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The Civil War in the United States will one day be numbered among the greatest events of history in the nineteenth century. The principles it has called into action, the future of a whole continent dependent on its issue, the sacrifices it has entailed on one of the first nations of the world, everything raises it above those miserable conflicts where mean ambitions and bygone interests wear themselves away.

I shall always consider myself fortunate to have been able to visit the United States during this period of their history, and to have known the principal actors in this great drama, that for several years has held the world in expectation. Perhaps I did not escape the influence of the passions by which I felt myself surrounded, and I shall not seek to deny that I yielded with a certain complacency to the emotions which came upon me. I heard those great, those beautiful words——liberty, equality, emancipation——that in my country the men of my generation have as yet but murmured, resounding in their full depth. I found myself in a living world, where action was sister to thought, where the pen could change into a sword, where principles were at the head of armies, where glory bad a reward, and eloquence an object!

My youth no longer felt itself prematurely old; a soft, a hidden ardor, penetrated slowly and dissolved, as by enchantment, the learned doubts, the ironical reserves, the selfish discouragements that we almost all carry with us in our chilled consciences.

I also felt a singular pleasure in finding myself in a real democracy. I am not one of those who accept democracy only with a sort of melancholy resignation, as a fact, as a social necessity, against which all resistance would be vain; I like it from taste; I admire it from preference, when it puts equality under the aegis of liberty, and not under that of despotism. It suits me better to find equals among men, rather than inferiors. "Nihil humani a me alienum puto." But this upright, healthy, vital feeling, that draws man towards man, that has no need of dress, fictions, rules, formalities, is hardly to be found pure and unalloyed in old societies. Too much envy and hatred are mixed with equality, when it comes after too long a servitude. I find a kind of baseness in its ever anxious pride, in its tacit or avowed intention to sacrifice to its own interests the sacred interests of liberty, in its hackneyed flatteries of the multitude, in its instinctive respect for force, in its cruel and unjust suspicions, in its envious fear of any solitary greatness. Habits of thought are slow to be changed.

In the United States, liberty and equality are closely mingled in equal proportions to make up the democratic spirit. Everything has favored this happy marriage: the immense territories that offer independence to any industrious man, the respect necessarily accorded to labour in a new society, the uncertainty and instability of destinies, the narrow circumscription of the functions of the state, the absence of all historic and traditional guidance, the necessity under which the citizens lie of constantly defending their rights and interests, the complete separation of Church and State, which makes the consciences of all familiar with the exercise of the highest and most delicate of liberties.

Democratic theorists have expressed three fears: they have thought that the excessive development of individualism would be fatal to the disinterested passion to which is given the name of patriotism; that the dominion of uncontrolled and unbridled majorities in the midst of every liberty would destroy the sense of liberty itself; lastly, they have thought that a general and uniform cultivation would gradually reduce all intelligences to the level of a common mediocrity.

I do not believe that the United States have thus far justified any of these fears: their patriotism has been striking enough to all the world. What have they not sacrificed for that Union which Europe was pleased to call chimerical; to that Constitution, which is not only the charter of their liberties, but the security of their national grandeur? On this first point it seems to me there is really nothing to be said, and all commentary would be vain.

Will it be said that liberty is dying out in a country which, in the midst of a frightful war, has exercised all its great political functions as quietly as in the past; which has asked no other weapons but the law to defend itself from the savage fury of treason? Whatever the calumniators of the United States may have said, liberty has not received any severe wound in the midst of so many convulsions and catastrophes. Never has the nation uttered cowardly shrieks to invoke a Caesar; never has she dreamed of buying victory by her own servitude.

Lastly, is it true that democracy is the enemy of all greatness and all originality, that it destroys independence of mind, that its manners are coarse, common, and tyrannical, that it respects nothing but wealth and success? More than one foreigner, thrown into the eddies of American democracy, like a buoy tossed by every wave, has perhaps received these impressions. From habit you no longer see a groundwork of common places and vulgarities, that is familiar to you from childhood, in your own country. It is this groundwork that first strikes the eye in a new country, and for a long time you see nothing else. American coarseness has besides something sharper, more aggressive, more living, and, for that very reason, more unpleasant than that humble, resigned, almost bovine coarseness of European multitudes. But in no country have you the right to judge a nation by the chance pictures of the public squares and streets. Nothing is, I think, more difficult than to justly appreciate the American character; to distinguish what is essential from that which is merely accidental; what belongs to the soil from that which is only an impure and temporary alloy. Americans sometimes say that no one can understand them but themselves; and I have heard so many ridiculous judgments passed upon them, that I am not far from thinking they are right.

At once ardent and cold, irritable and patient, vindictive and generous, communicative and reserved, grasping and prodigal, the American seems at first a tissue of contradictions. You are astonished to find so much cunning with so much frankness, such deep-laid plans under such easy indifference, such simple habits in the midst of wealth, such great refinement in obscure situations, so much diplomacy in the village, so much rusticity in the city. The American is not systematic; he always subordinates the means to the end; he can profit by circumstances, by men, even by chance. What he cannot carry by force he gains by patience, but he does not wear out his patience when audacity will succeed. There are no illusions for him: he has deep feelings, but no sentimentality. He is never imposed upon: in the statesman, the priest, the orator, he looks only for the man.

Also, I believe him to surpass all nations and all races in the knowledge of the human heart. That is his great, his one, his insatiable curiosity; art, abstract ideas, nature, philosophy, come very far behind. His memory seems able to contain all names, all genealogies, all anecdotes, all dates: if he studies a doctrine, the sectary interests him as much as the sect. He loves the poet as much as the poem. Longfellow, Bryant, Lowell, are personal friends for all Americans; they can sit by every hearth, all belongs to them; they are the real kings of this democracy, said to be so vulgar and rapacious, and that is represented on its knees before the almighty dollar. If an American travels, it is to meet men; like Poussin, he always requires figures in a picture; what surprises him the most in any place is that he should be there; he has not yet reached the point of flying from himself, and seeking the half-sleep of sad contemplations; he is eminently sociable, but his sociability is not that commonplace amiability that goes through empty forms: it is more exacting, it asks the newcomer, the unknown: Who are you? What do you bring me? What can you teach me? Are you better than I am? Are you a man? Do you excel in anything? Do you know how to cut down this tree, or can you translate Homer? He casts the line into all consciences, and, above all, despises useless people, folly, stupidity, and mental idleness.

No matter how much he may be imbued with the spirit of equality, he is always looking for superiors; but he can recognize a superior in a log-house in Maine as quickly as in a palace in the Fifth Avenue; under a farmer's coat as well as a pastor's gown.

In the very depths of his religion, I still find the same social instinct: he needs a doctrine that penetrates deeply into the abysses and windings of the human soul, that analyses its contradictions, its fantastic tendencies, its strangeness, with an almost cruel curiosity; or a religion that brings God down to man——-a human, reforming, fraternal Jesus; he loves poetry, for poetry is nothing if not personal, if it does not touch the most vibrating chords of the soul. History could not be neglected by so political a people, and one so fond of living realities. Bancroft, Prescott, Motley, Hildreth, testify sufficiently to the natural aptitude of the American mind for historical studies. It seems to me, on the other hand, ill-adapted to metaphysical speculation: in Emerson, an exquisite, poetical, active mind, at once firm and supple, I find on the whole a moralist rather than a philosopher, a sort of Montaigne——-like him, fleeting, capricious, with less wit and more depth, less grace and more faith, but above all, profoundly human.

The sagacity, the finesse, and the art of moral diagnostic which are the privilege of the American character, are not incompatible with profound ignorance and great simplicity. Minds are not cast in uniform moulds. They are moulded from early youth by the accidents of life. There is always a certain proportion between aptitudes and wishes. There are no dreaming, unclassified, misunderstood people. Hopes are never fixed on too far-distant objects. An American is not fond of complaining; he is too proud, and at the same time too clever; he knows that complaints are the cry of weakness; he is always contented with his house, his wife, his children, his horses, his fields; with the schoolmaster he pays; with the member of Congress for whom he has voted; the President to whom he gave his support. If he receives an insult he says nothing to anyone: he will treat his enemy as long as he can with an outside politeness, in order not to give him the pleasure of a noisy outbreak and insults. He is a sure and faithful friend, though he does not expect too much from friendship for himself. He has few illusions, but he is happier than we are, for he has never had any, and we suffer in losing ours. From childhood he has looked at the realistic sharp side of things, without deceitful prisms or false colors; the education given to him does not throw him into life a stranger to everything, and everywhere deceived. The Americans are unacquainted with those agonies of fine minds, nurtured on chaste thoughts, cradled in sweet dreams, and suddenly brought in contact with a living, cold, crowded world: they never pursue the impossible, and ask nothing but from will and intelligence. Those are the weapons that are early sharpened: they believe that intelligence leads to virtue, and that will alone can attain to it. Their morality has been dipped in the muddy river of life, but it only comes out the more invulnerable.

There is perhaps something severe in this way of looking at life, in this submission to hard realities, and this divorce from all chimeras: woman fortunately appears in the midst of all this, like a ray and sunbeam of poetry; so hard to himself, the American always preserves for her a delicate and subtile tenderness. She is his equal, his joy, his true companion, the pride of his hearth. They sought each other, and chose freely. She did not come with downcast eyes, mute and timid, but with open hand and raised head; she is his ally and counsellor, the consoler and inspirer: beautiful, smiling, adorned, you think her frivolous; she smiles on the earth, as says the Persian poet, but a virile education has implanted in her heart a sentiment of duty proud and almost heroic. With her, alone perhaps in the world, the conjugal is stronger than the maternal love. Her children have the future, her husband has only her. Both ask from the latter affection rather than respect. They think they have done enough when they have fitted them to live as they have lived themselves, and have taught them to value independence above all things.

When I see the light arrows that the old world throws at the new fly past, telum imbelle sine ictu, I always remember three things: the United States have shown that men can found a Government on reason, where equality does not stifle liberty, and democracy does not yield to despotism; they have shown that a people can be religious when the State neither pays the Church nor regulates belief; they have given to woman the place that is her due in a Christian and civilized society. Nothing can take from them these three claims to glory.

Auguste Laugel
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Until the year 1860 the United States had escaped all the dangers which threaten democracies. The great republic had struck on none of the rocks signalized by Montesquieu, and foreseen, it is said, by the austere patriotism of Washington. She proudly entitled herself the "model republic." With no standing army, almost without a police, protected against political revolutions by the remembrance of her first President and by the constitution of the central power, strong against foreign enemies, uniting the advantages of political unity to those of decentralization, she proved to the world that the spirit of liberty and the spirit of equality could go hand in hand, and that democracies do not perforce descend the path which leads to servitude.

But what was the result of the election of Mr. Lincoln? In a few months that grand body which seemed so full of life and strength fell into decomposition; the equilibrium so nicely established by the authors of the constitution between the federal government and separate States was violently broken; two armies disputed for the capital; the explosions of hatred and anger which burst forth on the other side of the Atlantic equalled in violence all that we might expect from two peoples inspired by historical and secular enmity. Europe watched with astonishment the unbridled passions of civil war, and waited for events to resolve her doubts.

This war was, however, but the last and bloody episode of a moral and political struggle which began long years before, and left its traces throughout the history of the United States. Two fundamental questions agitated the combatants——a constitutional question, and the question of slavery——but in the origin the first alone was stated; on one banner we read Secession, and on the other Union. One side claimed the right for any State to retire at will from the federation, and the other asserted that the sovereignty was vested in the federal power alone, and that no State could free itself from its obligations to the Union. What was at first this right of secession? Did it rest upon an exact interpretation of the American constitution? Or was it contrary to that constitution, in opposition to the ideas of those who had founded, interpreted, and applied it until this time? The very principles of the federation were involved in this grave question. "There is," says Montesquieu, "a strong probability that all men would have been obliged to live always under the government of one, if they had not imagined a sort of constitution which has all the interior advantages of a republican government, and the exterior strength of a monarchical one——I speak of the federative republic. This form of government is a convention by which several bodies politic consent to become citizens of a state larger than they wish to form. It is a society of societies which forms a new one, capable of enlarging itself by new associates who join themselves to it. Any one who should attempt a usurpation could not be equally accredited to all the confederate States. If he became too powerful in one, he would alarm all the rest; if he subjugated a part, the one which still remained could yet resist him with an independent force from that which he had usurped, and overwhelm him before he had finally established himself. If some sedition should occur with one of its members, the others could quell it. Should there be some abuse in one quarter the healthy States would correct it. This State may perish on one side and remain strong on the other. The confederation may be dissolved, and the confederates remain sovereign."

It is impossible to express more forcibly the necessity in which the several members of the confederation are placed, of abandoning a part of the sovereignty in favor of a central power, and the right that this power possesses of quelling rebellions and repressing the abuses and usurpations of the confederates. Montesquieu admits, it is true, the possibility of a dissolution; but if we scrutinize narrowly the sense of his concise formulae, we shall find that he considers it as an accident, as the result of the decay of one of the limbs of the social body. The voice of a single confederate can alone provoke a dissolution by reclaiming the integrity of his sovereignty; and this sovereignty, according to Montesquieu, can only be restored by the dissolution of the Union itself But let us leave political theories; the American constitution is too recent, the traditions of American politics have passed through too few generations to obliterate its sense. When the representatives of the divers English colonies having become later as many independent States, sealed their union, and adopted a common constitution, did they pretend to only construct a momentary political alliance, or to found a durable republic? Were they bargaining with time, or did they desire to transmit this work to the farthest generations? Did they reserve the principle of separate States? Or did they ask of all the States the eternal sacrifice of that portion of sovereignty necessary to the federal power? Whoever is familiar with the history of the American revolution, can, it would seem, reply without hesitation to these questions. Democracies, although they must in their commencements struggle against royalties, so called legitimate, have also need of a certain legitimacy——that is, there are some things they must protect from the attacks of time, the fluctuations of human wishes; or else let themselves drift into anarchy. No man builds on the sand. At the end of the last century, we see at first the thirteen rebel colonies of America bound during the revolutionary war by a simple alliance, and not yet forming a Confederation. England had then for adversary a league; the Congress was a diet composed of sovereign States, or States struggling to obtain sovereignty. Motley, the American historian, has compared it to the States-General of the old Dutch republic, or to the present Germanic Diet. After the war, the league fell rapidly into decomposition; the inglorious remembrances of this time have been swallowed up in the grandeur and power since attained by the republic, but it is not without instruction to recall what Americans gained by the Union.

"At the end of the war," writes Motley, "when our independence was recognized in 1783, we were rapidly falling into a state of complete impotence, imbecility, and anarchy. We had assured our independence, but we had not founded a nation, we were not a body politic. It was impossible to apply the laws, repress insurrections, or obtain the payment of debts; there was no security for person or property. Great Britain had concluded a treaty of peace with us, but scornfully refused to accord us a treaty of commerce and amity, not because we had been rebels, but because we were not a State——because we were but the half-dissolved league of quarrelsome provinces, incapable to guarantee the stipulations of a treaty of commerce; we were even unable to fulfill the conditions of the treaty of peace, and obtain conformably to the stipulations the payment of debts due to British subjects, and Great Britain refused in consequence to abandon the military posts which she occupied outside our frontiers. Twelve years after the recognition of our independence, we were humiliated by the sight of foreign soldiers occupying a long chain of fortresses south of the Great Lakes, and on our own soil. We were a confederation: we were sovereign States, and such were the fruits of that confederation and that sovereignty! It was up to the present day the darkest hour of our history. "The constitution of the United States put an end to this situation; it marked the triumph of the federal or national party over the party which even then struggled to give the greatest possible extension to State rights. Let us listen on this point to the testimony of contemporaries. The convention assembled to prepare the constitution, thus express themselves in recommending its adoption to the people. In all our deliberations we have constantly kept in view what seemed to us the greatest interest of every true American, the consolidation of our Union, with which is connected our prosperity, our security, perhaps our national existence." What says Henry, one of the adversaries of the project? "That the government is a consolidated government is perfectly evident." The constitution says, "We the people" instead of "we the States," thus it is the consolidated national government of the people of all the States. The Supreme Court, the constitutional authority par excellence, speaks still more distinctly. The new government once established, the court expresses itself thus: "It has been said that the States were sovereign, that they were completely independent, and were united together by a league. This is true; but when these allied sovereignties have converted their league into a government; when they have converted their congress of ambassadors into a legislature charged with the promulgation of laws, the character in which the States appear to us has undergone a change."

The political form which the United States have given themselves does not, then, consist in the superposition of one sovereignty upon other sovereignties; nowhere in the constitution is the sovereignties of States mentioned; this constitution is the charter of a great people. "We, the people of the United States, to ensure a more perfect union, and to ensure the benefits of liberty to ourselves and to our posterity, we ordain and establish this constitution." The States, in fact, do not possess one of the ordinary attributes of sovereignty. They can neither coin money, nor emit bank notes, nor maintain an army and navy, nor give letters of marque, nor make treaties with foreign powers, nor hold diplomatic relations with them, nor confer titles of noblesse. That which, until the civil war of the few last years, most struck Europeans in the political order of the United States, was the degree of self-government practiced in the private affairs of the States, the absence of all those hindrances which in the old monarchical States hampered individual action and the liberty of associations, whatever their nature and object. Many minds had come to the conclusion that the founders of the American constitution had left the sovereignty to the States; whereas, they have vested it entirely in the president, in the supreme court, and in the congress. If we compare the attributes of the President of the United States to those of the constitutional sovereign of Great Britain, we are forced to confess that it is the President who has the most power.

The President alone is, by the constitution, the Commander-in-chief, not only of the army and navy of the United States, but also of the militia of the different States, when he sees fit to call it to the service of the United States. The President has the pardoning power in case of a crime against the United States; he has the power, with the advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties; he names, with the advice and consent of Congress, ambassadors, consuls, judges of the supreme court, and all the officers of the United States; he chooses his ministers; he can take them and keep them even when they have not, or no longer possess the sympathy of congress, the responsibility of the President counterbalancing the ministerial irresponsibility. Each State represents in reality in the American Union only an administrative subdivision; they are what would be a department in France, if by a magic wand the prefect could be changed to a governor named by the inhabitants, the councils general to deliberative chambers legislating on departmental affairs. Administratively, we may say the State is all, politically it is nothing. A simple citizen can, as a citizen of the United States, hold in check the whole power of a State, for there is a supreme court specially invested with the power of settling "all the disputes between two or several States, between one State and the citizens of another State." The President knows nothing of States, he only knows individuals. He takes oath to the constitution, and that is and will be the supreme law of the country, notwithstanding all that might be contrary to it in the constitution or the laws of a State. All who have studied with care the American constitution have never interpreted it otherwise than as the expression of a national consolidated government, resting on the direct and exclusive sovereignty of the people. No democracy recognizes any other sovereignty than its own; it cannot do so and be logical; for, does there exist a people of Maryland, a people of Massachusetts, a people of Virginia? The constitution was adopted by the whole American people. It was ratified, not by the States, but by the nation. If the vote took place in the different States, it was only because of a purely geographical necessity. "The electors," says Judge Story, one of the great constitutional authorities, "of America met in their different States; but where else could they meet?" We observe nevertheless two tendencies among American statesmen. Some are most inclined to strengthen the central power, and the others more disposed to seek guarantees for the independence of the States. The federalists aimed at what we call today centralization; the democrats were for decentralization; but it would have never entered into the thoughts of Jefferson to encourage the conflict between the attributions of the Union and those of the States to the extent of an armed revolution. His supreme law was the Constitution. Whenever it contained upon a given point no formal and explicit limitation of the rights of the States, he pronounced against the intervention of the central power; but in acting thus his only end was to protect the people against the excesses of the central power. He had no wish to take from it its legitimate attributions. In Calhoun, we see democratic opinion, led away by the remarkable talent of this statesman, take a direction which carried it fatally to the last extremities. His posthumous work, "Disquisition on the Government," gives us the key of his system. It continued to be for a long time the arsenal from whence the democrats took their arms, Calhoun succeeded in giving a generous coloring to doctrines whose sole aim was to assure the oligarchy of slaveholders the supreme direction of the affairs of the Union. His work may thus be resumed. A government is necessary to protect society against the egotism of individual interests, but individuals also need protection from the abuses of government. A free and absolute suffrage does not defend them against oppression and injustice, for it delivers them up to the caprices, the tendencies, and the passions, of the majority. The Press leans always on the side of the strongest interest, and liberty teaches it neither magnanimity nor justice. We must, then, find something to counterbalance the majority and give to the oppressed interests the right to detach themselves from those who embarrass them.

As in the Roman republic the power of the patricians was bounded by the veto of the tribunes, as in Poland the powder of the assemblies was held in check by the veto of a single member, so in the United States each State must have the right to annul any act which tends to violate or diminish its rights.'

Calhoun's doctrine had been applied for the first time in its extremest consequences by South Carolina, who was the first, in 1861, to raise the flag of revolt. To go back to the Presidency of General Jackson, she proclaimed, respecting a new tariff, an act of nullification which was to have been a prelude to a complete renunciation of federal rights; but the President announced his determination to quell the revolt, and South Carolina was forced to retract at once. None the less did the Democratic theories gain ground, and soon they achieved a series of brilliant triumphs on a question which engaged the very future of the republic, inasmuch as it related to the development of slavery. This question of territories became the battlefield of parties, the centre of all the internal and external policy to the Union. We read in the Constitution. "The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other property belonging to the United States; and nothing in this Constitution shall be so construed as to prejudice any claims of the United States, or of any particular state."

This sovereignty over the territories assigned to Congress by the federal compact is absolute; it is limited by no stipulation; the territory is considered as State property in common with the vessels of the federal fleet, the arsenals, the forts, etc. Invested by the Constitution with absolute power over the territory, Congress has on the one hand the faculty of admitting new States, and, consequently, the right to refuse their admission. This double power gave to the American Legislature an easy means of limiting the domain of slavery, by permitting Congress, first, to exclude it from the territories under its immediate jurisdiction, and secondly to refuse the admission of new States who should inscribe slavery in their State constitution. Consequently the South turned all her strength against these protective clauses of liberty, and by a series of attacks, more and more bold, she succeeded in wholly annulling their effect.

In 1787 the whole national territory had been without opposition wrested from slavery. The founders of the republic, who had not the courage to abolish it in the old States, desired at least to prevent the extension of an institution which they were unanimous in condemning. The Missouri compromise took away from free labour all that portion of the territories ceded by France situate south of the thirtieth degree of latitude. The annexation of Texas, the Mexican war, augmented still more the domain of slave labour. By the compromises of 1850, the choice between the regimes of liberty or slavery in the territories of New Mexico and Texas was left to the first occupants of these territories. The American people, represented by Congress, ceased to be considered the natural arbiters in regions destined to aggrandize their empire, and the fate of future States was abandoned to the caprice and cupidity of the most unscrupulous colonists.

The right of legislative intervention in the territories could not stand before the sovereignty of the territories themselves. The South was not long in triumphing over this contradiction, and, throwing aside the mask, denounced the Missouri Compromise as an attempt on popular rights. The Nebraska bill was forced from Congress, and geographical limits between the of slave and free labour were thenceforward effaced. From this time sagacious observers might well despair of the future of the Union. Never had the Constitution received a severer blow; never had individual rights obtained so decided a victory over public right; never had a nation so imprudently refused to protect itself against factious enterprise. Mistress of the Government, thanks to her electoral privilege and to the multiplication of slave States, the oligarchy of the South had found too easy accomplices in the Northern States. Intoxicated by their prosperity, the people had closed their eyes to the dangers of slavery.

The abolitionists alone, who recalled to the nation her moral obligations, were paid with public contempt and persecution. After the robust generation of statesmen who had founded the republic, and who were guided by the noble principles of liberalism and humanity inscribed on their constitution, we saw a generation of lawyers and sophists, who smothered the spirit of this great work with miserable quibbles, and reduced American politics to a struggle of parties, without fixed principles, broken as soon as formed, the more easy instruments of the slave-holding interest. The United States thus prepared for themselves the dreadful ordeal. The growth of public wealth, peace, and outside calm, cannot recompense a people for the loss of moral grandeur. Those who sleep in forgetfulness of their duties must expect a terrible awakening.

American politics became more and more concentrated upon the question of the territories, and upon that of slavery: the political authority of the South was so firmly established that the enemies of the democratic party, abandoning this hope of the abolition of slavery, only attempted to shut it out of the territories. Then, slowly, painfully, we saw formed a party which under different names——first, that of liberty party, third party, free soil party, and finally under that of republican party——took for its object the prevention of the extension of slavery, and gave all its strength to that article of the constitution which gives congress power over the territories. When the republican party nominated its first candidate, Fremont, for President, it is important to recall here its program, or platform, to use the American expression:——Adhesion to the constitution of the United States, prohibition of slavery in the territories, (as well as polygamy, alluding to the Mormons), re-establishment of law and order in Kansas, then ravaged by civil war, and the immediate admission of Kansas as a free State. The comparative success of the candidature of Mr, Fremont, proved to the statesmen of the South that the North was beginning to rebel against their constant usurpations and to look forward with dread to seeing the whole continent of America delivered up to slavery. The oligarchy of the South felt itself menaced, and foreseeing that the political direction of the Union was about to escape them, they consumed the four years of Mr. Buchanan's presidency in frantic attempts to keep the power or to render abortive the victory of their adversaries. At this moment, the cord which bound the constitutional question to that of slavery became more and more apparent. After having wrested from the North in the name of the Union the most numerous and the most shameful sacrifices, the Missouri compromise, the compromise of 1850, the fugitive slave law, and the Nebraska bill, the statesmen of the South prepared to quit the Union the very first day the political balance ceased to incline on their side. The republicans had, however, added nothing to their program; they had only announced the intention of limiting the power of slavery in the territories. That sufficed for the South: the arsenals were emptied in all the free States, the ships of the federal fleet dispersed all over the universe, and had it not been for the honesty of Mr. Holt, one of Buchanan's secretaries of state, and that of General Scott, it is doubtful if Mr. Lincoln's first inauguration could have taken place at Washington. The rebellion was prepared at leisure: it was not the unanimous revolt of a people against a tyrannical government, it was the premeditated attempt of an aristocracy of slaveholders determined to leave the republic rather than lose its direction, the coup d'etat of a minority against the majority, against the laws and against the constitution, the orders for secession were voted in such regular form and with a rapidity that sufficiently indicated that the leaders were resolved to stifle the protestations of honest and peaceable citizens: they were promulgated by conventions, and were not submitted to the direct ratification of the people of each State. The first feeling in the North was surprise. She could not believe in the rupture of the Union. She had never considered the threats of separation of the five eaters in a serious light. The new administration endeavored to bring back the rebels; again she muttered the word compromise, but the day when Fort Sumter fell under rebel cannon, conciliation was impossible, and war became the first duty of the Government.
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CHAPTER II.

THEEE YEARS OF THE WAR.
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The 12th of April 1861, the first cannon was fired against Fort Sumter. Major Anderson, who commanded the Federal troops at Charleston when South Carolina separated from the Confederation, had reinforced Fort Sumter from the garrison of Fort Moultrie, another fortification of the harbor. This precaution was looked upon by the rebels as an act of hostility. They went so far as to ask President Buchanan to abandon Fort Sumter. He was not so shameless as to obey this injunction, and recalling a remnant of honor and courage, he even announced that he would send reinforcements to Fort Sumter. Jefferson Davis considered this reply a declaration of war, and sent General Beauregard, but yesterday an officer in the regular army, to direct the operations of a siege against the fort of Charleston. The 11th of April Beauregard asks Anderson to yield: he refuses. Some Federal vessels are seen at sea; the senseless anger of the rebels is at its height, and the first shells fall on the fortress. What would not a prophetic eye have seen behind their track of flame and their impious smoke! What blood, ruins, fields of carnage, a whole world overturned, proud Charleston herself given over to the flames, pillaged by her meanest inhabitants; the star-spangled banner raised at the end of four years on the ruins of Fort Sumter, in presence of Garrison, the old abolitionist, and during the applause of Negro regiments. Beauregard saw nothing of this, neither did Anderson, who, after a resistance of thirty-six hours, and with his ammunition exhausted, yielded with all the honors of war. There was, however, not a man killed on one side or the other——a singular debut for a war which was to cause rivers of blood to flow.

The emotion that spread over the Northern States at the news of the taking of Sumter can be more easily imagined than described. By their anger, and by their sorrow, the American people felt they were a people, and not an arithmetical total. The same vibration stirred as one soul all these millions of souls. Before the President called out 75,000 of the militia, everyone was hastening to get under arms. Country people, hearing the news, started at once to be enrolled in the next town, without even saying good-bye to their wives or children. You recognized the sons of the farmers who ran to Bunker Hill in the last century. These spasms do not last in nations more than in individuals. The slow and painful effort of the will must succeed the flash of passion. It is necessary that the regimental level should pass heavily over martial ardor. Once in the ranks, the soldier is no longer anything but an infinitesimal fraction.

While regiments are being raised in the North, the South is raising hers also. Virginia, Arkansas, North Carolina, Tennessee, hesitating until that moment, follow the impulse. Kentucky, between the hammer and the anvil, vainly proclaims her neutrality. Missouri is divided. Maryland fires on the Massachusetts soldiers in the streets of Baltimore, who are hastening to Washington with Butler. Earth is thrown up round the capital, and on Arlington heights; and the smiling hill sides of the Potomac are laid bare by the axe.

The war begins in Virginia. McClellan is spoken of for the first time, clearing the rebels out of the high valleys of Western Virginia. The star of "Little Napoleon" rises. The Press has put the war trumpet to its lips; a battle is called for, a great battle. Who talks of organizing the army; of teaching the drill and maneuvers to the soldiers; of forming brigades, divisions, corps, reserves, a military administration? What need is there of these old things, good enough for Europe? On to Richmond! Everything will fall back before the flood of the volunteers! McDowell follows rather than directs this flood. On the 21st of July 1861, he meets Beauregard on the banks of a torrent called Bull Run. He has a few regiments of regulars; all his other soldiers are recruits who have never smelt powder. The Confederates are drawn up on the southern bank of the stream. Behind, they extend to the railway, that serves for their communications. McDowell makes a false attack on the right, to divert attention, while a division is to turn their left flank. The Federal recruits cross the valley; fight bravely, and drive the enemy's left back to great pine woods. Johnston, hastening from the valley of the Shenandoah, and Beauregard, show themselves in vain on the battlefield; their troops continue to lose ground and fall back. McDowell can believe he is the victor. But now, at the decisive moment, Kirby Smith arrives with fresh troops. All the Confederate line begins to move again; the oscillation is in the other direction. The Federals are worn out with so many hours of marching and fighting. Their ranks are disordered, and disorder in an armed multitude degenerates into panic; arms are thrown away, wagons, cannon, wounded are abandoned. The tide which should have flowed to Richmond recedes to Washington. Beauregard, astonished at his victory, never dreams of pursuing the fugitives.

The moral effects of this disaster were already great enough. For a moment the North doubted of itself, and from that day Europe never ceased to doubt of the North. After that there were twenty, there were a hundred battles, bloodier than that of Bull Run. But Bull Run was the first; it was thought to show the hand of God. The very next day Mr. Lincoln calls 500,000 volunteers to arms, the first challenge to the fate that insulted the stars and stripes. Volunteers came crowding in. There was no longer question of punishing the arrogance of the South, but of saving the capital of the United States; more than that, the honor of the nation. A general was needed; who should he be? Scott, the hero of the Mexican war, was too old. McDowell was not to be thought of. McClellan was chosen, it was difficult to say why. He was known to be young, he had been at Sebastopol during the Crimean war, he had seen armies. He is named at once Commander-in-chief of the armies of the United States; he organizes the raw recruits, slowly and laboriously, as if he were preparing a war of seven——thirty years; reviewing the army again and again, deceiving the impatience of Congress by great military spectacles, intoxicating himself with the applause of his soldiers, which the enemies of the administration already began to echo. The autumn of 1861 was lost. A movement, begun in Virginia, terminated disastrously for the Federals at Ball's Bluff. McClellan is discouraged; he has no confidence in his army. Boiling with patriotism and passion, he shuts it into winter quarters. During this long expectation he makes plans——shall he go to Richmond by land or by water? Alas! He will go neither one way nor the other.

Now we come to 1862. McClellan at last makes up his mind to try his fortune. His first idea is to move on Annapolis and the Rappahannock, in order to post himself behind Manassas, where the enemy had been encamped all the winter. His plan is hardly adopted in a great council of war when the enemy evacuates Manassas. What is to be done? Follow him through the mud of Virginia, with so many large rivers, impassable forests, broken bridges, and bad roads in front; action is begun again by water. Fortress Monroe is situated on the point of the Virginian peninsula, a great tongue of land stretching between the James and the York rivers; this point, which has always remained in the hands of the Federals, is chosen for the disembarkation. 120,000 men come down Chesapeake Bay on board the transports, and reunite under the cannon of the forts.

The entrance to the James River was closed by the Merrimac, an iron-plated Confederate ship, which had sunk the Cumberland, thrown terror into all the harbor of Hampton Roads, and had only retreated before the Monitor, with injuries the nature of which were not very well known. It is necessary to follow the peninsula by land, by the York River and the Pamunkey, where the transports can come up as high as White House. From there the army can be thrown across the Chickahominy on Richmond.

But first comes Yorktown, with its old fortifications hardly altered since the times of Rochambeau, Cornwallis, and Clinton: can it be attempted by force? McClellan is too prudent to try. He wishes to turn Yorktown by water, but now they refuse to send him McDowell's corps from Washington, which he had intended to send on the left bank of the river. It never comes into his head to detach one of the corps' that he has close at hand to operate this diversion. He commences a regular siege; the cannon——100 and 200-pounders——the mortars, come heavily and slowly to their places. When all is ready the enemy has disappeared, and a month has been wasted without profit or glory to the army. They go in pursuit of the enemy. At last they come up with him at Williamsburg. Johnston, who commanded the retreat, held his ground two days, and fought furiously in the rain, in order to give the chief of his army and baggage the time to pass over the narrow roads of the peninsula.

After a little rest they are again on the road. They advance slowly, with enormous trains of wagons, following the Pamunkey as far as White House, which becomes the great depot of the army. During this time, Jefferson Davis, in alarm, had evacuated Norfolk, the great arsenal of Virginia. There being no longer a port for the Merrimac, she was destroyed. The James River was again free, but it had been decided to march on Richmond from the North, following the line of the railway from White House to Richmond,

There was nothing, however, to hinder a movement, like that which Grant made later, on the James River, from this time freely navigated by the Federal gunboats. The evil star of McClellan detained him in the swamps the Chickahominy. McDowell remained with his corps at Fredericksburg, and McClellan still hoped he would come to the help of his right wing. Nothing was more easy than to get into communication with him. Unfortunately the Confederate General Jackson had thrown himself into the valley of the Shenandoah, he had beaten in detail the troops under Fremont, Banks, and Sigel, who defended it. Washington was alarmed, and McDowell recalled. The army of the Potomac could no longer count on any reinforcement. Its time, its strength, and its courage were worn out on the banks of the Chickahominy. A bloody, confused, and useless battle at Fair Oaks, on the 31st of May; a battle the next day, in which Johnston, the Confederate commander, is wounded; a battle the 23rd of June, on the road to Richmond, where Jackson's troops, returned already from their successful expedition in the Shenandoah, are in front.

It is impossible to advance or recede. Jackson already threatens the railway that supplies the army. McClellan at last decides to direct his decimated army by a flank movement on the James River. The retreat begins the 27th of June, by the great battle of Gaines' Hill, a desperate struggle that ends, in the mists of evening, in frightful disorder; 35,000 Federals had detained 60,000 Confederates for a whole day. The bridges across the Chickahominy are destroyed. The slow wagon trains, the cattle, begin to move; they fight as they march, before, behind, on all sides; in this way, under a horrible heat, they cross interminable swamps. At last they come to the Malvern Hills that overlook the James River: the army preserved its siege artillery, found its transports, and was again under shelter. This was plainly to be seen when, on the 11th of June, the Confederates tried to storm the positions of Malvern; a formidable artillery drives them back, and the seven days' retreat terminates with a victory. But the army of the Potomac was no longer in a condition to make an aggressive movement. It was shut up behind trenches, harassed, irritated, under a torrid heat, regretting so many lost hopes, so near and yet so far from Richmond. Lee, who henceforward commands the Confederate army, sends Jackson to make a diversion in the north of Virginia. This latter meets the army of General Pope on the very battlefield of Bull Run; this time there is no panic, but a dreadful effusion of blood that lasts two days. McClellan, recalled from the James River, returns slowly and sorrowfully to Alexandria. Profiting by the scattering of his adversaries, and by their distrust, which is betrayed by incoherent movements, Lee decides to invade Maryland. Jackson invests Harper's Ferry, while the main body of the Confederate army throws itself boldly across the Potomac. In the midst of general confusion McClellan assumes the command-in-chief, and adds to his army all the troops he can collect. On the 14th of September Hooker attacks and puts to flight the advanced guard of the Confederates at South Mountain. The next day comes the news that the commander of Harper's Ferry has yielded with a garrison of 11,000 men, after a wretched defense: this shameful capitulation permits Jackson to rejoin Lee. McClellan has therefore before him the whole Confederate army. Nevertheless, he gives battle on the 17th of September, on the borders of the Antietam, a little tributary of the Potomac.

All day long the left and the right of the two armies looked for and came against one another; the centers remained almost inactive. In the evening the two armies slept on the field of battle, in the midst of 20,000 killed and wounded. The next day Lee retreated, and ordered the evacuation of Harper's Ferry. McClellan let him go without hindrance, fearing, doubtless, to ask too much of fortune, which had at last accorded him a great victory.
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