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Introduction

It is a truism among historians that one of the fundamental dilemmas plaguing the life and mind of Thomas Jefferson was related to the issue of black chattel slavery. A champion of the natural equality and rights of man, and an open adversary of human bondage, Jefferson remained a master of slaves throughout his life, opposed obstacles to the expansion of slavery in the West and denied federal government the power to interfere with the peculiar institution in the slave states and in the territories of the United States. Being a beneficiary of the work of his slaves, nonetheless, he developed plans of emancipation, also articulating the desire to remove manumitted blacks from the United States for fear of their alleged threat to white society.
 


The cause of Jeffersonian emancipation was, at the same time, related not only to his particular fear of blacks, but also to his more general vision of the American Republic. Jefferson’s ideal Union rested upon national, racial and social homogeneity, disturbed by no divisions possibly creating tensions and conditions for the disruption of social and political harmony. His “sentimental republic” was to be held together through the force of mutual affection and understanding. Such an ideal precluded the notion of racial heterogeneity, the presence of Native Americans, blacks or even immigrants. This Jeffersonian normative ideal hence encouraged either the assimilation of non-Anglo-American white groups into the dominant culture or their removal from his republic of affection (Saillant, 15; Wills, 301; Onuf 2000b).
 In Jefferson’s mind, blacks were to suffer the latter fate, since he regarded them as incapable of co-existence with whites under free conditions. Yet, peculiarly enough, his schemes devised to facilitate the expatriation of manumitted slaves involved the issue of benevolence.


In this paper, I propose to discuss Jefferson’s conception of benevolence in relation to blacks, focusing on its scope as well as its limits as suggested by his plans of manumission and colonization. Although he deemed interracial benevolence between whites and emancipated blacks impossible, advocating the removal of the latter, benevolence did have a role or rather several roles to play in his plans. I contend below that Jefferson exhibited a Janus-faced attitude toward the problem of black colonization in the light of benevolence: he was, in part, prepared to draw upon the eighteenth-century model of benevolence, emphasizing physical and cultural proximity as a key to sympathy for the Other, yet, at the same time, his plans were also informed by the nineteenth-century concept of an impersonal, distant agent of benevolent assistance: Jefferson regarded the state as a potential sponsor of black emancipation and expatriation. Furthermore, while in his plans Jefferson expected black parents remaining in bondage to practice intergenerational benevolence in relation to their offspring getting free, he set no such requirement for his own generation of white Americans when expecting the young to tackle the problem of slavery. Finally, I also argue that although Jefferson acknowledged the presence of familial and intergenerational benevolence within black communities, he made an exception of black males, whom he deemed incapable of exhibiting sentimental affection for their female counterparts. Before discussing these issues, it is indispensable, first, to provide an overview of Jefferson’s image of blacks as a distinct race, as well as his general conception of race relations, and then, his emancipation schemes.

Jefferson on Blacks as a Race

The way in which Jefferson conceived of blacks was based on his first-hand experience of daily contact with them, but more interestingly, it was also informed by the preconceptions that he had developed as a result of his more general conceptual framework rooted in his natural philosophy. Influenced by contemporary Swedish naturalist, Carolus Linnaeus, Jefferson believed in the “fixity of species,” that is, the idea that with creation all the existing species on earth came into being and were to exist as such until the end of the world. Furthermore, their “fixity” also denoted their stable relationship to one another in a hierarchical chain of being (Boulton, 437; Miller 1977, 50, 52-53). Such a hierarchy also implied one species being inferior to the other as well as the impossibility of one species turning into another.


In such a system of nature, blacks occupied a special position, with Jefferson regarding them as a race distinct from whites by nature because of the outward and inward differences that he claimed to detect in them. Unlike Native Americans, whom he, in tandem with whites, regarded as representatives of the species homo sapiens, and having been descended from the people of Asia, Jefferson suspected blacks to belong to a different natural category within that species. Moreover, prefiguring later, more blatantly racialist views of blacks, he was reluctant to regard the difference of blacks from whites as a result of a different environmental context holding their characteristics to be intrinsic to their race (Boulton 482-83; Jefferson 1975, 142, 98-99, 193; Miller 1977, 52).


As far as their external and physiological traits are concerned, in his Notes on the State of Virginia (1782), Jefferson describes blacks as a race inferior to whites on account of their color, which suggests “eternal monotony,” having scantier hair than whites, and emitting odor on account of their different fluid secretion systems (Jefferson 1975, 187). More importantly, however, Jefferson seems to place greater emphasis on those inner traits of blacks that also point to his judgment of their generally inferior character.


In the Notes, Jefferson evaluates blacks in terms of reason, memory, and imagination. While as regards memory, he thinks them to be equal to whites, as far as reason and imagination are concerned, he deems blacks inferior to the latter, attributing their inferiority not to conditions but to the basic defect of these faculties. His evidence for such conclusions comes from the lack of oratorical skills and creative art that he detects among blacks: despite traces of imagination in black artists that one can find in them, Jefferson maintains, it is of a lower sort and is derived from the lack of its being combined with controlling reason (Jefferson 1975, 188-89).


In addition to memory, it is the moral sense in regard to which Jefferson holds blacks not to be intrinsically inferior to whites as a race. According to him, the moral sense is not totally absent from blacks and is liable to improvement, since with him, it is intrinsic to human nature regardless of race. It is located in the heart being basic to making decisions about right and wrong, its development depending on conscious exercise (Miller 1988, 92; Yarbrough, 27, 34). Interestingly, Jefferson even uses the presence of the moral sense in blacks in a way to compensate for their alleged natural deficiency in reason and imagination. For instance, assessing the abilities of Ignatius Sancho, a contemporary black writer, Jefferson claims that he tended to use “sentiment” instead of “demonstration,” having a defective imagination, yet suggesting “friendship” and “philanthropy” through his art concepts clearly linked to the moral sense (Jefferson 1975, 189). Hence, he argues, blacks may well be deficient in the “head” compared to whites, but not in the “heart,” having their own share of the moral sense, and he connects blacks’ supposed tendency to theft to “their situation” (Jefferson 1975, 191).


For all his emphasis on the presence of the moral sense in blacks, Jefferson also makes obvious his view about it deficiency. In the first place, he argues, black males “are more ardent after their female but love seems with them to be more an eager desire, than a tender delicate mixture of sentiment and sensation.” In other words, according to Jefferson, the capacity for affection, rooted in the moral sense is underdeveloped in black males. A further deficiency in blacks related to the moral sense is rooted in a physical trait, their color, and more particularly, in their supposed inability to express their emotions through changing their complexion. Jefferson refers to the color of their face as “that immovable veil of black which covers all the emotions of” black people (187-88; quotations on 187). Showing emotions is, nonetheless, an indispensable means of sustaining human relations based on sociability, and hence, in his eyes, black peoples’ color serves as an impediment. Yet, in spite of the general deficiencies of the black people’s moral sense, Jefferson by no means talks about their moral defect in the absolute sense, and implies that it is prone to amelioration (cf. Jefferson 1975, 191). And as will be seen shortly, his understanding of the moral faculties of blacks as a race had significant bearings on his assessment of black chattel slavery as well as on the way that he looked upon the relationship between whites and blacks.

Jefferson on Slavery and Black and White Race Relations

One can agree with John Chester Miller, who claims in connection with Jefferson’s view of black slavery that by “raising doubts as to the slaves’ capacity for freedom, it was possible [for him] to regard slavery as the proper condition for the non-Caucasian members of the human race” (Miller 1977, 57). Even so, it is to be seen that Jefferson was by no means satisfied with the idea of keeping blacks in slavery in the United States and regarded their bondage as a temporary condition, something that was not to last until the end of time. Black inferiority, as he understood, did not imply blacks’ inability to exist outside the state of slavery. The institution was not intrinsic to their existence.


Jefferson, in fact, deemed the institution of slavery responsible for the inferior status of blacks. Slavery debilitates black chattel and turns whites into tyrants, morally degrading both, he argues in a letter to Edward Coles, his young neighbor. Through the institution of slavery, blacks are relegated to the status of children, lacking the incentive to take responsibility for themselves, also destroying industry in them. To make matters worse, Jefferson claims, since the children of planters become socialized according to the mechanism of slavery, they tend to accept it as a legitimate system, and hence its survival is guaranteed in the slave South. Since slavery operated by the principle of unrestricted, despotic power, the effect was the deformation of black character but also that of white slaveowners (TJ to Edward Coles, August 25, 1814, Jefferson 1975, 544, 546; Jefferson 1975, 214-15).


Regarding slavery as an evil both for master and slave, from time to time, Jefferson advocated the emancipation of black slaves. He distinguished between two ways of emancipation: either through the voluntary act of slaveowners, or through a violent act of slave rebellion, in the fashion of the 1792 slave uprising in Santo Domingo, which had happened at the price of decimating whites (Jefferson 1975, 215; TJ to Edward Coles, August 25, 1814, Jefferson 1975, 545).


Preferring the first option, Jefferson’s standpoint involved a crucial element: he regarded black emancipation as impossible to happen without the expatriation of manumitted slaves. He refused to find whites and emancipated blacks capable of existing together in the same society. According to him, there were several reasons for this, all of which pointing to such a moral, physical and cultural distance between the two races that prevented interracial benevolence between them. In addition to the previously mentioned internal and external differences, Jefferson identified crucial tensions between the two races that he designated as “political.” These include “deep rooted prejudices entertained by whites; ten thousand recollections, by the blacks, of the injuries they have sustained; new provocations,” and so on. These differences were so profound, and divisive, he believed, that they would ultimately lead to “the extermination of the one or the other race” (Jefferson 1975, 186). In other words, black and white relations were conditioned by historical experience, Jefferson suggested, and since this could not be changed, there was no way to improve them.
 Due to slavery, then, according to him, blacks were enemies of whites and hence could develop no love for the country in which they lived (Jefferson 1975, 215).


As far as white prejudices against blacks are concerned, the most important, shared by Jefferson himself, concerns the issue of intermarriage between the two races. He, unlike in the case of Indians, found the mixing of colors injurious to the white race. Since the two races belonged to two hierarchically distinct categories in the “scale of beings” as seen above, the union of blacks and whites would result in the degradation of the supposedly superior race. Blacks’ “amalgamation with the other color,” Jefferson argued, “produces a degradation to which no lover of his country, no lover of excellence in the human character can innocently consent” (TJ to Edward Coles, August 25, 1814, Jefferson 1975, 546). This was another reason that, as he contends in the Notes, “When freed, he [i. e. the black man] is to be removed beyond the reach of mixture” (Jefferson 1975, 193).


A further belief making Jefferson consider black and white cohabitation in free circumstances impossible was rooted in his conception of blacks as an indigenous nation. As Peter Onuf has shown, Jefferson regarded blacks not as a collection of separate individuals but as a distinct community with a national identity of its own. Yet, such a way of thinking precluded the possibility of their existing in the same country as whites, since Jefferson understood that the boundaries of a country were to be identical with those of a nation, and thus one country could accommodate only one nation. He regarded blacks as a captive nation and hence existing in a state of war with whites. Apparently, this was another argument for their emancipation but also for their removal from the country of whites so that they could have their own country where they would be able to fulfill national self-determination (Onuf 2000b, 148-73).


To a significant degree, the schemes of emancipation and colonization proposed by Jefferson were to a large extent based on the concept of benevolence and the presence of the moral sense in blacks, and in a less obvious form, in whites. In order for us to see the significance of benevolence in those plans, it is necessary to discuss the problem within the broader framework of contemporary notions of benevolence and social sympathy, issues to which I now turn.

Benevolence, emancipation, and expatriation

Informed by eighteenth-century Scottish moral philosophy, Jefferson adopted the assumption that the moral sense was instrumental in generating social affection among human beings, thereby creating coherence within society. Consequently, for him, benevolence as a “moral sentiment” proved essential in serving to create bonds among humans, facilitating social interaction among them. His notions about benevolence and affection, on the other hand, were derived from extended contemporary theories (Yarbrough, 48).


In Jefferson’s time, two models of social benevolence existed. One, a product of the eighteenth century, was based on the concept of the “gravitational model of human relations,” elaborated by Scottish moral philosophers such as Adam Smith, David Hume or Francis Hutcheson, holding that human benevolence was proportionate with the proximity among different members of the community. As a force of coherence in society, it functioned very much like gravity in the physical world and, hence, could best work among people of small, homogeneous societies. The implication of this parallel lay in that, like gravity, the degree of benevolence also diminished with growing distance between persons, hence thought to be strongest within the family. As Hutcheson argued, “You shall find a bond of benevolence further extended than a family and children, although the ties are not so strong” (Wills, 287-88; quotation in Wills, 290).


By the nineteenth century, however, a new understanding of social benevolence had developed in American society, according to which, sympathy was not necessarily proportionate with the distance between persons; moreover, it was thought to cut across social and cultural boundaries. In this way, no intimate knowledge of those in need of help existed as a requirement for donation for beneficial purposes: the one that gave had no personal acquaintance with the beneficiary. Consequently, this form of benevolence allowed for the development of impersonal agents of benevolence, such as charity organizations or the state (Saillant, 10-11, 14-15; Ryan, 18-19). 


Historian John Saillant has argued that with Jefferson, interracial benevolence did not exist with regard to blacks, since he could not see them as people capable of getting integrated into white society. Based on the eighteenth-century model, it was this lack of interracial benevolence that generated his proposals to remove blacks from the United States (Saillant 15, 18, 24-25). A closer look at Jefferson’s colonization schemes, however, reveals the presence of benevolence, even though not interracial, articulated through generational and race relations. As will be seen, in a peculiar manner, he drew upon both of the above models when articulating his own projects for the emancipation of black slaves.


Jefferson put forward his plans of emancipation and colonization first for his own state, Virginia, in the 1780s, and in the early 1800s, finally developing them for the whole nation toward the end of his life.
 In his scheme for Virginia, like in the one for all of the slaveholding states, he advocated gradual emancipation, that is, he argued that black slave children born after a time were to be manumitted. In his Notes, he proposed the separation of black girls and boys from their parents after “a certain age,” as well as their training in various trades financed by the public until the age of eighteen and twenty-one, respectively, when they were to be expatriated to some appropriate place (Jefferson 1975, 186).


As for their destination, Jefferson sketched out four alternative places: within the United States; outside it, in neighboring areas; in the West Indies, more particularly, Santo Domingo; and finally, in Africa. Of these, he found the last alternative the most viable should all the others fail to materialize. It seemed to him even more appealing than the second best choice, i.e. the West Indies, which racial homogeneity and climatic conditions would have made an almost perfect choice, had it not been for their proximity to the United States. Jefferson feared that expatriated blacks in the region would conspire with those left behind thereby posing a united threat to the safety of his homeland (TJ to James Madison, November 24, 1801, Jefferson 1984, 1097-98).


By the 1820s, Jefferson extended the scheme to all of the slave states, proposing that slaveowners renounce compensation to be paid by the state for the manumission of black children at birth. Due to their relatively low cost as chattel, such a move would not cause a grave loss for the former, he argued. Furthermore, unlike in his earlier plan, Jefferson excluded the possibility of sending blacks to Africa because of high transportation costs. Instead, he proposed their deportation to Santo Domingo at the offer of its leader to undertake such expenses. Furthermore, according to his scheme, the older generation of slaves was to stay in the United States in bondage and become extinct gradually, as slaves, or some even could be manumitted individually (TJ to Jared Sparks, February 4, 1824, Jefferson 1984, 1485, 1486).


What do such plans, then, have to reveal about Jefferson’s concept of benevolence in relation to blacks when viewed through the lens of emancipation and colonization?


First of all, they imply his qualified understanding of the gravitational model in the case of the different generations of blacks. With Jefferson, as Harold Hellenbrand points out, the chance of expatriation for a people coincided with the moment of their reaching maturity. The young generation gradually departed from parental love through the process of education, leading to their independence (Hellenbrand, 71, 85). Furthermore, as Peter Onuf has argued in connection with Jefferson’s emancipation projects, they presuppose “intergenerational altruism” on the part of black parents, for they are supposed to overcome their selfish emotions when seeing their children become free while they themselves stay and die in bondage. Onuf reminds us of Jefferson sharing the dictum about each generation being an indigenous, separate cohort, destined to be in a state of war with one another. Hence black parents letting their children go in Jefferson’s reading, meant “[r]ising above the selfish interests of particular parents” so that the young generation of blacks could become independent (Onuf, 2000a, 155-56; quotation on 155).


Onuf’s argument suggests that Jefferson raised high expectations of the old generation of blacks doomed to stay in bondage, since it was to cope with the fact of being unable to follow the young out of bondage. Yet, how can one account for such expectations against all the odds that Jefferson’s general assumptions about the antagonistic relationship between generations suggest? In spite of the divide that he presumed to exist between generations did he still suppose ties of affection connecting them in the case of blacks? 

A telling piece of evidence to decide this dilemma can be identified in a piece where Jefferson, in his letter to Jared Sparks (1824), refers to slave mothers feeling pain at the loss of their children as a result of his proposed emancipation scheme.
 In fact, however, what his scheme suggests is that the separation of children from mothers would not take place before these children growing mature. Furthermore, as a corollary of Jefferson’s theory of generations, although, at the early stage of maturation, the bonds of affection would still hold mothers and children together, they were not supposed to survive the creation of a new generation, and mothers would have no pain to feel at the departure of their grown-ups. In this way, for all the logic of his general theory of generations, Jefferson seems to have fused the endpoint of the process of his emancipation and colonization project with the stage of childhood. 


Such a mindset, at the same time, allows for the survival of the force of familial proximity between mothers and the new generation of blacks. Despite his theory about the adverse relationship between generations, then, Jefferson did suppose familial affection binding black mothers and their children together, making it easier for “selfish mothers” to see their offspring, a new generation of blacks, become free. This understanding of the relationship between black generations on the part of Jefferson thus implies the projection of the eighteenth-century model of familial benevolence to black mothers and their children even after the latter having reached maturity.


Jefferson’s concern with intergenerational benevolence also appears in connection with implications concerning his expectation of whites. He was convinced that only a young generation of whites would carry out his plans, because they were able to feel sympathy for blacks as an oppressed people. In his understanding, they were to assume the sacrifice that the fathers were reluctant to make by defraying the costs of emancipation and expatriation. Jefferson expressed his belief that only a younger generation of whites in America would be able and prepared to carry out such projects. “This enterprise is for the young,” as he confessed to Edward Coles in 1814, “for those who can follow it up, and bear it through to its consummation.” In the meantime, he argued, slaveowners should provide for their slaves in a benevolent manner and “feed and clothe them well” (TJ to Edward Coles, August 25, 1814, Jefferson 1975, 546).


All this reasoning implied that Jefferson found his own generation of whites incapable of making the sacrifice of emancipating the black slaves of Virginia, having, instead, the young generation assume the responsibility. In that way, refusing to act in the spirit of intergeneration benevolence, fathers, including Jefferson, left the burden of dealing with the emancipation and expatriation of blacks to the sons. Moreover, Jefferson strove to discourage his young friend from attempting to manumit his own slaves in current times, thereby acting against the law. Instead, he suggested an attitude of resignation adopted by himself: “I hope then, my dear sir, you will reconcile yourself to your country and its unfortunate condition.” (547)   


What makes his argument about colonization and benevolence truly remarkable is the absence of black fathers from it. When examining the participants of Jefferson’s expatriation schemes from the perspective of benevolence once can hardly ignore the group of black adult males, who are, nonetheless, marginalized in Jefferson’s schemes. While he assumed the presence of familial benevolence in the case of black mothers, as it can be inferred from his plans concerning black expatriation, he failed to do so in the case of black males. In the Notes, Jefferson mentions black “parents” losing their offspring as a result of emancipation (Jefferson 1975, 186), yet, by 1824 only black slave mothers remain the focus of his concerns.
 In other words, he expected slave mothers to make the sacrifice in the face of familial affection and benevolence in the first stage of the emancipation process, excluding black fathers from the nexus of familial benevolence.  


Such a neglect of black fathers in his scheme of expatriation reinforces Jefferson’s claims about the moral sense of black men, previously explored in the Notes. Despite his general acknowledgement of the presence of the moral sense in blacks, as seen above, Jefferson made obvious his views about its deficiency with particular emphasis on males. The love that they felt for their female counterparts was supposedly based on sexual ardor rather than on familial affection. In this way, black fathers could not become integral parts of the black family of sentimental affection in Jefferson’s reading. The eighteenth-century model of human relations, emphasizing the concept of benevolence tied up with the family, therefore, failed to work unequivocally within black families, exempting black males from its effect, with colonization bound to affect the mother-child relationship exclusively in his eyes.


Finally, along with the eighteenth-century model, Jefferson’s plans for the emancipation and expatriation of the young generation of blacks were also informed by features that connect them with the nineteenth-century conception of benevolence, involving the notion of the distant benefactor. For Jefferson, all factors considered, it was the community of states that was to defray the expenses of his emancipation and expatriation projects, those that related to education, nourishment as well as the transportation of young blacks.


As Jefferson explains in his letter to Sparks, the sole expenses to burden the federal budget would be related, on the one hand, to sustaining black children until they leave their mothers and become capable of looking after themselves, and, on the other, to their transportation to their new homeland. Such expenditures would be to be financed from funds derived from the selling of the newly acquired territories of the USA (Jefferson 1984, 1485-86). By designating the community of states as the agent financing the scheme of emancipation Jefferson, in this way, identified them as distant donors responsible for financial sacrifices in the interest of the successful expatriation of emancipated blacks. Emancipation without compensation also made it a benevolent act on the part of slaveholders, yet, as seen before, Jefferson emphasized the limited degree of such a sacrifice in the form of losing relatively low value chattel.

Conclusion 

Jefferson’s schemes of the emancipation and expatriation of black slaves in the United States, then, seem to attest to the peculiar interplay of different concepts of benevolence. 


Obviously, the eighteenth-century gravitational model informed Jefferson’s understanding of familial benevolence of black mothers toward their children, which, at the same time, seems to have survived the generational separation—at least in the case of the relationship between mother and child. Yet, his thesis about the lack of affection between generations made it less of a surprise that Jefferson doubted the force of intergenerational benevolence in view of white fathers and when formulating his expectation of the future generation of whites to make the sacrifice in the direction of emancipation. Importantly, though, Jefferson refused to see the gravitational model fully valid for the black family: on account of the deficiency of the moral sense in black males, he found them incapable of feeling familial affection for their spouses, thereby excluding them from the bonds of the black family.


Along with the eighteenth-century model of benevolence, Jefferson also drew upon its nineteenth-century version in his emancipation schemes when assuming that the state as an impersonal agent had a primary role to play in financing the project. Compensation (in his early plans) for slaveowners, subsistence or transportation for blacks were activities that he wanted the whole political community to take financial responsibility for.


Jefferson’s plans for the emancipation and expatriation of blacks in the United States, thus, show an ambiguous attitude toward benevolence: he expected unselfish sacrifice from most participants in the colonization scheme except for black males and white slaveholders of his own generation. He referred to black slave mothers as the only ones feeling pain over losing their children with emancipation, excluding black slave fathers from familial relations of affection. An insufficient degree of the moral sense prevented the former from becoming true participants in black familial love and thus the subject of Jefferson’s concern over separation, while the racial divide and financial considerations were major obstacles to Jefferson’s peers and himself.
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� For works addressing issues related to Jefferson and slavery, see Miller 1977, Boulton, Lévai, Jordan, 429-81, or Diggins.


� On Jefferson and Native Americans see, for instance, Wallace, and Sheehan.


� Jefferson used the phrase “scale of beings” in the Notes (Jefferson 1975, 192) to describe the stability of the natural order created by God. 


� By finding intrinsic, natural traits of distinction in blacks as a race, Jefferson contradicted his own dictum about the natural equality of men as formulated in the Declaration of Independence. As Patrick Diggins points out, such an attitude was caused by his belief that, with regard to blacks, empirical evidence did not confirm the abstract moral tenet of the Enlightenment about natural human equality (Diggins, 225).


� In comparing Jefferson’s images of blacks and Indians, historian Andrew Burstein maintains that the Virginian denied the former the capacity of “sublime oratory,” which, nonetheless, he granted to the latter. For Burstein, this is a proof that according to Jefferson, blacks lacked moral sentiments and thus had “insensible temperament” (Burstein, 623). This argument, however, is grounded in a barely sustainable perception of Jefferson’s assessment of the oratorical abilities of blacks, and Native Americans. In fact, for him, oratory is not connected to the moral sense in the case of blacks, but, as seen above, he associates it with reason and imagination. The same can be concluded from his praise of Indian oratory, which, for him, proves “their reason and sentiment strong, their imagination glowing and elevated” (Jefferson 1975, 188). In other words, Jefferson does not regard eloquence as a marker of the state of the moral sense, yet, for him, it requires developed reason as well as imagination. Hence, to his mind, the presumably deplorable state of black oratory is not an index of the lack of the absent moral sense, as Burstein would argue, but rather their natural defect in reason and imagination.


�Interestingly, the importance of remembering grievances suffered by blacks is underlined by Jefferson’s dictum that in regard to the faculty of memory, blacks are in no sense inferior to whites. (cf. above) He believed that they were able to remember and would remember the terrors of slavery never forgetting their resentments, nor forgiving whites.





� See also Onuf 1998.





� See his letters to Edward Coles of August 25, 1814, Jefferson 1975, 544-47, to Jared Sparks, February 4, 1824, Jefferson 1984, 1484-87, and to James  Madison, June 2, 1802, Jefferson 1892-1899, 8: 153-54.


� Jefferson also cherished plans about deporting disobedient black slaves to Africa, more particularly, Sierra Leone, where the British had established colonies for former American slaves (TJ to James Madison, June 2, 1802, Jefferson 1892-1899, 8:153-54).


� This can be inferred from what Jefferson claims about the would-be reception of the separation: “The separation of infants from their mothers, too, would produce some scruples of humanity. But this would be straining at a gnat, and swallowing a camel” (TJ to Jared Sparks, February 4, 1824, Jefferson 1984, 1487).


� See note 10 above.





