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 “For years I attempted to work out the theoretical underpinnings of an ideal U.S. 

foreign policy. I found it difficult to advance much beyond Abraham Lincoln’s hope 

that our country would be not the terror but the encourager of the world . . .” 

 Henry S. Reuss, When Government Was Good: Memories of a Life in Politics 
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While most U.S. university students know that the United States was the first nation in 

the Americas to win independence from a European colonial power, they may not be aware that 

Haiti was the second nation in the Americas to win independence from European colonialism. 

Whereas the United States declared its independence on 4 July 1776 and obtained official diplo-

matic recognition from the United Kingdom following the American Revolution by signing the 

1783 Treaty of Paris, Haiti proclaimed its independence from France on 1 January 1804, marking 

the end of the violent and disruptive 13-year-long Haitian Revolution, which has been heralded 

as the only successful slave revolution in history. Unlike most revolutionary struggles in the 

Americas against colonialism, the Haitian declaration of independence came after the revolution 

rather than before it. The primary motive behind the Haitian Revolution was not independence, 

but rather racial equality and emancipation. 

In 1791, at the start of the Haitian Revolution, there were over 500,000 slaves working 

under extremely brutal conditions on sugar and coffee plantations in Haiti. France acquired the 

western third of the island of Hispaniola from Spain in 1697. French plantation owners adopted 

an exceptionally brutal form of slavery. Working their slaves to death and acquiring newly im-

ported slaves was seen as more economical. The result was a lucrative colony for France and a 

large, unhappy, unassimilated slave population, with access to machetes. To communicate, the 

slaves developed their own language—Kreyol. They also developed their own religion—Voodoo. 

Using his charismatic personality, it was Houngan Boukman, a Voodoo priest, who unleashed the 

Haitian Revolution in August 1791. 

  In 1801, Toussaint Louverture conquered the entire island of Hispaniola, but did not de-

clare independence from France. In 1802, Emperor Napoleon Bonaparte sent a force of over 

50,000 troops to quell the rebellion. Although Louverture was captured by the French and died 

while incarcerated, most of the French troops were destroyed by yellow fever. As a result, in 

1803, Napoleon sold the Louisiana Territory to the United States, and on 1 January 1804 Jean 

Jacques Dessalines issued the Haitian Act of Independence. Until recently, it was believed that no 

copies of the Haitian Act of Independence had survived the nineteenth century. In 2010, howev-

er, Julia Gaffield, a Duke University graduate student who is currently an assistant professor of 

_______________________ 

1The author would like to thank Dr. William D. Pederson and the folks at Louisiana State University Shreveport for the invitation to 
give the annual Abraham Lincoln lecture on 7 October 2019, and the exceptional hospitality.  

 

 VOLUME 32 

Lincoln’s Legacy on the Island of Hispaniola: 

U.S. Recognition of Haiti, 18621 

Michael R. Hall, Ph.D. 

Georgia Southern University 

PAGE 3 



history at Georgia State University, uncovered a copy in the British National Archives, that had 

made its way to the United Kingdom via Jamaica. Gaffield, the author of Haitian Connections in 

the Atlantic World: Recognition after Revolution (2015), contends that this discovery “is further 

evidence that there was contact and negotiations going on between them. Haiti was not isolated 

after independence and it played a complicated role in a world based on colonialism and slav-

ery.”2  To celebrate their independence every year, Haitians enjoy a large bowl of soup joumou, a 

spicy, hearty soup of squash, beef, plantain, and vegetables. The meal is seen as a form of libera-

tion for slaves, who were restricted to rations and scraps of food left over from the plantation 

owners’ dining room. During their period of enslavement, they were forbidden soup joumou. 

It took France much longer to grant officially diplomatic recognition to Haiti than it took 

the United Kingdom, which saw a chance to split the United States away from its wartime partner 

France and create a valuable economic partner, to offer a generous peace treaty to the United 

States. In 1825, French King Charles X, threatening to invade Haiti, demanded Haiti compensate 

France for the loss of its lucrative colony. Haiti had been France’s richest colony in the Americas. 

Between 1697 and 1791, Haiti produced over half of the world’s sugar and coffee exports. In 

1825, barely two decades after winning its independence, Haiti was forced  to begin paying the 

modern equivalent of $21 billion to France—a debt that took 122 years to pay.  In 1838, a Treaty 

of Peace and Friendship was signed between both nations, which solidified French recognition of 

Haiti. By 1860, the United Kingdom, Spain, Denmark, Holland, Belgium, Portugal, Sweden, and 

Austria had also recognized Haiti. Meanwhile, between 1810 and 1825, the Spanish and Portu-

guese colonies in the Americas declared their independence. Unlike the Haitian scenario, the 

United States, the United Kingdom, and France quickly recognized those new nations. 

During the 1790s, members of both the Federalist Party and the rival Jeffersonian Demo-

cratic-Republican Party, supported the Haitian Revolution. The Federalists, who adopted a pro-

British foreign policy, were pleased to see France weakened by the revolution in Haiti. In addi-

tion, they were excited by the economic opportunities in a Haiti not controlled by France. During 

the 1790s, U.S. trade with Haiti more than doubled. The Democratic-Republicans, who usually 

adopted a pro-French foreign policy, were excited by the possibility of France losing its colony in 

Haiti. The Democratic-Republicans, eager to expand west of the Mississippi into the Louisiana 

Territory, but stymied by France’s efforts to use the area as a bread basket to feed Haitian slaves,    

___________________________ 

2See CNN’s Haiti declaration of independence found in UK archives, April 2, 1010: http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/
europe/04/02/uk.haiti.independence.declaration/index.html; accessed 1 October 2019.  “The pamphlet, written in French, has 
three distinct parts, the National Archives said. The first two pages are titled “Liberte ou La Mort,” which translates to “Freedom 
or Death,” in which the generals of the Haitian army sign their names in an oath swearing to renounce forever the French yoke or 
die rather than live under its domination. Next, Jean-Jacques Dessalines, the general-in-chief, addresses the citizens of Haiti in an 
impassioned defense of independence and the destiny of the nation. On the final page, Haitian army generals proclaim Dessalines 
governor-general for life and swear to obey without questions laws issued under his authority. 

 

 

 VOLUME 32 PAGE 4 



welcomed the revolution against France in Haiti.3    In 1804, after the Americans acquired the Lou-

isiana Territory, and the increased violence in Haiti, including the killing or exile of virtually the 

entire white population, many Americans, especially the Democratic-Republicans and the south-

ern slave owners, came to view Haiti’s independence as a threat to all slave-owning countries, 

especially the United States because of its geographic proximity. Southern plantation owners 

worked to prevent their slaves from learning of the Haitian Revolution. They also pressured the 

US government to refuse to recognize Haitian independence. 

The Civil War afforded an opportunity previously unavailable to the U.S. government. By 

late Spring 1861, eleven of the southern states had left the Union. Although southern sympathy 

remained in Congress, especially within the Democratic Party, the ability to halt legislation offen-

sive to the slave states was greatly diminished. Abraham Lincoln seized upon this opening. In his 

annual message to Congress in December 1861, Lincoln stated: “If any good reason exists why we 

should persevere longer in withholding our recognition of the independence and sovereignty of 

Haiti and Liberia, I am unable to discern it.”4    Lincoln’s interest in Haiti, however, goes back to his 

early days in Illinois, Lincoln’s close friend and Haitian-born barber, William de Florville, was an 

influential person in Lincoln’s life before the presidency. Florville made his way to Illinois in 1831 

and established a barbering practice in Springfield across the street from the State House. Lincoln 

was Florville’s real estate lawyer. According to Lincoln scholar Lloyd Ostendorf, “A local newspa-

per editor claimed only two men in Springfield understood Lincoln, his law partner William H. 

Herndon, and his barber, William Florville.” Historian Benjamin Quarles noted: “Florville’s shop 

was the informal social center for the men of the community; it was `Lincoln’s second home,’ be-

fore his marriage in 1842.”5    

On 4 February 1862, Charles Sumner from the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, in-

troduced a bill authorizing the President to appoint Diplomatic Representatives to the Republics 

of Haiti and Liberia. Each representative so appointed was to be accredited as Resident  

_____________________ 

3
Bosscher, Jonathan “The United States and Haiti, 1791-1863: A Racialized Foreign Policy and its Domestic Correlates.” Electronic 

Thesis or Dissertation. Bowling Green State University, 2008, p. 32. https://etd.ohiolink.edu/’ accessed 1 October 2019. According 
to Bosscher, “It was certainly in the interests of Americans, both pro– and anti-slavery, to abandon their racial stereotypes by 
embracing Toussaint Louverture. Federalists, hoping to both discredit France and reinvigorate trade with St. Domingue, rallied 
around Toussaint and decried his treatment at the hands of the French. For Southerners, their ambitious plans to expand into the  
Mississippi valley were dependent upon a weakened France” (p. 36). 

4Charles H. Wesley, “The Struggle for the Recognition of Haiti and Liberia as Independent Republics,” The Journal of Negro Histo-
ry, Vol. 2, No. 4 (Oct., 1917), pp. 369-383: 379. 

5See http://www.mrlincolnandfreedom.org/library/mr-lincolns-contemporaries/william-de-fleurville-1807-1868/; accessed 1 
October 2019, “William de Fleurville (also known as “Florville”) was a Haitian-born businessman who met Mr. Lincoln in 
New Salem in 183]. After Mr. Lincoln helped him attract clients in that community. Fleurville moved to Springfield 
where he eventually opened a barbershop across from the State House and served as Mr. Lincoln’s barber for 24 
years. One White House employee, “Aunt Rosetta” Wells, recalled that back in Illinois there had been a black “man 
who used to cut Lincoln’s hair off, and bet him telling fish stories and knew more jokes than you could shake a stick 
at. He had a shop for the boys to hang around and listen to `Old Abe’ tell jokes.” 
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Commissioner and Consul General. Following the speech, opposition arose. Nevertheless, the bill 

was passed by the Senate by a vote of 32 yeas to 7 nays. In the House it passed by a vote of 86 

yeas to 37 nays, and with the President’s signature, became a law. In June 1862, Lincoln signed 

the law recognizing Haiti. In October 1862, Consul General Benjamin F. Whidden from New 

Hampshire presented his credentials in Haiti.6  Subsequent US diplomats posted to Haiti included 

Ebenezer Bassett, John Mercer Langston, and Frederick Douglass. Ebenezer Bassett (1833-1908) 

was the first African-American diplomat. He was the first African-American to graduate from Cen-

tral Connecticut State University (CCSU). One hundred and fifty years after his appointment by 

Ulysses S. Grant, CCSU renamed its Social Sciences Hall in honor of Bassett, the first time a public 

university in Connecticut would have an academic building named in honor of an African- Ameri-

can.7   Ernest Roumain was the first Haitian diplomat posted to the United States. A brief article in 

the New York Times on 18 February 1863 announced his arrival: “The steamer Talisman, which 

arrived in this City on Saturday, from Port-au-Prince, brought hither as a passenger Hon. ERNEST 

ROUMAIN, Consul-General and Charge d’Affaires from Haiti to the Government of the United 

States. Mr. ROUMAIN was formerly a Colonel Aid-de-Camp to President GEFFRARD.”8 

Notwithstanding Lincoln’s efforts to grant Haiti US diplomatic recognition, it was Haitian 

president Fabre Geffrard (1806-1878) who initiated the recognition issue with Lincoln in May 

1861. Geffrard, who came to power in 1859, showed interest in the American abolitionist move-

ment. After John Brown’s execution in December 1859, he orchestrated a memorial service in the 

national cathedral. Flags in the capital were flown at half-staff. In 1860, Geffrard, a devout Catho-

lic, established diplomatic relations with the Roman Catholic Church when he signed the 1860 

Conrcordat with Rome. Geffrard also revived the policy of former rulers, such as Jean-Pierre Boy-

er, of recruiting African Americans from the United States to settle in Haiti. In the 1820s, some 

13,000 African-Americans sought refuge in Haiti, seeking freedom from slavery, anti-black vio-

lence, and lack of economic opportunity in the United States. From the 1820s to the 1870s, civic 

and religious leaders, notably Richard Allen of the African Methodist Episcopal Church and the 

Episcopalian Theodore James Holly, enabled similar journeys by negotiating directly with Haitian 

heads of state. Lincoln supported such voluntary schemes to send African Americans abroad—

not just to Haiti but also to Liberia, Central America, and elsewhere. 

During the Civil War, Haiti was the one part of the Caribbean (with the exception of Danish 

St. Thomas) where the US Navy was welcome. Cap-Haitian served as the headquarters of the US 

West Indies Squadron, which helped maintain the Union blockage in the Florida Straits. In No-

vember 1864, the United States and Haiti signed the Treaty of Trade and Navigation. A few days  

_____________________________ 

6The American Legion was elevated to Embassy status in 1943. See: https://history.state.gov/countries/haiti; accessed 1 October 
2019. 
7See: https://www.ccsu.edu/bassett/: accessed 1 October 2019. 
8See: https://www.nytimes.com/1863/02/18archives/arrival-of-the-haitian-minister.html: accessed 1 October 2019. 
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after Lincoln’s death, Geffrard sent a condolence letter to the US government stating his admira-

tion of the recently assassinated president. He stated: “All the hearts of Haitians and of the 

friends of humanity welcome this [Treaty] with joy as a great act of social justice.”9  In January 

1866, US Secretary of State William Seward visited Geffrard in Port-au-Prince. In Geffrard’s office 

in the residential mansion Seward noticed a large portrait of Lincoln and a bust of Brown. 

     Since the nineteenth century, Haitian-Dominican relations have been tumultuous.  Domini-

cans declared their independence from Spain in 1821, but Haitian armed forces invaded the 

country in 1822 and occupied it until 1844, when the Dominican proclaimed their independence 

for the second time. Haiti’s numerous constitutions declared that the Dominican Republic was 

not an independent nation, but rather a part of Haiti.  In 1861, a group of Dominicans, led by 

Pedro Santana, fearful that Haiti might once again invade their nation, re-annexed their nation to 

Spain, the former colonial power. Much to the chagrin of Geffrard and the Haitians, Spain still 

supported slavery in its Caribbean colonies of Cuba and Puerto Rico.  On 6 April 1861, Geffrard 

issued a proclamation announcing Haiti’s determination to keep the entire island free of slavery 

and refusal to accept Spain’s re-colonization of the Dominican Republic.  Geffrard’s transparently 

veiled threat, a miniature Monroe Doctrine, convinced Spain to send a naval squadron to Port-au

-Prince to convince Geffrard to not get involved directly in the conflict that was about to unfold in 

the Dominican Republic. 

  Meanwhile, many Dominicans were outraged that their government relinquished na-

tional sovereignty and voluntarily became a Spanish colony once again.  One of the leaders of the 

opposition was Francisco Sanchez, who was one of the three leaders [along with Juan Pablo Du-

arte and Matias Mella] who proclaimed Dominican independence on 27 February 1844. In June 

1861, Sanchez launched an invasion of the Dominican Republic from Haiti.  Following the dictates 

of the old saying—the enemy of my enemy is my friend—Sanchez stated: “Entro por Haiti porque 

no pude hacerio por otra parte.”10   Although captured by Santana’s forces and executed a few 

weeks after invading the Dominican Republic, the resistance fighters who eventually expelled 

Spain from the Dominican Republic in 1865 fondly remembered Geffard’s assistance to the liber-

ation movement. 

  In 1936, Dominican dictator Rafael Trujillo, who came to power in 1930, renamed the 

capital city of Santo Domingo after himself: Ciudad Trujillo.  In that same year, Trujillo initiated 

construction of a major road on the western frontier of the capital city from Avenida Independ-

ence in the south to Avenida Duarte in the north. This road traversed farmland belonging to the 

family of Luis Manuel Piantini nclus.  The ensanche [Dominican for local neighborhood], once 

developed with residential and commercial buildings, was christened Piantini after the family    

________________________ 

9John E. Baur, “The Presidency of Nicolas Geffrard of Haiti.” The Americas, Vol. 10, No. 4 (apr., 1954), pp. 425-461. 

10See:https://lisindiario.com/la-republia/2017/03/09/457043/se-cumple-200-anos-natalicio-de-sanchez; accessed 1 October 

2019. 
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began to sell plots of land during the 1940s. Once the road was completed in 1938, Trujillo 

named it Avenida Geffrard in honor of the Haitian president who assisted the Dominican re-

sistance fighters with weapons, supplies, and refuge during the 1860s. No other Haitian leader, 

before or after, has ever been honored in the Dominican Republic in such  a way. This was Tru-

jillo’s stated reason. An unstated reason was Trujillo’s attempt to ameliorate Haitian anger fol-

lowing the butchering of twelve thousand Haitians in the Dominican Republic in 1937, in an event 

known as the Parsley Massacre.11 

  During the 1970s, the Dominican government changed the name of Avenida Geffrard to 

Avenida Lincoln, for the stated reason of honoring the 16th president of the United States. To-

day, the Avenida Lincoln is one of the busiest commercial arteries in Santo Domingo [whose 

name was restored in 1961 following Trujillo’s assassination].  One of the most popular eateries 

on Avenida Lincoln is Lincoln Road. For decades, it has been a popular spot to enjoy traditional 

Dominican food, as well as the best American-style hamburgers, replete with “Queso Americano” 

in the Dominican Republic. A few blocks down Avenida Lincoln from Lincoln Road is Lincoln Food 

Truck Park [est. 2016], one of the busiest food truck parks in Santo Domingo. Every night, hun-

dreds of hungry Dominicans and tourists dine on a wide array of street food while simultaneously 

celebrating, although perhaps not intentionally, Lincoln’s legacy on the island of Hispaniola. 

______________________ 

11The name Parsley given in this massacre was to linguistically distinguish people of Haitian origin in the border re-

gion from dark-skinned Dominicans. People needed to pronounce parsley in Spanish [Perejil], which was difficult for 

the Kreyol speakers. 

 

____________________________ 

Michael R. Hall is professor of history and book review editor, Journal of Global South Studies, at Georgia South-

ern University, Armstrong Campus. 
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Duke University Graduate Student Julia Gaffield (2010) 

Source: http://www.cnn/2010/WORLD/europe/04/02/uk.haiti.independence.declaration/

index.html 

Soup Joumou 

Source:  French.rutgers.edu/news-events/new-noteworthy/729-liberty-in-

a-soup 
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Ebenezer D. Bassett Hall 

Source: https://www.wnpr.org/post/another-first-college-

building-renamed-honor-ebenezer-bassett 

Fabre Geffrard 

Source: http://

www.19thcenturyphotos.com/

Fabre-Geffrard-125740.htm 
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Lincoln Road Restaurant Menu 

Santo Domingo 

Source: https://
www.lincolnroad.com.do/menu.html 

 

Food from Lincoln Food Truck 

Park, Santo Domingo 

Source: https://foursquare.com/v/lincoln-

food-truck-

rk/5858a68c040d534a12646323 
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In the Summer 1989 issue of The National Interest, political scientist Francis Fukuyama 

published an article that would have much more than 15 minutes worth of fame.  In fact, the 18-

page piece by Fukuyama, then deputy director of the State Department’s policy planning staff 

carried the provocative title “The End of History?” and it continues to resonate in the world of 

politics today, three decades after it first appeared. 

Simply stated, Fukuyama, following a theme explored by Hegel (as well as others who 

followed such as Marx and Alexandre Kojeve), argued that at this point in history (1989) history 

itself might well be at its end in the sense that we had reached “the end point of mankind’s ideo-

logical evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of hu-

man government.” In the article marking the magazine’s 175th birthday, The Economist put it this 

way, “Were a single document to mark the high point of liberal-world-order hubris, it would sure-

ly be “The End of History?”, an essay written by Francis Fukuyama, an American academic, in 

1989.” 

In the “By Way of Introduction” to his 1992 book The End of History and the Last Man 

that eliminated the question mark found in the original The National Interest article, Fukuyama 

again referred to the fact “that a remarkable consensus concerning the legitimacy of liberal de-

mocracy as a system of government that had emerged throughout the world over the past few 

years, as it conquered rival ideologies like hereditary monarchy, fascism, and most recently com-

munism.  “Of course, Fukuyama had some caveats in place. For example he writes, “While some 

present-day countries might fail to achieve stable liberal democracy, and others might lapse back 

into other, more primitive forms of rule like theocracy or military dictatorship, the idea of liberal 

democracy could not be improved on.” 

Events would certainly continue to occur:  What would end is history” understood as a 

single, coherent, evolutionary process.”  Liberal democracy’s focus on liberty and equality are not 

points in history, but history’s end, based, in Fukuyama’s view, on both economics and the very 

human “struggle for recognition.”  Just about a decade later, in The Origins of Political Order: 

From Prehuman Times to the French Revolution published in 2011, Fukuyama continued along 

this path pointing out that in the 40 years from 1970 until 2010 “an enormous upsurge in the 

number of democracies around the world” had occurred in 1973, of 151 countries, 45 carried the 

democracy label according to the Freedom House. By the late 1990s, some 120 countries carried 
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the electoral democracy label according to Freedom House.  By the late 1990s, some 120 coun-

tries carried the electoral democracy nametag. At the beginning of the 21st century, in Fuku-

yama’s words, the concept of “liberal democracy as the default form of government became part 

of the accepted political landscape.” 

Not surprisingly, despite the caveats issued by Fukuyama, “the end of history” theme 

stirred up considerable criticism and debate, both direct and indirect. In 2003, Fareed Zakaria 

produced The Future of Freedom that carried the subtitle Illiberal Democracy at Home and 

Abroad. That theme of illiberal democracy would only grow in use in the decades that would fol-

low, calling into question exactly what has ended. As we celebrate the American Constitution 

each year, we need to restate that difference between a liberal, constitutional order that empha-

sizes  freedom and Tocqueville-style equality and an illiberal one that, outside of formal elec-

tions, presents us with what we might call soulless democracy—democracy with its soul of the 

freedom of the press, in independent judiciary and legal system, the avoidance of an overconcen-

tration of power, individual liberty and minority rights, tolerance and an overall commitment to 

the rule of law removed without remorse. Soulless democracy is a so-called democracy that lives 

under an authoritarian thumb in which a high-minded label covers an autocratic-oriented reality. 

While every one likes to use the democratic-label, over the years Freedom House has 

provided a system that allows for the measurement of claims of freedom against the reality of its 

existence. Here, the 2018 report from that organization carries the straight-ahead title of 

“Democracy in Crisis.” In the Report’s words:  “Political rights and civil liberties extending a peri-

od characterized by emboldened autocrats, beleaguered democracies, and the United States’ 

withdrawal from its leadership role in the global struggle for human freedom.”  As the Economist 

Intelligence Unit reports, “more than half of the 167 countries surveyed in 2017 were slipping 

backwards” when it came to measurements of democracy. “The backsliders included America 

where the president seems to prefer dictators to democrats.” 

At the end of the Cold War 25 years ago, the Report continues, “it appeared that totali-

tarianism had at last been vanquished and liberal democracy had won the great ideological battle 

of the 20th century.  Today it is democracy that finds itself battered and weakened.” In The Com-

ing Anarchy, Robert Kaplan wrote in 2000: “We are entering a bifurcated world. Part of the globe 

is inhabited by Hegel’s and Fukuyama’s Last Man, healthy, well-fed, and pampered by technolo-

gy. The other, larger part is inhabited by Hobbes’s First Man, condemned to a life that is “poor, 

nasty, brutish and short.”  Today, however, in terms of the challenges to liberal, constitutional 

democracy, the First Man is not alone.  The Last Man is there as well. Who would have imagined 

that in its 2018 Report. Freedom House would list the United States as a country to watch due to 

the efforts being made to undermine the legitimacy of both the media and the judiciary. 

Little wonder that in his 2015 book Political Order and Political Decay: From the Industri-

al Revolution to the Globalization of Democracy, Fukuyama writes in an “Afterword”: “It is  
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impossible to know at this point whether the current period is something like a stock market cor-

rection, in which the longer-term trend toward spreading liberal democracy has been momen-

tarily interrupted, or whether it represents a more fundamental turning away.”  A turning away, 

favored by China’s President Xi Jinping who advocates, as Fukuyama notes, “blazing a new trail” 

for the developing world to follow. A path of politicized courts, intolerance for dissent and elec-

tions that are predetermined.  A path, perhaps save for the latter, that has clearly entered the 

developed world as well, relative to the resurgent, right wing, “populist” movements in Europe 

along with the long dormant “America First” sentiment in the United States. 

This reemergence of the strongman mentality has been fueled by what Mark Lilla in The 

Shipwrecked Mind refers to as “the spirit of reaction.” A spirit that has inspired political move-

ments for two centuries to counter the revolutionary spirit, capturing social thought. Lilla writes, 

“Reactionaries are not conservatives.” For them, harmony existed in some past state. “Then alien 

ideas promoted by intellectuals—writers, journalists, professors—challenge this harmony and 

the will to maintain order weakens at the top.” To the Shipwrecked Mind, according to Lilla, “the 

betrayal of elites is always at the center of every reactionary tale.” “Only those who preserved 

memories of the old days see what is happening. Whether the society reverses direction or rush-

es to its doom depends entirely on their resistance. Today political Islamists, European national-

ists, and the American right tell their ideological children essentially the same tale.” While others 

see, “the river of time flowing as it always has, the reactionary sees the debris of paradise drifting 

past his eyes. He is time’s exile.” And his motivator becomes irrefutable nostalgia. 

As for Fukuyama, he certainly does not abandon the idea of the impact that broad social 

forces have on historical trends. But he also notes that social forces are not alone. There are also 

individual leaders and political actors, he writes, “who interact and collectively shape the evolu-

tion institutions.” Ironically in populist politics, those leaders and actors frequently play a dispro-

portionate role. Today when we talk of the rise of autocratic politics of the populist kind, we do 

so in terms of the rise of a list of individual leaders.  Huey Long in the 1930s and Joseph McCarthy 

in the 1950s remind us of that basic point. And in her 2018 book Fascism: A Warning, the former 

Secretary of State Madeleine Albright cites George Orwell saying that the best single word defini-

tion of Fascism is the word “bully.” A word that sounds all too familiar in the current America po-

litical context. 

One can certainly argue, along with Fukuyama, that starting in the second decade of the 

21st century a “malaise in the democratic world” emerged that took several forms. And in con-

sidering that malaise, one must also recognize the ongoing appeal of bully politics—an appeal 

that continues despite it running counter to the key elements that make up liberal democracy’s 

soul. 
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Stanford University business professor Jeffrey Pfeffer provides the context for this in a 

Fortune magazine article titled “Everything We Bash Donald Trump for is Actually What We Seek 

in Leaders” and the 2015 book Leadership BS that followed. Despite running counter to what 

leadership experts promote, Pfeffer claims that “Trump actually embodies many of the leader-

ship qualities that cause people to succeed.” As Pfeffer puts it, narcissism (at least of the non-

malignant type), rather than modesty is frequently the best path to gaining the keys to the king-

dom of the real world even though that path may contain potholes filled with big lies. As Adolph 

Hitler wrote in Mein Kampf, the masses  of people, “in view of the primitive simplicity of their 

minds, they more easily fall a victim to a big lie than to a little one, since they themselves lie in 

little things, but would be ashamed of lies that were too big. Such a falsehood will never enter 

their heads, and they will not be able to believe in the possibility of such monstrous effrontery 

and infamous misrepresentation in others; yes, even when enlightened on the subject, they will 

long doubt and waver.” And they will continue to accept the lies constantly repeated as if they 

were truths. 

You must, from this perspective, understand how the world works before you can set 

out to effectively change it.  And part of that understanding is found in the title of Jean Lipmen-

Blumen’s 2005 book The Allure of Toxic Leaders. Even when faced with toxic leaders’ most de-

structive behaviors, our search for security (often at the expense of freedom), for certainty and 

for a feeling of specialness can lead us to fall into line behind them. The search for demigods, he-

roic or otherwise, to save us, in short, can blind us to the price we will have to pay for empower-

ing them. 

A leader’s personality quite naturally is part of the leadership equation, but a cult build 

around personality is something quite different, running as it does on a track that is completely 

opposed to the track of constitutional democracy. All of this brings up the uncomfortable fact 

that, at this juncture, we are no longer speaking about constitutional democracy’s ongoing con-

quest of the globe, but rather about the most sobering of questions concerning How Democra-

cies Die (to borrow the title of Steven Levitsky’s and Daniel Ziblatt’s 2018 book on the subject). 

In discussing the new forms of authoritarianism emerging in the current context and its 

willingness to kill democracy slowly, Levitsky and Ziblatt remind us that beyond a written consti-

tution constitutional democracy is supported by critical norms:  the two key ones being mutual 

toleration (accepting your opponents as legitimate] and forebearance {restraint and self-control). 

For the authors, these are the “soft guard rails” of American Democracy that protect the words in 

the Constitution. Without those guard rails, staying on the proper constitutional path is a ques-

tionable proposition. In contrast, the key indicators of authoritarian behavior, according to Levit-

sky and Ziblatt go in a very different direction:  Deny the legitimacy of opponents; reject the dem-

ocratic rules of the game and the rule of law; be ready to curtail civil liberties of opponents, in-

cluding the media; and tolerate or encourage violence. Do these things and label anyone or any-

thing that differs with you as an “enemy of the People” and you are knocking on death’s door for 

 VOLUME 32 PAGE 15 



constitutional democracy. 

In a 2018 book edited by Mark Gaber, Stanford Levinson and Mark Tushnet 

(Constitutional Democracy in Crisis?),  the author’s dedication is telling: “To those around the 

world resisting the slide away from constitutional democracy.”  It is a dedication that reinforces 

the idea that constitutional democracy appears to be in trouble around the globe, including the 

United States.  The essays in this volume revolve around questions of the weakening of the very 

foundations of constitutional democracy and the lack of growth of constitutional democracy. Be-

yond that what is truly frightening is the idea noted in an 2018 article by Michael Massing in The 

Nation that, “Americans today are no wiser than the Europeans who saw democracy yield to fas-

cism.” 

In fact, the list of current day phrases describing the state of democracy helps illuminate 

much of this story. Those phrases include, “Democracy in retreat,” democratic recession,” 

“democratic backsliding,” “democratic deconsolidation,” “Constitutional retrogression,” 

“Constitutional failure” and “Constitutional rot.”  Thus there is no surprise in Jan-Werner Muller’s 

comment in his 2016 book What Is Populism?—despite the enormous benefits it has delivered, 

“all is not well for democracy.” 

Muller goes on to write, “The danger to democracies today is not some comprehensive 

ideology that systematically denies democratic ideals. The danger is populism—a degraded form 

of democracy that promises to make good on democracy’s highest ideals (“Let the people rule!”).  

The danger comes, in other words, from within the democratic world—the political actors posing 

the danger speak the language of democratic values. That the end result is a form of politics that 

is blatantly antidemocratic should trouble us all—and demonstrate the need for nuanced political 

judgment to help us determine precisely where democracy ends and populist peril beings.” 

That peril comes in the form of autocratic leaders, who worship strongmen and the 

practices of malignant narcissists. Such leaders, quite obviously, can be found across the entire 

political spectrum, though the concern with Europe and America today produces a focus on the 

populist right that has even reactivated (rightly or not) the use of the term Fascism. 

In his most recent book, Identity: The Demand for Dignity and the Politics of Resentment, 

Fukuyama states without qualification that, “This book would not have been written had Donald 

J. Trump not been elected president in November 2016.” The  45th President’s pursuit of eco-

nomic nationalism, blood-and-soil national identity and an attraction to authoritarian strongmen 

over democratic allies have led Albright to note that “we have not had a chief executive in the 

modern era whose statements and actions are so at odds with democratic ideals.” 

In the American case, the trend into the future is not quite determined. After all, of the 

some 135 million votes cast in 2016 presidential election, the simple fact remains that if approxi-

mately 39,000 people properly distributed across three states had cast their ballots for a differ-
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ent candidate, Electoral College outcome would have made the loser in the election the winner, 

resulting in an Electoral College victory that was in line actually with the popular vote. Under 

those circumstances, we might well have left the idea of soulless democracy armed with slogans 

and simple answers to even the most complex issues locked in the closet for now. 

But the closet is open and if we wish to keep honoring the Constitution on Constitution 

Day and to face the very real challenges posed by soulless democracy, we must honestly recog-

nize where we are today untainted by myth of an alternate truth universe. Part of that recogni-

tion comes in the form of distinguishing between those in a democracy who are, in the words of 

Robert McClosky and Alida Brillon, impelled “to honor and protect the liberties of others” and 

those who “assail the rights of those with whom they disagree and honor obedience, orthodoxy, 

and conformity over freedom.”  In the 1983, data-filled study Dimensions of Tolerance, penned 

by McClosky and Brillon, the picture presented is one in which, “Individuals who, through any 

channel, have greater access to the articulate culture, or who enjoy opportunities to interact with 

informed, well-educated, and more `wordly’ people are more likely to comprehend the case for 

tolerance and the arguments against intolerance.” 

Additionally, they write, “Narrow social and intellectual perspectives, insularity, distance 

from the cultural mainstreams, ignorance of the varieties of human experience and subcultures 

and an incapacity (whether socially or psychologically induce) to identify with people perceived 

as `different’ tend to beget intolerance.” Also, they remind us that, “People who cherish the ex-

ploration and exchange of ideas and who are greatly concerned with the pursuit of knowledge, 

are especially responsive to civil libertarian values.” Toleration is a learned behavior and it is a 

behavior we had better learn well in order to face the challenges before us as we move toward 

the third decade of the 21st century. Tolerance also begets progress. As the 175th anniversary 

essay in The Economist points out, the 50 largest urban concentrations across the globe generate 

40 per cent of gross product. 

Of course, one might argue, as does Amy Chua in her 2018 book, Political Tribes that this 

view simply forgets that during the 2016 election “the most important tribal identity missed by 

America’s elites was the powerful antiestablishment identity forming with the working class that 

helped elect Donald Trump.” They did not see it coming and, “Even today, the tribal politics be-

hind President Trump’s election still baffles many.” But, in her words, “What these elites don’t 

see is that Trump, in terms of taste, sensibilities, and values, actually in similar to the white work-

ing class. The tribal instinct is all about self-identification, and Trump’s base identities with him at 

a gut-level: with the way he talks (locker room), dresses, shoots from the hip, gets caught making 

mistakes, and gets attacked over and over by the liberal media for not being politically correct, 

for not being feminist enough, for not reading enough books.” 

Yet, the long-standing virtues of leadership, as Fukuyama notes in Identity, “basic hones-

ty, reliability, sound judgment, devotion to the public interest, and an underlying moral compass” 
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are completely absent, replaced in the current administration by the politics of self-promotion 

that cares little about the foundation stones upon which liberal, constitutional democracy is con-

structed. Now it is up the people to choose—and the fate of true democracy awaits that decision.  

In a 2018 issue of The Atlantic, that has a cover which asks “Is Democracy Dying?”, David 

Frum writes “The road to autocracy is long—which means we still have time to halt and turn 

back. It also means that the longer we wait the further we must travel to return home.” In an 

early meaning of leadership, it is the task of leaders to show their people the way home. Today 

that means the way to return to the practice of democracy with its soul intact..  

___________________ 

Norman W. Provizer is Professor of Political Science and Director of the Golda Meir Center for Political Leadership 

at Metropolitan State University of Denver  
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Despite occasional times of turmoil and disunity in the United States, Abraham Lincoln 

remains a symbol of togetherness and compromise. He is the Great Emancipator, the individual 

who in slightly more than a single presidential term saved the United States from partition and 

laid a foundation for greater democracy. Today, his legacy is found nearly everywhere in the 

world: Latin America exemplifies this. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Map of Guatemala 

CIA.gov 

For purposes of analysis and discussion, this paper examines Lincoln’s legacy in Guate-

mala, one of the seven nations comprising Central America: Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Hon-

duras, Nicaragua, and Panama. It is the largest nation in Central America in terms of geographical 

area and population. The paper is divided into three sections: (1) a look at the historical setting 

of Guatemala, with attention to its political history in the 20th century; (2) Lincoln’s ongoing leg-

acy in the nation as reflected in Guatemala’s educational system and on its postage stamps, as  

 



well as other efforts to recognize the Great Emancipator, and (3) some conclusions.   

The Historical Context 

The modern nation of Guatemala emerged from the ancient Mayan civilization, and 

then was followed by Spanish colonization in 1524, so that it didn’t acquire its independence un-

til 1823. As a result, Spanish settlers competed with native Mayans for power. The first major in-

cident of this turmoil between liberal Mayans and the conservative Spanish settlers occurred in 

1865 during the reign of the liberal dictator, Justo Barrios, dubbed “The Reformer” (1873-1885). 

He is credited with making the nation a major coffee producer, instituting technological improve-

ments—especially railroads and electrical power. This led to a surge in European immigrants and 

the installment of a social structure for the nation. By 1954, a combination of the United Fruit 

Company, a fear of Communism, and feelings of racism towards Mayans ended in a civil war. 

20th Century Guatemalan Presidents 
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Name Years in Office Party 

Manuel Estrada Cabrera February 8, 1898-April 15,1920 Liberal 

Carlos Herrera April 15, 1920-December 10, 1921 Unionist 

Jose Maria Orellana December 18, 1921-September 26, 1926 Liberal 

Lazaro Chacon Gonzalez September 26, 1926, January 2, 1931 Unionist 

Jose Maria Reina Andrade January 2, 1931-February 14, 1931 Liberal 

Jorge Ubico Cantaneda February 14, 1931-July 4, 1944 Liberal 

Juan Frederico Ponce Vaides July 2, 1944-October 20, 1944 Liberal 

Revolutionary Government Junta October 20, 1944-March 15, 1945 Military 

Juan Jose Arevalo Bermejo March 15, 1945-March 15, 1951 Action Party 

Jacabo Arbenz Guzman March 15, 1951-June 27, 1954 Revolutionary Action Party 

Carlos Enrique Diaz de Leon June 27, 1954-June 28, 1954 Military 

Elfego Hernan Monzon Aguirre June 29, 1954-July 8, 1954 Military 
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During this era poor Mayan natives were largely in servitude to white Latino landown-

ers.  Poverty and inequality were so widespread throughout Guatemala that there was little hope 

for reform. Instead, in 1954 the government under Carlos Castillo Armas triggered further tur-

moil that, by 1960 led a civil war between the well-off faction (military, church, and landowners) 

and its poor citizens. This would drag on until 1966.  As a result, the political history of Guatema-

la, like most in Central America has been one of turmoil between the ceaseless ambitions of the 

conservatives and liberals. This is reflected by sitting presidents being removed from office, short 

presidential terms, and an increased number of acting or provisional presidents in 20th century 

Guatemala. The struggle in Guatemala since its independence in 1821, is largely a class dispute 

between the often-impoverished rural natives and the wealthy landowning settlers.  
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Carlos Castillo Armas July 8, 1954-July 26, 1957 Military 

Luis Arturo Gonzalez Lopez July 27, 1957-October 24, 1957 National Progress Party 

Oscar Mendoza Azurdia October 24, 1957-October 26, 1957 Military 

Guillermo Flores Avendano October 26, 1957-March 2, 1958 Military 

Miguel Ydigoras Fuentes March 2, 1958-March 31, 1963 National Democratic Reconciliation Party 

Enrique Peralta Azurdia March 31, 1963-July 1, 1966 Institutional Democratic Party 

Julio Cesar Mendez Montenegro July 1, 1966-July 1, 1970 Revolutionary Party 

Carlos Manuel Arana Osorio July 1, 1970-July 1, 1974 Institutional Democratic Party 

Kjell Eugenio Laugerud Garcia July 1, 1974-July 1, 1978 Institutional Democratic Party 

Fernando Romeo Lucas Garcia July 1, 1978-March 23, 1982 Institutional Democratic Party 

Jose Efrain Rios Montt March 23, 1982-August 8, 1983 Military 

Oscar Humberto Mejia Victores August 8, 1983-January 14, 1986 Military 

Marco Vinicio Cerezo Arevalo January 14, 1986-January 14, 1991 Guatemalan Christian Democracy 

Jorge Antonio Serrano Elias January 14, 1991-June 1, 1993 Solidarity Action Movement 

Gustavo Adolfo Espina Salguero June 1, 1993-June 5, 1993 Solidarity Action Movement 

Ramiro de Leon Carpio June 6, 1993-January 14, 1996 Independent 

Alvaro Enrique Arzu Irigoyen January 14, 1996-January 14, 2000 Unionist Party 
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An Underlying Lincoln Hope 

Yet in the midst of this historical turmoil for a brief few years Guatemala, almost despite 

itself, produced  its most democratic president. This proved to be Miguel Fuentes who served as 

president from 1958-1962. Though he had served in administrations which were far from demo-

cratic, he was often distant from them by serving abroad. As a result, he tended to view his na-

tion in a broader context. He had first made a name for himself in Guatemala and abroad by be-

coming the nation’s first IOC (International Olympic Committee) member. After just a few years 

in the IOC (1948-1952), Fuentes successfully brought the first Guatemalan to the Olympics in 

1952. 

Though a 30-year career military officer, his experience abroad made him different from 

most in the military. His international experience opened his eyes which would both lead to a 

progressive presidency and his eventual undoing from the Marxist threat at home due to the Cas-

tro “revolution” in Cuba. Yet despite this threat, his essential democratic temperament was 

brought out through several Lincoln initiatives during his administration. 

Like Lincoln who was responsible for the creation of the first public college in the United 

States (Land-Grant College Act 1862), Fuentes’ belief in education led to the first Lincoln school in 

Guatemala. His mother had been a teacher who opened a private school after her husband died. 

The Abraham Lincoln Institute of Solola is one of Guatemala’s examples of this. In the 1950s Gua-

temala went through a period of educational reform and the result was the school’s creation. In 

1958 a contest was held in order to choose a new name of the school. Because among the crite-

ria was that the name had to represent a person of outstanding humanitarian character; Lincoln, 

of course, won. The specific reasoning for choosing him was from his work in America on 

“abolishing slavery and establishing citizen rights”, something that Guatemala accomplished in 

the 1960s.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Abraham Lincoln Institute of Solola 
https://inebal.blogspot.com/2010/01inicio-de-clases-2010.html 
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In addition to promoting education and the image of Lincoln as a supporter of education 

and as an example of someone who grew up poor but ended up in the presidency, the Fuentes 

government for the first time issued several postage stamps with Lincoln’s image on them. 

Fuentes’ administration occurred during the sesquicentennial of Lincoln’s birth, so it was an aus-

picious time to promote the Great Emancipator’s definition of a democratic government. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

One of the earliest Lincoln footprints in Guatemala originated from the years that Jose 

Marti (1853-1895) spent there while in exile from Cuba. The future “independence” leader of Cu-

ba and giant in Latin American literature who championed Abraham Lincoln, now has a statue in 

Jose Marti Garden, located in Guatemala’s capital. 
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Stamp Issued October 29, 1960 

https://collect.com/en/stamps/stamp/147498-Abraham_Lincoln-

Guatemala 
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Conclusion 

Unfortunately, the eventual downfall of the Fuentes regime was followed by a coup, 

counter coup, and one of the longest (36 years) and bloodiest civil wars in Latin America which 

only ended in the mid-1990s. The conflict was between the nation’s conservative military and 

leftist insurgents. The military pursued a scorched-earth tactic against the Mayan villages. This 

was a far cry from the moderate policies that Fuentes had pursued. Nevertheless, the precedent 

he set in pursuing democratic reform and promoting Lincoln serves as a model for the future. 

Traces of it remain forged in the nation’s political culture. 

_____________________ 

Tyler B. Maizels is a Research Associate in the International Lincoln Center for American Studies at Louisiana State 

University Shreveport 
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Jose Marti Garden 

Havana, Cuba 
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