
Ida B. Wells was born enslaved in Holly Springs, Mississippi, on July 16, 1862. She was 
not born into the freedom she later fought to protect. The Emancipation Proclamation 
freed her while she was still an infant, and she grew up during Reconstruction, when 
Black families were trying to turn legal emancipation into education, landownership, 
political power, and personal safety. 

Her parents, James and Elizabeth “Lizzie” Wells, had both experienced slavery. After 
emancipation, they became active in rebuilding Black life. Her father worked as a 
carpenter and participated in Republican politics. He also helped establish what became 
Rust College, one of the earliest colleges created to educate formerly enslaved people. 
Ida therefore grew up seeing that freedom required institutions. A law could remove 
chains, but schools, businesses, newspapers, churches, and political organizations had 
to give freedom somewhere to live. 

Yellow fever struck the Mississippi Valley in 1878. Both of Wells’ parents and one of her 
siblings died during the outbreak. She was sixteen. White authorities considered 
separating the surviving children among different homes, but Wells refused to let the 
family be broken apart. She made herself appear older, obtained work as a teacher, and 
became responsible for supporting her younger siblings. 

This was not the inspiring part of the story while she was living it. She was a grieving 
teenager performing adult responsibilities because death and poverty had given her no 
softer option. Wells continued her own education whenever possible while teaching in 
rural schools. Her discipline developed before fame, organizations, or public applause 
entered her life. 

She later moved to Memphis, Tennessee, where she taught school and became part of a 
growing Black middle class. Memphis had Black professionals, churches, teachers, 
business owners, and newspapers, but it remained controlled by Jim Crow. Black 
citizens could earn money and purchase tickets while still being denied the services their 
money was supposed to buy. 

In 1884, Wells purchased a first-class railroad ticket. Train employees ordered her to 
leave the women’s car and move to a smoking car used by Black passengers. She 
refused. When railroad employees physically dragged her from the train, she resisted 
and bit one of the men. 

That detail matters because Wells was not a carefully polished symbol of respectable 
protest. She could be angry, physical, stubborn, and unwilling to cooperate with 
humiliation. She did not wait for an organization to decide whether her case was 
strategically useful. She sued the railroad herself. 

A local court awarded her $500, but the Tennessee Supreme Court reversed the decision 
and ordered her to pay court costs. The legal system punished her for believing that 
purchasing a first-class ticket created a first-class right. National Park Service 
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The defeat did not convince Wells to become quiet. It helped move her toward 
journalism. She began writing under the pen name “Iola,” addressing segregated 
schools, racial discrimination, politics, employment, and the everyday treatment of Black 
people. Her writing was direct because she was not trying to make injustice sound polite 
enough for the people benefiting from it. 

Wells eventually became part-owner and editor of the Memphis Free Speech and 
Headlight, commonly called the Free Speech. Ownership mattered. Writing for someone 
else’s newspaper would have left an editor with power to soften or reject her work. 
Owning part of the press allowed her to select the subject, control the language, and 
publish criticism that other editors considered too dangerous. 

Memphis school officials fired Wells from teaching after she publicly criticized the poor 
conditions in segregated Black schools. The firing revealed the price of speaking plainly. 
She had challenged the system that paid her salary, and the system removed the salary. 
Wells continued writing because she had already learned that remaining respectable and 
employed could require assisting in one’s own silence. 

The event that transformed her work occurred in 1892. Thomas Moss, Calvin McDowell, 
and Henry Stewart operated the People’s Grocery in a Black neighborhood of Memphis. 
Moss was one of Wells’ close friends. The store attracted customers who had previously 
shopped at a nearby white-owned business. 

The conflict was economic before it became violent. A successful Black-owned store 
threatened a white competitor’s money and racial authority. After escalating 
confrontations, white men attacked the People’s Grocery. The Black owners and their 
supporters defended the store, and several white men were wounded. 

Authorities arrested Moss, McDowell, Stewart, and other Black men. While they were in 
jail and unable to defend themselves, a white mob removed the three business owners 
and murdered them. Their store was eventually taken away from the Black owners and 
placed under white control. 

The lynching forced Wells to investigate what she had previously accepted about mob 
violence. Southern newspapers repeatedly claimed that lynchings were unfortunate but 
understandable responses to Black men sexually assaulting white women. Wells began 
examining individual cases and discovered that the public explanation often did not 
match the facts. 

Moss, McDowell, and Stewart had not been accused of assaulting a woman. They had 
become economic competitors and defended their property. Their deaths showed Wells 
that lynching could be used to remove successful Black business owners, frighten the 
community, and protect white financial control. 

Wells used the Free Speech to tell Black residents what had happened. She encouraged 
them to leave Memphis if the city would not protect their lives and to withhold money 



from white businesses and public transportation. Thousands reportedly left or reduced 
their spending. Wells understood that moral outrage had to be connected to economic 
pressure. 

She then wrote an editorial challenging the standard claim that Black men were lynched 
because they threatened white women. Wells pointed out that some interracial 
relationships were consensual and that accusations sometimes appeared only after a 
relationship was discovered. She was touching one of the South’s deepest lies: white 
society portrayed every sexual relationship between a Black man and a white woman as 
an attack because admitting consent would destroy the claim that racial separation was 
natural. 

The editorial enraged white Memphis. A mob entered the Free Speech office, destroyed 
the printing equipment, and threatened to kill Wells if she returned. She happened to be 
in New York when the office was attacked. The trip likely saved her life. 

Wells lost her newspaper, her home in Memphis, her income, and the ability to return 
safely to the city where her siblings and friends lived. Calling her “fearless” can hide 
what courage cost. She did experience fear. She simply refused to let terror choose her 
subject matter. 

Remaining in New York, she wrote for T. Thomas Fortune’s New York Age. She began 
collecting information about lynchings across the country. She examined newspaper 
accounts, traveled when she could, interviewed witnesses, compared accusations with 
available evidence, and recorded the reasons mobs gave for their actions. 

Her method was simple but devastating. White newspapers had published descriptions 
of lynchings because editors assumed the victims deserved what happened. Wells took 
those same reports, placed them beside one another, and exposed their contradictions. 
Cases supposedly involving rape included political disagreements, business 
competition, labor conflicts, consensual relationships, minor arguments, and victims 
accused of no serious crime at all. 

She published Southern Horrors: Lynch Law in All Its Phases in 1892 and The Red 
Record in 1895. The Red Recordorganized lynching information into a documented case 
against the entire system. Wells did not rely only on emotional language. She used 
names, dates, locations, accusations, and statistics. The work showed that mob violence 
was not a collection of unrelated tragedies. It was a pattern. 

Wells’ argument was not that every lynching victim was innocent of every possible 
offense. Her more fundamental position was that an accusation was not proof and a mob 
was not a court. Even when a person had committed a serious crime, torture and murder 
outside the law remained criminal. If white citizens could simply announce guilt and kill 
the accused, constitutional rights did not exist for Black people. 



She also exposed the economic and political uses of lynching. Black men were attacked 
for operating businesses, acquiring land, organizing workers, voting, or refusing to 
accept abuse. Mobs were not only reacting to crime. They were enforcing a racial order. 

Wells refused to describe lynching as something committed only by ignorant outsiders. 
Business owners, newspapers, politicians, police officers, clergy, and respected citizens 
could participate directly or protect the killers afterward. A mob might carry out the 
murder, but a sheriff could surrender the prisoner, an editor could inflame the crowd, a 
prosecutor could refuse charges, and a jury could acquit the killers. 

In Lynch Law in Georgia, Wells used reports from white Atlanta newspapers and findings 
from an investigator to challenge the stories used to excuse several killings. Her method 
was to present the evidence claimed by the lynching defenders and then test it. She 
believed that hiding or exaggerating facts would weaken the case against racial violence. 
Ida B. Wells’ original pamphlet at the Library of Congress 

This commitment did not make her neutral about human life. It made her precise. She 
understood that a lie can survive general condemnation, but it becomes weaker when 
someone names the victim, examines the accusation, identifies the financial interest, and 
shows which officials refused to act. 

Wells carried her campaign outside the United States. She toured Britain in 1893 and 
1894, speaking about American lynching before international audiences. This 
embarrassed a country that described itself as the world’s model democracy. American 
leaders could ignore Black citizens more easily than they could ignore foreign criticism 
damaging the nation’s image. 

The international campaign also created pressure on white American reform 
organizations. Many white suffragists, temperance leaders, and religious reformers 
condemned distant abuses while avoiding lynching at home. Wells challenged them 
directly. 

She confronted Frances Willard, the powerful white leader of the Woman’s Christian 
Temperance Union, after Willard repeated racist Southern claims portraying Black men 
as dangerous and politically irresponsible. Wells refused to ignore those statements 
merely because Willard supported women’s rights and temperance. 

That confrontation cost Wells support. Some reformers believed she was damaging 
useful alliances. Wells believed an alliance purchased by remaining silent about racist 
lies was already damaged. She would not place white women’s comfort above Black 
lives. 

Frederick Douglass supported her anti-lynching work and praised her courage. Their 
relationship mattered because Douglass was already one of the most respected Black 
leaders in the country. His support helped legitimize a younger Black woman whom 
critics dismissed as reckless or unfeminine. Yet Wells did not survive merely because a 
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famous man approved of her. She had built the evidence before receiving his 
endorsement. 

Wells was not committed to nonviolence in the same way later leaders such as Martin 
Luther King Jr. would be. She believed Black people possessed a right to defend their 
homes, families, and lives. After watching officials repeatedly refuse protection, she 
argued that responsible self-defense could discourage mobs. 

This did not mean she supported random revenge. She distinguished defense from 
uncontrolled retaliation. Her position was that a government could not abandon Black 
citizens to organized murder and then demand that they remain helpless. She believed 
law, economic boycotts, migration, journalism, political power, and self-protection all had 
roles. 

In 1895, Wells married Ferdinand L. Barnett, a Chicago lawyer, newspaper owner, and 
civil-rights activist. She used the name Wells-Barnett, an unusual choice in a period 
when married women were generally expected to disappear beneath their husbands’ 
names. They had four children. 

Marriage and motherhood complicated her public life but did not end it. Wells had to 
make decisions about travel, childcare, money, and political work while male activists 
often moved freely without being asked who cared for their children. At times she 
reduced her travel, but she continued writing, organizing, investigating, and speaking. 

Wells helped establish the National Association of Colored Women and participated in 
the movement that created the NAACP. She is properly recognized as one of the 
NAACP’s founders, but she did not become one of its dominant national officers. She 
believed the young organization was too cautious and insufficiently committed to direct 
action. 

Part of the problem was political difference. Part involved personality. Wells could be 
blunt, suspicious, and unwilling to soften disagreement. She sometimes damaged 
relationships with people who shared her goals. She did not possess the smooth 
coalition-building style that organizations often reward. 

Sexism and class prejudice also affected her position. Male leaders could be praised for 
forceful speech while Wells was labeled difficult. Some middle-class reformers 
considered her attacks too sharp and worried that her style would offend white donors. 
The movement needed her evidence but did not always want her controlling the strategy. 

Wells’ exclusion shows that movements are not automatically fair inside simply because 
they fight unfairness outside. Civil-rights organizations could reproduce sexism. 
Women’s organizations could reproduce racism. Educated reformers could look down on 
working-class people. Wells repeatedly found herself fighting enemies and supposed 
allies at the same time. 



She created the Negro Fellowship League in Chicago to assist Black migrants arriving 
from the South. The organization helped people locate housing, employment, and 
protection. Wells understood that telling Black families to leave violent Southern 
communities created a responsibility to help them survive after they arrived. 

She investigated the 1917 East St. Louis racial massacre and the 1919 violence in Elaine, 
Arkansas. In Elaine, Black sharecroppers organizing for fair payment were attacked, and 
Black men were later convicted through an unjust legal process. Wells continued 
gathering accounts and challenging official stories when other organizations considered 
the cases too dangerous. 

Government agencies described her as an agitator and kept records on her activity. She 
accepted the label. An agitator is considered dangerous because agitation moves 
something that powerful people want to keep settled. 

Wells also fought for women’s voting rights. She did not separate the ballot from 
lynching. If Black citizens could elect sheriffs, judges, prosecutors, governors, and 
legislators, officials would have to consider Black lives when making decisions. Voting 
was not a symbolic mark of acceptance; it was a tool for changing who controlled law 
enforcement. 

In 1913, Wells helped establish Chicago’s Alpha Suffrage Club, which organized Black 
women as an independent political force. The club registered voters, evaluated 
candidates, and worked to elect officials serving Black neighborhoods. She was not 
asking Black women to join politics as decorations. She wanted them to influence 
elections. 

That year, Wells traveled to Washington for a major national suffrage parade. Organizers, 
afraid of upsetting white Southern women, directed Black women to march in a 
segregated group at the rear. Wells refused. She waited beside the route and then 
stepped into the Illinois delegation as it passed. White allies Belle Squire and Virginia 
Brooks marched beside her. National Park Service 

The action exposed the contradiction inside the suffrage movement. White women were 
demanding equality from men while asking Black women to accept racial humiliation. 
Wells would not demonstrate for freedom from a segregated position assigned by people 
calling themselves reformers. 

Her Alpha Suffrage Club later helped Black Chicagoans elect Oscar DePriest as the city’s 
first Black alderman. The club demonstrated that Black women could possess political 
power even before the Nineteenth Amendment protected women’s voting rights 
nationwide. 

A year before her death, Wells ran for the Illinois State Senate. She lost, but the campaign 
was consistent with everything she had done. She did not want to remain permanently 
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outside government asking officeholders to behave morally. She wanted Black women to 
participate in choosing policy and holding authority themselves. 

Ida B. Wells died from kidney disease in Chicago on March 25, 1931. She was sixty-eight. 
The federal government had still not passed a national anti-lynching law. That failure 
could make her work look unsuccessful if success is measured only by legislation 
passed during her lifetime. 

Her investigation had accomplished something the law refused to do. She destroyed the 
respectable lie that lynching was an unfortunate response to crime. She documented it 
as political, economic, and racial terrorism. Later organizations used the facts, methods, 
and international pressure she helped establish. 

Congress did not finally make lynching a specific federal hate crime until the Emmett Till 
Antilynching Act became law in 2022—more than ninety years after Wells died. In 2020, 
the Pulitzer Prize board honored her posthumously for her courageous reporting on 
violence against Black Americans. 

The delay in honoring her fits the pattern of her life. Wells was frequently praised after 
institutions no longer had to deal with her criticism in person. While alive, she was called 
angry, radical, troublesome, unfeminine, and difficult. After death, the same 
determination became courage. 

Her real strength was not simply that she spoke loudly. She investigated before 
accusing, counted what others wanted forgotten, owned the means of publication, and 
followed the money behind the violence. When a mob destroyed her press, she found 
another newspaper. When Memphis became unsafe, she carried the story to New York, 
Chicago, Britain, and the White House. 

Ida B. Wells understood that power survives by controlling the story surrounding its 
violence. Her response was to take that story apart with names, numbers, witnesses, 
financial motives, and documented contradictions. She did not ask the country to feel 
sorry for Black people. She forced the country to confront evidence that its officials, 
newspapers, courts, and respectable citizens were protecting murder. 

 


