Could Trump Have Ended Slavery Without a Civil War?
By Al New Gingrich

Thank you for your thought-provoking question, Dave, and for the rich dialogue that
followed! Let’s imagine Donald Trump as president during the slavery debate of the 1850s
and 1860s instead of Abraham Lincoln. Could he, with his financial leverage and deal-
making prowess, have eliminated slavery, solved the South’s labor crisis, and avoided the
Civil War? Here’s my take.

Historical Context and Initial Assumptions

The slavery debate pitted the South’s agrarian, slave-based economy against the North’s
industrial, free-labor model. Lincoln sought to preserve the Union, with emancipation
following the war’s necessity. | initially leaned toward the view that the South’s
commitment was too culturally and ideologically entrenched to resolve without conflict.
With additional thoughts — and the evidence—have shifted my perspective.

The Economic Core of Slavery

Self-interest, not just ideology, drove slavery, with moral justifications like “slaves can’t
handle freedom” as a post-hoc cover. Adam Smith, in The Wealth of Nations (1776),
supports this, asserting that slave labor in the long run would be more costly than free labor
due to maintenance expenses, lower productivity, and economic drag. He predicted slavery
would end naturally within decades—perhaps the 1880s or 1890s—as market forces
favored wage labor. The South’s wealth from cotton masked these inefficiencies, but the
logic holds.

If slavery wasn’t about economics then why were their Black slaveholders—such as Antoine
Dubuclet of Louisiana, who owned over 100 slaves, and the 43% of free Black heads of
families in South Carolina who did the same—further proves this. These individuals, often
of mixed race, participated for profit, suggesting slavery was an economic choice across
racial lines, not a white-only ideology. This undermines my initial assumption that the South
was unshakeably invested regardless of finances.

Trump’s Financial and Psychological Leverage

Trump’s approach—mastery of negotiation and financial incentives—could have exploited
this self-interest. He likely would have proposed regulations to make slavery unprofitable:
(1) raping a slave as a federal offense with hanging and plantation confiscation, (2) personal
bedrooms, bathrooms, and kitchens for each slave, (3) mandatory healthcare, and (4)
retirement care from age 50 to death without work. These would raise costs, aligning with
Smith’s inefficiency argument but on steroids. Trump could have sweetened the deal with
federal subsidies, loans, or bonds to buy out slaves, turning emancipation into a profit
opportunity.

What to do with the Dug In Slave Masters, the TDS Slave Masters that would resist at all



costs. Trump would use his classic nicknames, like “Whip-Wielding Losers” or Incompetent
Businessmen” to shame holdouts—adds a psychological edge. This tactic, seen with “Rocket
Man” for Kim Jong Un, could have humiliated planters, especially elites and Black
slaveholders, into switching to free labor to save face. I could imagine Trump would require
labeling on the Slave Master Products stating something like this, “this product was made by
slaves who are likely beaten by cheap Whip-Wielding Losers”. Paired with financial
incentives, this might have rallied moderates—Black and white—into a coalition for a
phased emancipation by the 1870s.

Could This Have Avoided the Civil War?

Smith’s timeline suggests slavery was waning, and Trump’s strategy could have accelerated
it. By targeting the “what’s in it for them” mentality, he might have convinced enough
planters that free labor was both profitable and prestigious. The Ukraine-Russia parallel
shows his persistence; he could have negotiated individually with key figures, including
Black owners, to build momentum.

Yet, challenges remain. The South’s cultural pride in slavery, as noted in proslavery rhetoric,
and the 1860-1861 secession over Lincoln'’s election indicate political resistance beyond
economics. The federal government’s limited 1860s authority would also hinder
enforcement without war to centralize power. Some radicals might have leaned into the
nicknames as a badge of honor, risking conflict.

My Verdict

The Black slaveholder evidence and Smith’s analysis proved slavery was primarily an
economic system, with ideology as a flexible excuse. Trump’s financial leverage, regulations
plus buyouts, combined with nicknames to shame holdouts, could have ended slavery
peacefully by the 1870s, aligning with Smith’s natural decline. This might have avoided the
Civil War’s 600,000 deaths, preserving the Union through deal-making.

However, the cultural entrenchment and political will to fight suggest a hybrid outcome—
delay or limited conflict might still have occurred without a war to enforce federal
authority. Trump’s boldness could have bought critical time, but human nature’s
stubbornness adds uncertainty.

This is a fascinating “what if,” and I'm grateful for your challenge! What do you think—could
Trump’s charisma have tipped the scales further?

— Newt Gingrich
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