 Plus, Smith adds, Ickes had “no great love for either Borglum or Rushmore.”4
	Fortunately for Borglum and others central to the mountain memorial, they gained the backing of two presidents—Calvin Coolidge and Franklin Roosevelt. Coolidge spent the summer of 1927 in the Black Hills and attended and spoke at the dedication of the monument on 10 August 1927. He saluted the project, thus giving White House endorsement, and promised to support applications for government funding.5 Roosevelt backed Rushmore from the beginning of his presidency. He attended and spoke briefly at the dedication of Thomas Jefferson’s likeness on 30 August 1936. Although Roosevelt was reluctant to give Borglum an entirely free hand, he was, nonetheless, a strong supporter of federal funding for the project.
	Soon after Borglum’s death and the end of carving on Mount Rushmore, World War II broke out. The military needs diverted the funding necessary to complete everything Borglum dreamed of, including a hollowed-out Hall of Records behind the sculptures and a giant stairway leading up to them. The global conflict shut off the monetary resources for the mountain memorial and diverted attention from the project. Notice and visits dropped considerably during the hostilities and for several years afterward. Essays and books on Mount Rushmore or Gutzon Borglum were also slow in coming.
	In the 1940s and 1950s, books on Abraham Lincoln flew out by the dozens and even hundreds. Particularly attractive to general readers was Carl Sandburg’s new four-volume work Abraham Lincoln: The War Years. For academics, James G. Randall’s multivolume Lincoln the President drew significant consideration. Yet, few books appeared on the subject of Lincoln, Borglum, and Mount Rushmore. Still, a handful or so merit comment.
	In one of the first books evaluating Mount Rushmore, Gilbert Fite struck a clear, balanced position. Fite’s Mount Rushmore, published in 1952, treats the early negativity of South Dakotans who opposed the carving and deals thoroughly with the troublesome ingredient of Borglum’s personality in erecting the monument. Fite also makes clear that once the work began, most opposition faded away, at least into the 1930s. Bickering between Borglum and nearly everyone else continued until the sculptor’s death in 1941, but the memorial was indeed a “Shrine to Democracy,” Fite argues.6 It provided a compelling tourist site and included a valuable depiction of Lincoln as a symbol of American “altruism and sense of inseparable unity.”7
	When Rex Alan Smith’s The Carving of Mount Rushmore appeared in 1985, it was, to date, the most extensive treatment of the topic. A thorough work that is more narrative oriented than analytical, Smith’s book exhibits the author’s storytelling powers, particularly in his intriguing descriptions of the lives and daily duties of Mount Rushmore laborers. The volume also provides a series of delightfully entwined minibiographies, chiefly of Borglum, Robinson, Norbeck, Williamson, and, to a lesser extent, John Boland and Lincoln Borglum. Smith details important political and socioeconomic events but focuses particularly on Borglum’s combative and erratic personality. Several chapters demonstrate the difficulties of dealing with Borglum but also praise his magnificent achievements on Mount Rushmore. Without skipping over the dark sides of personality conflicts and financial challenges, Smith names the memorial as a one-of-a-kind sculptural achievement.
	Nearly twenty years later, biographer John Taliaferro’s Great White Fathers, published in 2002, demonstrated the major changes in historical writing taking place in the half century after books on Borglum and Mount Rushmore first appeared.8 Employing a first-person perspective in several chapters and utilizing techniques of creative nonfiction, Taliaferro invests his imaginatively written narrative with abundant personal insights. In addition, his coverage of American Indians’ reactions to the presidential carvings are particularly revealing of the changes in American attitudes toward Indians in the last fifty years of the twentieth century. Equally provocative is the writer’s discussion of the National Park Service’s controversial renovations of the Mount Rushmore site to accommodate and cater to floods of tourists. Still, Taliaferro makes abundantly clear that criticisms of Mount Rushmore—including environmental damage, wrongful occupation of Indian lands, and the omission of women and recent presidents, such as Franklin Roosevelt and Ronald Reagan—while substantive, are molehills compared to the mountainous, enthusiastic, and patriotic embracing of the site and its meanings to visitors.
	Much more critical of the illegal treatment of American Indians—in fact the most negative of any book about Mount Rushmore and Indians—is journalist Jesse Larner’s Mount Rushmore: An Icon Reconsidered, released in 2002. The author maintains, without strong evidence, that the monument is not a salute to notable presidents but a symbol of Manifest Destiny and Borglum’s racist dismissal of nonwhites. Beginning with this conclusion allows the author to blast the United States government for not fulfilling its treaty obligations and for stealing the Black Hills from the rightful Indian owners. A talented writer, Larner is also one-sided and rather self-righteous in his account.9 A reviewer in Publisher’s Weekly is spot-on in calling this book a “full-frontal assault on the four-headed monument,” a volume that “alternates between serious-minded first-person travel narrative and livid political invective.”10 No other writer has been so critical of Mount Rushmore, so sympathetic to American Indians, and so dismissive of Lincoln and the other three presidents.
	The longest story of Borglum’s life and his eventual work on Mount Rushmore comes in Howard and Audrey Karl Shaff’s biography Six Wars at a Time from 1985.11 Making more thorough use of Borglum’s writings than any other biographer, the husband-and-wife team uncovered hundreds of previously overlooked details about the sculptor’s controversial life. Unfortunately, though the authors provide helpful discussions of the numerous verbal and written tussles involved in planning and financing Mount Rushmore, they deal only glancingly with the carving of the presidential faces, especially that of Lincoln. The Shaffs are more interested in Borglum family details, the sculptor’s anti-Jewish feelings and his links to the Ku Klux Klan, and his reactions to national and global happenings than to his day-by-day work in carving Abraham Lincoln and the other presidents.
	The several other books by Borglum’s family members are similar in content and point of view. These volumes include one by his wife Mary with Robert Casey titled Give the Man Room; by his son Lincoln with June Culp Zeitner called Borglum’s Unfinished Dream; and by his granddaughter Robin Borglum Carter entitled Gutzon Borglum. Paralleling one another in approach and tone, these volumes provide brief, sympathetic overviews of Borglum’s life, without much discussion about his Mormon heritage, his Ku Klux Klan connections, and his negative racial attitudes. Conversely, they praise his ambition, energy, and nonstop projects. The family members particularly point to his diligent work on Mount Rushmore and conclude that without Borglum there would be no Mount Rushmore. None of these writers scrutinize Borglum’s carving of Lincoln on the mountain.12
	Two other kinds of books deserve mention as the most important volumes critical of Lincoln. African American journalist and historian Lerone Bennett, Jr., wanted to do away with what he considered the distorted myth of Lincoln as the “Great Emancipator.” After authoring several publications on the controversies surrounding Thomas Jefferson’s intimate relations with his slave Sally Hemings, Bennett turned to the huge admiration white Americans had for Lincoln. First in an essay entitled “Was Abe Lincoln a White Supremacist?” in the January 1968 issue of the magazine Ebony and then later in his 2000 book Forced into Glory: Abraham Lincoln’s White Dream, Bennett labeled Lincoln a racist and segregationist who cared little about the future of African Americans. Bennett cited Lincoln’s support for fugitive slave laws, friendships with slave owners, and the spurious idea that the Emancipation Proclamation failed to free any slaves as examples of Lincoln’s white supremacist views.13 Some readers praised Bennett’s revisionist approach, but eminent Civil War historian James M. McPherson asserted that “Bennett gets more wrong than right” in his book.14
	Thomas DiLorenzo is equally critical of Lincoln, but from a different stance. A libertarian but at variance from traditional conservatives, DiLorenzo harpoons Lincoln as a tyrant in his books The Real Lincoln: A New Look at Abraham Lincoln, His Agenda, and an Unnecessary War and Lincoln Unmasked: What You’re Not Supposed to Know about Dishonest Abe. DiLorenzo argues that Lincoln’s economic policies, including tariffs, a national bank, excessive military support, and a huge, aggressive central government—not slavery—were the reasons the South seceded. DiLorenzo claims to confront “the Lincoln cult” and show ardent Lincoln followers that the president was dishonest, a white supremacist, and not an antislavery man. DiLorenzo, it is said, has especially appealed to a rather large group of “Lincoln haters.”15 On the other hand, he has not attracted most academic historians, save for their sometimes rather vicious criticism of his books.
	Revealingly, almost nothing about Lincoln on Mount Rushmore appears in the three best and recent writings on Lincoln’s image in American culture. Sociologist Jackie Hogan, in Lincoln, Inc., does not even mention Mount Rushmore in connection with the “selling” of Lincoln in earlier and contemporary American culture. Another sociologist, Barry Schwartz, in his Abraham Lincoln in the Post-Heroic Era, makes two especially brief references to the monument but only one related to Lincoln’s depiction, which includes a mistake. The best of the bibliographical trilogy is Merrill D. Peterson’s Lincoln in American Memory. It mentions the memorial only once and includes just one sentence about Lincoln on the mountain, however.16 If one were to judge from these three books alone, scholars have been reluctant to evaluate Lincoln’s image on Mount Rushmore.
	Shifts in sociocultural and historiographical thinking in the three generations from 1960 to 2020 have certainly affected attitudes about Lincoln and Mount Rushmore. In this sixty-year period, new ideas about environmental, racial and ethnic, and gender topics have taken root, grown, and blossomed. Supporters of these revised views have not only pushed for more attention to these revisionist ideas, but they have also frowned at what they consider Lincoln’s lack of interest in environmental concerns, racial imbalances, and gender issues and how Mount Rushmore reflects these disparities. Parallel to these rising concerns are the upsets surrounding the flawed political leadership in the presidencies of Richard Nixon, Bill Clinton, and Donald Trump, as well as the difficult White House years of the Jimmy Carter and both Bush presidencies. This paralleling two-track development—emerging interest in new topics and escalating doubts about political leadership—undoubtedly has negatively impacted the reputations of Abraham Lincoln and Mount Rushmore.
	If truth be accepted, none of the presidents on the memorial fulfilled the demanding guidelines for ideal political leadership championed by some early twenty-first century opinion-makers. George Washington and Thomas Jefferson were slaveholders, and though they criticized the detrimental consequences of slavery, they never freed their slaves before their deaths. Lincoln, although supportive of more rights for African Americans with his Emancipation Proclamation and Thirteenth Amendment, never accepted African Americans as fully equal to whites. Theodore Roosevelt, more accepting of blacks than the nineteenth-century presidents, had trouble with American Indians. Before he entered the White House, Roosevelt infamously said, “I don’t go so far as to think that the only good Indians is the dead Indian, but I believe nine out of every ten are, and I shouldn’t like to inquire too closely into the case of the tenth.”17
	On environmental concerns, some of the White House residents rank better. Although Washington and Jefferson were not outspoken conservation advocates, Lincoln did sign the Yosemite Land Grant Act, setting aside thirty-nine thousand acres for “public use, resort and education.”18 Theodore Roosevelt did much more for conservation, “creating five national parks, eighteen national monuments, five game preserves and fifty-one bird refuges.”19 But even his conservation measures did not please the preservationist John Muir and later strong environmentalists.
	None of the presidents spoke in support of women’s rights or woman suffrage. Those were not the views of nineteenth-century Americans, and Theodore Roosevelt, early in the next century, spoke primarily for a white male West, a cowboy, individualistic, stand-alone kind of region that he had experienced in what is now North Dakota.
	Lincoln’s reputation could crumble if even more Americans follow twenty-first century demands that the presidents on Mount Rushmore should have lived up to contemporary demands for super-human, insightful, all-encompassing White House leaders. In addition, since the 1960s there have been continuing calls for Americans to “de-heroize” previously celebrated heroes, presidents, and numerous other leaders across the country and throughout our history. Clearly, none of the men depicted on the memorial can measure up to these idealistic, demanding standards of contemporary perfection; nor can they entirely withstand the undercutting currents of downsizing or even dismissing our previous heroes. 
	Lest these trends blind observers and often lead them in wrong directions, it is notably important to see how well Americans are still reacting to Lincoln and Rushmore. Nearly every political poll—right up to the present—ranks Lincoln at the top as our greatest president, or no lower than second behind Franklin Roosevelt. Tourists, by the droves, continue on visits or almost pilgrimage-like trips to Mount Rushmore as well.20
	What, then, lies in store for the reputations of Abraham Lincoln and Mount Rushmore? Naysayers, pushing their impossibly idealistic standards, are likely to persist in pointing to the sixteenth president’s shortcomings, especially in his attitude toward blacks, unwillingness to help Indians, and suspensions of rights during the Civil War. Other critics will point to the flawed presidents on Mount Rushmore, call for others—including women and American Indians—to be carved on the mountain, and mention the environmental shortcomings of the monument. In contrast, writers will still turn out hundreds of positive books about Lincoln, and tourists will flock nonstop to the presidential mountain. Their upbeat reactions will keep winning out as well. So it has been, so it will be.





Essay on Sources


Researchers and writers on Abraham Lincoln experience an embarrassment of riches. With thousands of volumes available on Lincoln, writers have to make difficult decisions as to which books they will rely on most. In this work, I have chosen to cite what I consider the best of the recent studies on Lincoln. Full citations for all the books I consulted appear in the bibliography that follows. Here, only the most pertinent sources receive comment.
	Michael Burlingame’s two-volume Abraham Lincoln: A Life (2008) is a particularly thorough, fact-filled biography of nearly two thousand pages. It advances provocative psychohistorical readings of several crucial events in Lincoln’s life. Less extensive is Sidney Blumenthal’s three-volume—of a projected five volumes—biography, The Political Life of Abraham Lincoln (2016–2019). Burlingame, a historian, documents his work more extensively than Blumenthal, a journalist, whose storytelling power on Lincoln’s politics is the more inviting. At this point, Blumenthal covers Lincoln’s life only up to 1860. Even more expansive in its coverage is the four-volume biography by Richard Lawrence Miller, Lincoln and His World (2006–2012), which treats Lincoln’s actions up to 1860. Miller’s nineteen hundred pages overflow with long quotations from original and often obscure sources. The best one-volume Lincoln biographies are those by David Herbert Donald, Lincoln (1995), Allen C. Guelzo, Abraham Lincoln: Redeemer President (1999), and Ronald C. White, Jr., A. Lincoln: A Biography (2009). All three life stories are thoroughly researched and smoothly written. They also provide helpful overviews of Lincoln’s politics, with Guelzo and White furnishing more on Lincoln’s religious ideas than most biographers. For a compact but useful biography, I have relied on William E. Gienapp, Abraham Lincoln and Civil War America (2002).
	Three helpful volumes focus on Lincoln’s early years. Louis A. Warren’s attractively written but rather uncritical account, Lincoln’s Youth: Indiana Years, 1816–1830 (1959), deals with Lincoln’s life after he left Kentucky with his family and before they moved to Illinois. Brian R. Dirck contributes a concise, up-to-date account in his well-written Lincoln in Indiana (2017). Kenneth J. Winkle’s The Young Eagle: The Rise of Abraham Lincoln (2001) treats Lincoln’s pre-presidential years, dissenting on his rumored romance with Ann Rutledge and concluding that Lincoln’s marriage was less troubled than others have claimed.
	Historians were slow to dig into Lincoln’s early political roles in the Illinois and United States legislatures, but those years have now become the topics of several good books. Paul Simon’s Lincoln’s Preparation for Greatness: The Illinois Legislative Years (1965; reprint ed., 1971) is the pioneering work on Lincoln’s Illinois legislative years (1834–1842). Richard Lawrence Miller, in the second of his four-volume biography, is also extraordinarily complete on this period. The most recent book on this topic is Ron Keller, Lincoln in the Illinois Legislature (2019). The best of the books covering Lincoln’s life from 1831 to 1842, however, is Douglas L. Wilson, Honor’s Voice: The Transformation of Abraham Lincoln (1998). A work of outstanding style and insight, it remains one of the most provocative and valuable studies on Lincoln’s early years. 
	The first book to cover Lincoln’s two years in the United States House of Representatives (1847–1849) was historian Donald W. Riddle’s Congressman Abraham Lincoln (1957). It remains the first stop for examining this brief period. Illinois Congressman Paul Findley’s A. Lincoln: The Crucible of Congress (1979) is a popularly written account for general readers. The most recent account of Lincoln’s congressional tenure, Chris DeRose’s Congressman Lincoln: The Making of America’s Greatest President (2013), is a strong, appealing narrative history.
	More than a half century after its appearance, Don E. Fehrenbacher’s Prelude to Greatness: Lincoln in the 1850’s (1962) remains the best brief introduction to Lincoln’s political life in the decade before he entered the White House. Fehrenbacher is particularly incisive and convincing in his strong conclusions. William C. Harris’s Lincoln’s Rise to the Presidency (2007) is valuable for its even more thorough coverage of the 1850s as well. Readers will be impressed with Harris’s sound, balanced, and illuminating interpretations of Lincoln’s political actions in the 1850s. Also helpful is Michael S. Green’s Lincoln and the Election of 1860 (2011).
	The biographies by Burlingame, Donald, and White, of course, include helpful overviews of Lincoln’s presidency. Focusing entirely on the White House years is Philip Shaw Paludan, The Presidency of Abraham Lincoln (1994). The most widely read volume on Lincoln’s presidential years, and deservedly so, is Doris Kearns Goodwin’s Team of Rivals: The Political Genius of Abraham Lincoln (2005). This best-selling book is a model combination of narrative power and insightful interpretation.
	Two books treat actions during Lincoln’s presidency that clearly shaped the American West. Leonard Curry, in his Blueprint for Modern America: Nonmilitary Legislation of the First Civil War Congress (1968), deals with lands, transportation, and agriculture measures and shows how Congress shaped legislation impacting the West. Heather Cox Richardson also discusses the Homestead Act, the Pacific Railroad Act, the Land-Grant College Act, and agricultural legislation in her book The Greatest Nation of the Earth: Republican Economic Policies during the Civil War (1997). Gabor S. Boritt covers Lincoln’s ideas and actions both before and during his tenure in the White House in his valuable Lincoln and the Economics of the American Dream (1978; reprint ed., 1994).
	Lincoln’s important participation in the administration of western territories during his presidency is addressed in several books. The classic in this area is still Earl S. Pomeroy, The Territories and the United States, 1861–1890: Studies in Colonial Administration (1947), especially since its focus is entirely on territories in the American West. Less incisive but more expansive chronologically in its coverage is Jack Erickson Eblen’s The First and Second United States Empires: Governors and Territorial Government, 1784–1912 (1968).
	Still other books deal specifically with Lincoln and western territories. Richard W. Etulain’s edited volume, Lincoln Looks West: From the Mississippi to the Pacific (2010), includes a long introductory overview and nine strong essays by other writers. Etulain’s Lincoln and Oregon Country Politics in the Civil War Era (2013) furnishes an in-depth examination of Lincoln’s links with the Pacific Northwest. Both these works include extensive bibliographies and essays on sources dealing with Lincoln and the American West. Ralph Y. McGinnis and Calvin N. Smith gather newly written chapters on eleven western territories and provide other useful background information and maps in their collection, Abraham Lincoln and the Western Territories (1994).
	For Lincoln’s dealings with Dakota Territory, I have relied on two valuable books. Howard R. Lamar produced a model monograph in his probing study Dakota Territory, 1861–1889: A Study of Frontier Politics (1956). Lamar keeps his focus on territorial politics. For a general overview of Dakota Territory, I have depended on the pertinent chapters in Herbert S. Schell, History of South Dakota (1961; revised ed. 2004).
	Anyone interested in the shifting interpretations, over time, of Abraham Lincoln should utilize Merrill D. Peterson, Lincoln in American Memory (1994). It is a model work on the changing accounts and images of Lincoln in historical writing, biographies, novels, films, and artworks. 
	For the changing American West from Lincoln’s death in 1865 to the end of the 1920s, I have drawn principally on Etulain, Beyond the Missouri: The Story of the American West (2006) and The American West: A Modern History, 1900 to the Present (2007), co-written with Michael P. Malone. For the general trends in American history from the close of the Civil War to 1900, I have leaned on Richard White’s monumental The Republic for Which It Stands: The United States during Reconstruction and the Gilded Age, 1865–1896 (2017).
	Those interested in Mount Rushmore history, its origins and construction, have several notable books available to them. An early study, still known for its straightforward, factual, and balanced approach is Gilbert C. Fite’s Mount Rushmore (1952). More extensive is Rex Alan Smith, The Carving of Mount Rushmore (1985). This volume is invitingly written but lacks footnotes and thus is vague on sources. The most innovative study is John Taliaferro’s Great White Fathers (2002). The author furnishes a valuable account of Mount Rushmore, illuminating background for understanding Gutzon Borglum, and personalizes his story with numerous “I” references. Unfortunately, we do not have a first-rate biography of Gutzon Borglum, but his story does appear in modest form in Willadene Price, Gutzon Borglum: Artist and Patriot (1961; reprint ed., 1972), and more thoroughly in Howard Shaff and Audrey Karl Shaff, Six Wars at a Time: The Life and Times of Gutzon Borglum, Sculptor of Mount Rushmore (1985). The Shaff and Shaff volume is more factual than provocative in interpretations.
	These sources have proven helpful for this volume, but there remains much to do for those interested in Abraham Lincoln and the American West. Most importantly, we need a book-length overview of Lincoln’s important connections with the West, his shaping power on the region and its territories. New, in-depth studies of western territories could demonstrate the influences of Lincoln on specific parts of the West. We still lack, too, a specific examination of the ideas and the step-by-step construction of the Lincoln sculpture on Mount Rushmore or a comparative study that deals with the specific plans and implementation of those plans in the carving of the four presidents. Finally, we do not yet have a complete, well-written study of Gutzon Borglum’s life and his specific work on Mount Rushmore. These needed projects still beckon.
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