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Murray Polner dedicates this book to his grandchildren—  
Jesse, Rachel, Aliza, Cody, Molly, and Catherine—  
and hope they will always be inspiredby those memorable words  
“Justice, justice shalt thou pursue.” (Deuteronomy 16:20)


 




Thomas Woods dedicates this book to his daughters,  
Regina, Veronica, and Amy.  
May they inherit a world in which reason and truth  
finally triumph against propaganda and hatred.







“What difference does it make to the dead, the orphans and the homeless, whether the mad destruction is wrought under the name of totalitarianism or the holy name of liberty and democracy?”

—Mohandas Gandhi,  Non-Violence in Peace and War







Introduction


We Who Dared to Say No to War brings together some of the most memorable, if largely neglected, writings and speeches by those Americans who have opposed our government’s addiction to war, from the War of 1812 to the present. Coedited by a man of the left (Murray Polner) and a man of the right (Thomas Woods), this cross-ideological book reveals how fascinatingly broad and diverse is the American antiwar tradition. We intend it as a surprising and welcome change from the misleading liberal-peace /conservative-war dichotomy that the media and even our educational establishment and popular culture have done so much to foster.

We have assembled some of the most compelling, vigorously argued, and just plain interesting speeches, articles, poetry, and book excerpts. We feature Daniel Webster, one of our history’s great orators, denouncing military conscription in 1814 as unconstitutional and immoral two years after President James Madison and congressional war hawks eager to grab Canada declared war against Great Britain. Our treatment of the Mexican-American War includes a forgotten speech by Abraham Lincoln opposing the war, together with remarks by others who feared the war would only help expand slavery into the newly conquered formerly Mexican lands. For the Civil War we include a letter by a southern Christian theologian to Confederate president Jefferson Davis urging that Christians be exempted from the draft, and an abolitionist assailing the resort to yet another war, which in the end cost hundreds of thousands of lives, not to mention those wounded in body and mind.  After Appomattox, the victorious Union then turned its attention to slaughtering Indians.

Some of the most perceptive and significant, if now long-forgotten, antiwar writings in our history appeared in the wake of the Spanish-American War of 1898 and especially as the savage Philippine-American War raged (and in which an estimated two hundred thousand Filipinos as well as some four thousand U.S. soldiers perished), Labor leaders, businessmen, clergymen, and freethinkers alike condemned these adventures. The American Anti-Imperialist League, a national organization that opposed the war and annexations, believed an expansive America was unfaithful to her finest traditions of peace, nonintervention, and anticolonialism. Among the most prominent of these dissenters were Jane Addams, Ambrose Bierce, William Jennings Bryan, Andrew Carnegie, Eugene V. Debs, John Dewey, Emma Gold-man, William James, Helen Keller, Carl Schurz, William Graham Sumner, Mark Twain, and two former presidents, Grover Cleveland and Benjamin Harrison. Shortly before Sumner—a carping critic, scholar, and Social Darwinist—died in 1910 after the rise of an American empire in the Caribbean and the Pacific, he sensedwhat lay ahead: “I have lived through the best years of this country’s history,” he wrote. “The next generations are going to see war and social calamities.”

How right he was, from the World War I to repeated interventions in the Caribbean and Latin America to the Korean War to the antidemocratic intrigues in Iran, Guatemala, and beyond. And while World War II was in the end a necessary war, we remind readers that (1) that war was but a continuation of the unnecessary World War I, and (2) there were always critics of the war—“noninterventionists” to its partisans and “isolationists” to its opponents—before and after the attack on Pearl Harbor. Some of the most articulate opponents of the foreign-policy consensus, then and now, among Washington’s elite are those who recognize that American military power needs to be narrowly restricted to defense—specifically, an end to the stationing of U.S. troops throughout the world, a sharp reduction in military budgets, a restoration of constitutional parity between the three branches of government, and a refusal to inject the nation into conflicts without end, all over the world.

The Korean War (with nearly thirty-eight thousand Americans killed and many more wounded, some grievously, and several million Koreans killed) has received little or no attention—perhaps because it was only another abattoir in which no side could rightly claim victory.1 It was not so with the defeat in Vietnam; after the United States invaded Vietnam, some fifty-eight thousand GIs died in as pointless a war as has ever been fought by this country. “Had American leaders not thought that all international events were connected to the Cold War,” writes historian Robert D. Schulzinger, “there would have been no American war in Vietnam.” 2 As in the early stages of every war fought by this country, a majority of trusting and believing majorities rallied round the flag and their leaders. Even so, some of the writings we include in this book mention the fabricated Tonkin Gulf “assault” by North Vietnamese torpedo boats (much like the lie spread about Spaniards sinking the USS Maine  in Havana’s harbor in 1898), including Senator Wayne Morse’s denunciation of the rush to war without the benefit of a congressional declaration of war. It was a war that millions protested and during which college students at Kent State and Jackson State universities were slain and J. Edgar Hoover’s FBI repeatedly violated civil liberties. Nevertheless, the war dragged on until 1975, when U.S. helicopters were forced to rescue retreating escapees huddled atop the American embassy in Saigon.

Senator George McGovern’s memorable speech on the Senate floor during the Vietnam War in support of the McGovern-Hatfield amendment to end the war was perhaps the most trenchant denunciation of that failed war and its supporters. McGovern, a World War II Army Air Force combat pilot and recipient of a Silver Star and Distinguished Flying [image: 002]

Pictured here is a symbol for millions of Americans who have dared to say no to endless wars.

Cross, turned to his colleagues in the Senate and told them,”Every senator in this chamber is partly responsible for sending fifty thousand young Americans to an early grave. This chamber reeks of blood.”

Finally, and inevitably, we turn to Iraq, where impassioned supporters invoke a future consumed by “World War IV.” As usual, our present and future wars are aided and abetted by the intimate relationship between weapons manufacturers (which in the good old days were called “merchants of death”)3 and contractors and far too many policy makers  and legislators. We offer here the testimonies of serious opponents of our government’s foreign policy as a rebuke to the limited and narrow debate that takes place among Washington’s elites, think tanks, and (with few exceptions) our servile and incurious mass media.

The conventional wisdom about the Iraq War is that it was begun under false pretenses, that a supine media drilled those falsehoods into Americans’ heads, and that this was all very unusual. Well, as they say, two out of three ain’t bad.

What the reader of this book will discover is that what we have endured over the past five years in the Iraq campaign is not unusual at all. The history of American wars is littered with propaganda, falsehoods, a compliant media, the manipulation of patriotic sentiment—everything we’ve seen recently, we’ve seen before. Time and again.

That’s not encouraging at all, of course. But we can at least be consoled that we are not alone, that for two centuries thoughtful Americans have struggled against the very things that confront us today. We belong to a noble lineage of thought and action—and it is that great tradition, in all its ideologically diverse glory, that we celebrate here.

 




—Murray Polner and Thomas Woods, Jr.,  Great Neck, New York, and Auburn, Alabama






1

The War of 1812

Where is it written in the Constitution, in what article or section is it contained, that you may take children from their parents, and parents from their children, and compel them to fight the battles of any war, in which the folly or the wickedness of Government may engage it?

—SENATOR DANIEL WEBSTER, December 1814, opposing a bill introduced by war hawks to enact a military draft with an eye to conquering Canada

 



 



 



Among the official rationales for the War of 1812 against Britain were her offenses on the high seas. Britain and France were both guilty of harassing neutral shipping during the Napoleonic Wars, and the British were additionally guilty of impressing sailors on American ships into service in the British navy. The men who were thus seized were said to be deserters, but in some cases they had never been in the British navy at all, or at the very least had become American citizens in the meantime (and thus were presumably no longer subject to British authority). Yet something else must have been at work, since New England, the part of the country most reliant on maritime concerns, was also the  most opposed to war with Britain. The situation vis-à-vis international trade was undesirable, to be sure, but it would improve once the war concluded, and in the meantime ship captains could and did take out insurance against war-related troubles at sea. Another factor contributing to the drive for war was a desire to annex Canada—which, as a British possession, would be fair game in a war against Britain. As the war went on, in fact, much of New England became convinced that “Mr. Madison’s War” was really a war of conquest, and they refused to take part. The state of Connecticut declared that the president had no authority to call upon the militia of that state “to assist in carrying on an offensive war,” and that it would comply with the federal order only if New England should be threatened “by an actual invasion of any portion of our territory.”

Among the documents we reproduce here is the lengthy address against war that Representative Samuel Taggart drafted for delivery before Congress. Especially chilling, because it’s so eerily familiar to Americans who lived through the Bush years and the Iraq war, is Congressman Taggart’s discussion of the invasion of Canada, and the all the promises of an easy victory that its advocates put forth. It would, its supporters said, be just a matter of marching in and watching the Canadians, yearning for liberation at the hands of Americans, flock to our banner. We have, it has been said, nothing to do but to march an army into the country and display the standard of the United States, and the Canadians will immediately flock to it and place themselves under our protection. From another angle, supporters of invading Canada also proposed that if the Canadians should turn out to be “a debased race of poltroons” uninterested in American liberation, the “mere sight of an army of the United States would immediately put an end to all thoughts of resistance.”

There was to be no cakewalk in Canada, as it turned out.

Among the war’s domestic consequences was the Panic of 1819. With the New England banks unwilling to lend money for the war effort, financially unsound banks had popped up around the country, lending out  notes with little if any backing in specie. When those banks inevitably collapsed, the result was an economic downturn that turned many people against fractional-reserve banking and even against banking itself.

The Treaty of Ghent, which officially ended the war in December 1814, included not a single word about any of the grievances for which the U.S. government had allegedly fought. But just as war opponents predicted, with the return of peace the British stopped harassing Americans anyway.


The Draft Is Unconstitutional

DANIEL WEBSTER

 



Massachusetts congressman Daniel Webster (who later served as a U.S. senator and secretary of state) delivered this speech before the House of Representatives on December 9, 1814.



 



When the present generation of men shall be swept away, and that this government ever existed shall be a matter of history only, I desire that it may be known that you have not proceeded in your course unadmonished and unforewarned. Let it then be known, that there were those who would have stopped you, in the career of your measures, and held you back, as by the skirts of your garments, from the precipice over which you are now plunging and drawing after you the government of your country. . . .

It is time for Congress to examine and decide for itself. It has taken things on trust long enough. It has followed executive recommendation, ’til there remains no hope of finding safety in that path. What is there, sir, that makes it the duty of this people now to grant new confidence to the Administration, and to surrender their most important rights to its discretion? On what merits of its own does it rest this extraordinary claim? When it calls thus loudly for the treasure and lives of the people,  what pledge does it offer that it will not waste all in the same preposterous pursuits which have hitherto engaged it? In the failure of all past promises, do we see any assurance of future performance? Are we to measure out our confidence in proportion to our disgrace and now at last to grant away everything, because all that we have heretofore granted has been wasted or misapplied? What is there in our condition that bespeaks a wise or an able government? What is the evidence that the protection of the country is the object principally regarded? In every quarter that protection has been more or less abandoned to the States. That every town on the coast is not now in possession of the enemy, or in ashes, is owing to the vigilance and exertions of the States themselves, and to no protection granted to them by those on whom the whole duty of their protection rested. . . .

Let us examine the nature and extent of the power which is assumed by the various military measures before us. In the present want of men and money, the Secretary of War has proposed to Congress a military conscription. For the conquest of Canada, the people will not enlist; and if they would, the treasury is exhausted, and they could not be paid. Conscription is chosen as the most promising instrument, both of overcoming reluctance to the service, and of subduing the difficulties of the exchequer. The Administration asserts the right to fill the ranks of the regular army by compulsion. It contends that it may now take one out of every twenty-five men, and any part, or the whole of the rest, whenever its occasions require. Persons thus taken by force, and put into an army, may be compelled to serve during the war, or for life. They may be put on any service, at home or abroad, for defense or for invasion, accordingly to the will and pleasure of the government. The power does not grow out of any invasion of the country, or even out of a state of war. It belongs to government at all times, in peace as well as in war, and it is to be exercised under all circumstances, according to its mere discretion. This, sir, is the amount of the principle contended for by the Secretary of War.

Is this, sir, consistent with the character of a free government? Is this civil liberty? Is this the real character of our Constitution? No, sir, indeed  it is not. The Constitution is libeled. The people of this country have not established for themselves such a fabric of despotism. They have not purchased at a vast expense of their own treasure and their own blood a Magna Carta to be slaves. Where is it written in the Constitution, in what article or section is it contained, that you may take children from their parents, and parents from their children, and compel them to fight the battles of any war in which the folly or the wickedness of government may engage it? Under what concealment has this power lain hidden which now for the first time comes forth, with a tremendous and baleful aspect, to trample down and destroy the dearest rights of personal liberty? Who will show me any Constitutional injunction which makes it the duty of the American people to surrender everything valuable in life, and even life itself, not when the safety of their country and its liberties may demand the sacrifice, but whenever the purposes of an ambitious and mischievous government may require it? Sir, I almost disdain to go to quotations and references to prove that such an abominable doctrine has no foundation in the Constitution of the country. It is enough to know that that instrument was intended as the basis of a free government, and that the power contended for is incompatible with any notion of personal liberty. An attempt to maintain this doctrine upon the provisions of the Constitution is an exercise of perverse ingenuity to extract slavery from the substance of a free government. It is an attempt to show, by proof and argument, that we ourselves are subjects of despotism, and that we have a right to chains and bondage, firmly secured to us and our children by the provisions of our government. . . .

Congress having, by the Constitution, a power to raise armies, the Secretary [of War] contends that no restraint is to be imposed on the exercise of this power, except such as is expressly stated in the written letter of the instrument. In other words, that Congress may execute its powers, by any means it chooses, unless such means are particularly prohibited. But the general nature and object of the Constitution impose as rigid a restriction on the means of exercising power as could be done by the most explicit injunctions. It is the first principle applicable to such a case, that  no construction shall be admitted which impairs the general nature and character of the instrument. A free constitution of government is to be construed upon free principles, and every branch of its provisions is to receive such an interpretation as is full of its general spirit. No means are to be taken by implication which would strike us absurdly if expressed. And what would have been more absurd than for this Constitution to have said that to secure the great blessings of liberty it gave to government uncontrolled power of military conscription? Yet such is the absurdity which it is made to exhibit, under the commentary of the Secretary of War.

But it is said that it might happen that an army could not be raised by voluntary enlistment, in which case the power to raise armies would be granted in vain, unless they might be raised by compulsion. If this reasoning could prove anything, it would equally show, that whenever the legitimate power of the Constitution should be so badly administered as to cease to answer the great ends intended by them, such new powers may be assumed or usurped, as any existing Administration may deem expedient. This is the result of his own reasoning, to which the Secretary does not profess to go. But it is a true result. For if it is to be assumed, that all powers were granted, which might by possibility become necessary, and that government itself is the judge of this possible necessity, then the powers of government are precisely what it choose they should be. Apply the same reasoning to any other power granted to Congress, and test its accuracy by the result. Congress has power to borrow money. How is it to exercise this power? Is it confined to voluntary loans? There is no express limitation to that effect, and, in the language of the secretary, it might happen, indeed it has happened, that persons could not be found willing to lend. Money might be borrowed then in any other mode. In other words, Congress might resort to a forced loan. It might take the money of any man by force, and give him in exchange exchequer notes or certificates of stock. Would this be quite constitutional, sir? It is entirely within the reasoning of the Secretary, and it is a result of his argument, outraging the rights of individuals in a far less degree than the practical consequences which he himself draws from it.  A compulsory loan is not to be compared, in point of enormity, with a compulsory military service.

If the Secretary of War has proved the right of Congress to enact a law enforcing a draft of men out of the militia into the regular army, he will at any time be able to prove, quite as clearly, that Congress has power to create a Dictator. The arguments which have helped him in one case, will equally aid him in the other, the same reason of a supposed or possible state necessity, which is urged now, may be repeated then, with equal pertinency and effect.

Sir, in granting Congress the power to raise armies, the people have granted all the means which are ordinary and usual, and which are consistent with the liberties and security of the people themselves, and they have granted no others. To talk about the unlimited power of the government over the means to execute its authority, is to hold a language which is true only in regard to despotism. The tyranny of arbitrary government consists as much in its means as in its ends; and it would be a ridiculous and absurd constitution which should be less cautious to guard against abuses in the one case than in the other. All the means and instruments which a free government exercises, as well as the ends and objects which it pursues, are to partake of its own essential character, and to be conformed to its genuine spirit. A free government with arbitrarymeans to administer it is a contradiction; a free government without adequate provisions for personal security is an absurdity; a free government with an uncontrolled power of military conscription, is a solecism, at once the most ridiculous and abominable that ever entered into the head of man. . . .

Who shall describe to you the horror which your orders of conscription shall create in the once happy villages of this country? Who shall describe the distress and anguish which they will spread over those hills and valleys, where men have heretofore been accustomed to labor, and to rest in security and happiness? Anticipate the scene, sir, when the class shall assemble to stand its draft, and to throw the dice for blood. What a group of wives and mothers and sisters, of helpless age and helpless infancy, shall gather round the theatre of this horrible lottery, as if the stroke of death  were to fall from heaven before their eyes on a father, a brother, a son, or a husband. And in a majority of cases, sir, it will be the stroke of death. Under present prospects of the continuance of the war, not one half of them on whom your conscription shall fall will ever return to tell the tale of their sufferings. They will perish of disease or pestilence or they will leave their bones to whiten in fields beyond the frontier. Does the lot fall on the father of a family? His children, already orphans, shall see his face no more. When they behold him for the last time, they shall see him lashed and fettered, and dragged away from his own threshold, like a felon and an outlaw. Does it fall on a son, the hope and the staff of aged parents? That hope shall fail them. On that staff they shall lean no longer. They shall not enjoy the happiness of dying before their children. They shall totter to their grave, bereft of their offspring and unwept by any who inherit their blood. Does it fall on a husband? The eyes which watch his parting steps may swim in tears forever. She is a wife no longer. There is no relation so tender or so sacred that by these accursed measures you do not propose to violate it. There is no happiness so perfect that you do not propose to destroy it. Into the paradise of domestic life you enter, not indeed by temptations and sorceries, but by open force and violence. . . .

Nor is it, sir, for the defense of his own house and home, that he who is the subject of military draft is to perform the task allotted to him. You will put him upon a service equally foreign to his interests and abhorrent to his feelings. With his aid you are to push your purposes of conquest. The battles which he is to fight are the battles of invasion—battles which he detests perhaps, and abhors, less from the danger and the death that gathers over them, and the blood with which they drench the plain, than from the principles in which they have their origin. Fresh from the peaceful pursuits of life, and yet a soldier but in name, he is to be opposed to veteran troops, hardened under every scene, inured to every privation, and disciplined in every service. If, sir, in this strife he fall—if, while ready to obey every rightful command of government, he is forced from his home against right, not to contend for the defense of his country, but to prosecute a miserable and detestable project of invasion, and in that strife he  fall ’tis murder. It may stalk above the cognizance of human law, but in the sight of Heaven it is murder; and though millions of years may roll away, while his ashes and yours lie mingled together in the earth, the day will yet come when his spirit and the spirits of his children must be met at the bar of omnipotent justice. May God, in his compassion, shield me from any participation in the enormity of this guilt. . . .

The operation of measures thus unconstitutional and illegal ought to be prevented by a resort to other measures which are both constitutional and legal. It will be the solemn duty of the State governments to protect their own authority over their own militia, and to interpose between their citizensand arbitrary power. These are among the objects for which the State governments exist; and their highest obligations bind them to the preservation of their own rights and the liberties of their people. I express these sentiments here, sir, because I shall express them to my constituents. Both they and myself live under a constitution which teaches us that “the doctrine of nonresistance against arbitrary power and oppression is absurd, slavish, and destructive of the good and happiness of mankind”(New Hampshire Bill of Rights). With the same earnestness with which I now exhort you to forebear from these measures, I shall exhort them to exercise their unquestionable right of providing for the security of their own liberties. . . .


What Republicanism Is This?

JOHN RANDOLPH DENOUNCES THE WAR OF 1812

 



December 10, 1811

U.S. House of Representatives

 




Congressman John Randolph of Roanoke, chairman of the Ways and Means Committee during Thomas Jefferson’s presidency, was a states’ rights, strictconstructionist Virginian who feared that the Republican (sometimes called 


Democratic-Republican) Party of his day was abandoning its limited-government stance. Offensive war, he said, was not compatible with that posture.



 



But is war the true remedy? Who will profit by it? Speculators—a few lucky merchants who draw prizes in the lottery—commissaries and contractors. Who must suffer by it? The people. It is their blood, their taxes, that must flow to support it. . . .

The Government of the United States was not calculated to wage offensive foreign war—it was instituted for the common defence and general welfare; and whosoever should embark it in a war of offence, would put it to a test which it was by no means calculated to endure. . . .

Ask these self-styled patriots where they were during the American [revolutionary] war (for they are for the most part old enough to have borne arms), and you strike them dumb—their lips are closed in eternal silence. . . .

He called upon [n.b.: Congressional speeches used to be recorded in the third person] those professing to be Republicans to make good the promises held out by their Republican predecessors when they came into power—promises which for years afterwards they had honestly, faithfully fulfilled. We had vaunted of paying off the national debt, of retrenching useless establishments; and yet had now become as infatuated with standing armies, loans, taxes, navies, and war, as ever were the Essex Junto. What Republicanism is this?


With Good Advice Make War

CONGRESSMAN SAMUEL TAGGART

 



Representative Samuel Taggart, a Massachusetts Federalist and a Presbyterian pastor, served in the U.S. Congress from 1803 until 1817. Protesting the closed-door debate over war, Taggart refused to deliver this  speech on the House floor. It was instead published in the Alexandria Gazette on June 24, 1812.



 



. . . Believing, as I most conscientiously do, that a war, at this time, would jeopardize the best, the most vital interests, of the country which gave me birth, and in which is contained all that I hold near and dear in life, I have, so far as depended upon my vote, uniformly opposed every measure which I believed had a direct tendency to lead to war. . . .

Among many very wise observations of the wisest of men, who, although an absolute and very powerful monarch, it is observable, never engaged in any war, this is one. With good advice make war. This is a maxim which is peculiarly applicable to offensive wars. With respect to such wars as are purely defensive, nations are, many times, not left to their own choice. Another nation, either more ambitious or more powerful, invades an inoffensive neighbor, with a view to conquest. The nation invaded has no choice left but either resistance or submission. No doubt such unprovoked aggressions legalize war. Whether offensive war is in any case, and under any circumstances, justifiable, is a question which ought to be maturely considered. Without attempting to either a decision, or a discussion of it, at this time, I shall take it for granted, that it will be on all hands conceded that offensive war ought not to be waged, unless where the causes are great, and the call peculiarly urgent. No one pretends that the war in which we propose to engage is purely defensive. No hostile armament that I know of is upon our border, menacing invasion, or endeavoring to effect a lodgement on our soil. No hostile fleet is hovering on our coast and menacing our cities with either plunder or destruction. None of our cities are besieged, nor is our internal tranquillity threatened by a foreign invader. As it respects any disturbance from the foreign enemy with whom we contemplate to be at war, we may both lie down in peace, and sleep in safety in the most exposed situation in the country without anyone to disturb our repose. We contemplate the invasion of a foreign territory, to which no one pretends we have any right, unless one to be acquired by conquest. It is to be a war of conquest upon land, undertaken  with a view to obtain reparation for injuries we have sustained on the water. In the first place, although our honor is said to be concerned in it, and that it is a war which cannot, consistent with honor, be avoided, I can see nothing very honorable in it. . . .

It seems that, while we tamely submit to the injuries of other nations, we are disposed to select that nation alone for our enemy with whom we have the greatest interest in being at peace, and who is able to do us the most harm in the event of a war. I have no disposition to appear the advocate of either the Orders in Council, the blockading system, or the impressments of the one Power, or of the Berlin and Milan decrees, the treacherous seizure of our property in port, where the owner supposed it secure under the protection of the laws, or the immuring of our seamen in dungeons, and compelling them, as the only alternative, to serve on board her privateers, practiced by the other. . . .

In the remarks which I am about to make, I know not but I shall be denounced as a British partisan, not only in the slang of unprincipled newspapers, but by some members of this House. Being conscious of having no interest to serve [but] that of my country, I shall not be deterred by that consideration from making the observations I had contemplated. War is, on all hands, allowed to be a great evil, as well as uncertain in its issue, a state of things in which might frequently takes the place of right, and in every view of it, is attended with such calamities that it never ought to be resorted to, unless in cases of the most urgent necessity. The true policy of nations, therefore, who are desirous of maintaining peace, ought to be to narrow down the subjects in dispute as much as possible; and, instead of enlarging upon and aggravating every subject of difference, instead of a constant brooding over the injuries they have received, to explore ways and means, and cultivate a disposition in every practicable way to effect an accommodation, and it may not be amiss sometimes to take a rapid glance at causes of difference which have originated with themselves. Whenever either a nation or an individual takes the high ground of complete self-justification in every particular, and will receive nothing short of the most explicit submission from the opposite party, the prospect of an amicable accommodation is very small. When there is a disposition in either, or in both parties, to distort, or to represent everything in the worst possible light, it has ever been found a very easy thing to produce a quarrel either between nations or individuals, even in cases where, by a mutual and candid explanation, the difference might have been easily adjusted. . . .

I wish it to be kept in view that I have no intention, neither do I entertain a wish to vindicate the Orders in Council. Every neutral, and especially every American, must view the principles contained in these orders as injurious to his rights. . . .

It is said to be necessary to go to war, for the purpose of securing our commercial rights, of opening a way for obtaining the best market for our produce, and in order to avenge the insults which have been offered to our flag. But what is there in the present situation of the United States, which we could reasonably expect would be ameliorated by war? In a situation of the world which is perhaps without a parallel in the annals of history, it would be strange indeed, if the United States did not suffer some inconveniences, especially in their mercantile connexions and speculations. In a war which has been unequalled for the changes which it has effected in ancient existing establishments, and for innovations in the ancient laws and usages of nations, it would be equally wonderful, if, in every particular, the rights of neutrals were scrupulously respected. But, upon the whole, we have reaped greater advantages, and suffered fewer inconveniences from the existing state of things, than it was natural to expect. During a considerable part of the time, in which so large and fair a portion of Europe has been desolated by the calamities of war, our commerce has flourished to a degree surpassing the most sanguine calculations. Our merchants have been enriched beyond any former example. Our agriculture has been greatly extended, the wilderness has blossomed like a rose, and cities and villages have sprung up, almost as [if] by the force of magic. It is true that this tide of prosperity has received a check. The aggressions and encroachments of foreign nations have set bounds to our mercantile speculations; heavy losses  have been sustained by the merchant, and the cotton planter of the South and West can no longer reap those enormous profits, those immense golden harvests, from that species of agriculture which he did a few years ago. But, if the shackles which we have placed upon commerce by our own restrictive system were completely done away, and the enterprise of the merchant was left free to explore new channels, it is probable that it would at this moment be more extensive and more gainful than in times of profound peace in Europe. . . .

Embarrassed as is the present situation of the United States, would you exchange that situation, or wish this nation to exchange situations with that of any of those countries who have been so long and so arduously engaged in the pursuit of war and glory? Have the peaceful citizens of this Confederated Republic any reason to envy the subjects of the great Emperor, arrayed in all the plenitude of his power and the splendor of his victories? Look at the present situation of Great Britain, France, Spain, Holland, Germany, Sweden, Denmark, Switzerland, Russia, Prussia, etc., who have been so long either tasting the sweets, or groaning under the calamities of war; and would you be willing that this country would exchange situations with either of them? No, you would not. Every principle of humanity, as well as every dictate of common sense would revolt at the idea. Why then, in the name of Heaven, shall we plunge ourselves into a war, which cannot fail to involve us in the vortex of all their ills, without the prospect, or even the possibility of securing to us one solitary good?. . .

If the recruits of the regular army are in numbers so scanty, and if at the beginning of a war which needs the full glow of national enthusiasm to give it éclat, recourse must be had to a compulsive process not very different in principle from the conscription of France, to drag our citizens reluctantly into the service, it is a practical comment upon the correctness of an opinion which has been frequently advanced within these walls, as well as elsewhere, that the present war was necessary to comport with the sentiments, and meet the wishes of the people at large. No, sir; this conduct speaks louder than any words can do: that the people neither see nor  feel the necessity of this war. A thousand resolutions, and noisy pledges of lives and fortunes, which cost nothing, can never rebut the impression. I am afraid that it will be found that we have mistaken the sentiments of licentious journalists, many of them foreigners without a single American feeling or attachment, and of officers, contractors, purveyors, and office hunters, who expect to make a gain of war, at the public expense, for the voice of the people. The substantial yeomanry of the country do not, they cannot, wish for this war. . . . We appear to be selecting a time to begin a war, when our Treasury is empty, and we are destitute of resources to replenish it. Some appear disposed to scout all calculations of expense, and to rely upon patriotism and a high sense of honor to carry on the war. But however good a topic patriotism may be, to furnish materials for an harangue in a bar-room, for a newspaper or electioneering essay, or to embellish a war speech on the floor of Congress, we must have money—money in large sums—to carry on the war. . . .

At all events, Canada must be ours [say those who support war]; and this is to be the sovereign balm, the universal panacea, which is to heal all the wounds we have received either in our honor, interest, or reputation. This is to be the boon which is to indemnify us, for all past losses on the ocean, secure the liberty of the seas hereafter, protect our seamen from impressments, and remunerate us for all the blood and treasure which is to be expended in the present war. Our rights on the ocean have been assailed, and, however inconsistent it may seem to go as far as possible from the ocean to seek redress, yet this would appear to be the policy. We are to seek it, it seems, by fighting the Indians on the Wabash or at Tippecanoe, or the Canadians at Fort Malden, at Little York, at Kingston, at Montreal, and at Quebec. . . .

The conquest of Canada has been represented to be so easy as to be little more than a party of pleasure. We have, it has been said, nothing to do but to march an army into the country and display the standard of the United States, and the Canadians will immediately flock to it and place themselves under our protection. They have been represented as ripe for revolt, panting for emancipation from a tyrannical Government, and  longing to enjoy the sweets of liberty under the fostering hand of the United States. On taking a different view of their situations, it has been suggested that, if they should not be disposed to hail us on our arrival as brothers, come to emancipate and not to subdue them, that they are a debased race of poltroons, incapable of making anything like a stand in their own defense, that the mere sight of an army of the United States would immediately put an end to all thoughts of resistance, that we had little else to do only to march, and that in the course of a few weeks one of our valiant commanders, when writing a dispatch to the President of the United States, might adopt the phraseology of Caesar: Veni, Vidi, Vici.  This subject deserves a moment’s consideration. To presume on the disaffection or treasonable practices of the inhabitants for facilitating the conquest, will probably be to reckon without our host. The Canadians have no cause of disaffection with the British Government. They have ever been treated with indulgence. They enjoy all that security and happiness, in their connexion with Great Britain, that they could reasonably expect in any situation. Lands can be acquired by the industrious settlers at an easy rate, I believe for little more than the office fees for issuing patents, which may amount to three or four cents per acre. They have few or no taxes to pay. . . . They have a good market for their surplus produce, unhampered with embargoes or commercial restrictions of any kind, and are equally secure in both person and property, both in their civil and religious rights, with the citizens of the United States. What have they, therefore, to gain by a connexion with the United States?. . .

Should the present war prove disastrous and unsuccessful; should we neither take Canada, nor obtain one single object for which we make war; yet, if we only make war, and fight, and show our spirit, whatever may be the consequences, we may have a consolation similar to that of the gallant Francis, which he communicated in a note to the Queen Regent, after he was defeated and taken prisoner by his enemy and rival, Charles V, in the fatal battle of Pavia: “Madam, we have lost all but our honor.” But, will such a saving of our honor dry up the tears of the parent, the mother, or the sister—the widow or the orphan? Will it console the survivor for the  loss of a husband, a parent, a son, a brother, or an intimate friend? Will it rebuild our ruined cities and restore life to our slaughtered citizens? Will it either administer comfort or give compensation to the many thousands who will be reduced from affluence to the utmost distress by the operations of war? Will it procure to us the unmolested enjoyment of any of those rights we are going to war to assert? Will it render us more respected among foreign nations, or them less disposed to make encroachments on our rights in future? No, sir; it will have none of these effects. But I will venture to state some of the effects which it will have. It will expose the authors of this war to the execration of their fellow citizens, and it will afford us sufficient leisure to mourn over our follies when it is too late. Let that kind of honor perish from among nations. Let that principle in a particular manner be expunged, both from the moral and political code of this nation, which would involve the ruin of millions for no other cause than a mere point of honor.

I shall trouble the House with but one single appeal more, and that is merely to make a solemn appeal to the principles and feelings of a large proportion of the members of this House. Indeed, I would wish to single out no man as being of a character different from that of those which I address. I mean by this an appeal to Christians—men whose hopes and expectations extend beyond the fleeting, transitory things of time—men who believe the doctrines of Christianity, and who have imbibed a portion of the spirit of its meek and lowly founder. Can it be agreeable to the principles of that religion which you profess, and the hopes you entertain, to vote in favor of this war? Can we look to that God in whose presence we stand, and before whom we must shortly appear, to grant his blessing upon the act, when we give a vote which may, in its consequences, send thousands and ten thousands of immortal human beings, suddenly, uncalled, and probably unprepared into the presence of their God? It is to be recollected, too, that we are about to draw the sword against a Christian nation. Perhaps in no other part of the world of equal extent is there so much real Christianity as in Great Britain and the United States. The voice of that heaven-born religion is peace and good  will to men. Its author and founder came from heaven to preach and publish peace. He hath pronounced a blessing on the peace-makers, and is himself the Prince of Peace. How inconsistent then is it with the characters of Christian nations and Christian rulers to deluge their country with blood, stimulated by the calls of either ambition or avarice, and in contempt of the dictates of humanity as well as the principles of Christianity. How solemn, how affecting is the thought that children of the same family, heirs of the same promises, persons engaged in the same design, and influenced by the same desires, hopes, and fears, should, in the chances of the war, slaughter each other in the field. I have not the talent at description which is adequate to place the calamities of war in a light which is sufficiently strong; but I thank God that I have none of that certain something which some, perhaps, would call firmness of mind, in my constitution—none of that stoical apathy which can survey these calamities, even in imagination, with indifference, nor can I appreciate the character of the man, call him hero, warrior, or philosopher, or what you please, who can fiddle over a city in flames, or survey the calamities of war with calm indifference. I would, therefore, beseech gentlemen to forget for a single moment the warmth of political discussion, and listen to the claims of humanity, and turn their views to the blood-stained field of slaughter, to the scattered and mangled limbs of thousands of slain, and to the piercing groans of the wounded and dying. These are some of the bloody sacrifices paid to the Moloch of honor and ambition. Turn away from this part of the picture, and take a survey of cities in flames, of thousands and ten thousands, not only of men, but of helpless women and children, who, if not involved in the flaming ruins, are turned out naked, houseless, and penniless into the world, without a garment to cover them or a morsel of bread to support them. Take, in the next place, a glance at the mansions of private life, lately the abodes of plenty, innocence, and domestic peace, and view the sad reverse. View the tears of the parent bowed down under a load of years, deprived of a son, perhaps the last earthly stay and support of the evening of life, and of the widow and the orphan, bewailing the stay and support of helpless  infancy, and of the more tender and affectionate, although weaker and more dependent sex, gone by the ruthless sword, and of the brother, the sister, or intimate acquaintance, bewailing the loss of a brother or a friend. But the picture is too horrible to dwell on. Let us draw a veil over the remainder. These, some of them at least, and many times, all of them combined, are the attendant calamities of war, a war which, in the present case, if it is once begun, we can neither calculate the extent nor the duration. These may be all the fruits of a single vote. A solitary aye may decide the question. I beseech gentlemen to pause, and seriously to consider this before they give their votes in favor of the proposition now on the table. Whatever may be the decision, I have this one consolation, that I shall, when I have given my vote, have exonerated myself of all responsibility for the consequences. Believing as I do, that this war is both unnecessary and impolitic in the outset, that there is no adequate object which we can reasonably expect to obtain by war, and that, in every view, it is contrary to the best, the most vital interests of my country, I shall, when I have recorded my vote against it, have done my duty.


“Thou Hast Done a Deed Whereat Valor Will Weep”

ALEXANDER HANSON

 



Congress declared war against Britain on June 18, 1812; on June 20, the Federal Republican, a Baltimore newspaper, published the following editorial by Alexander Hanson. Two days later, an angry mob destroyed the paper’s offices. When the Federal Republican relocated to another office, that one was destroyed by a mob as well. Hanson served as a U.S. congressman from Maryland from 1812 until his untimely death in 1816.



 



“Thou hast done a deed whereat valor will weep.” Without funds, without taxes, without an army, navy, or adequate fortifications—with one  hundred and fifty millions of our property in the hands of the declared enemy, without any of his in our power, and with a vast commerce afloat, our rulers have promulged [sic] a war against the clear and decided sentiments of a vast majority of the nation. As the consequences will soon be felt, there is no need of pointing them out to the few who have not sagacity enough to apprehend them. Instead of employing our pen in this dreadful detail, we think it more apposite to delineate the course we are determined to pursue as long as the war shall last. We mean to represent in as strong colors as we are capable, that it is unnecessary, inexpedient, and entered into from a partial, personal, and as we believe, motives bearing upon their front marks of undisguised foreign influence, which cannot be mistaken. We mean to use every constitutional argument and every legal means to render as odious and suspicious to the American people, as they deserve to be, the patrons and contrivers of this highly impolitic and destructive war, in the fullest persuasion that we shall be supported and ultimately applauded by nine-tenths of our countrymen, and that our silence would be treason to them. We detest and abhor the endeavors of faction to create civil contest through the pretext of a foreign war it has rashly and premeditatedly commenced, and we shall be ready cheerfully to hazard everything most dear, to frustrate anything leading to the prostration of civil rights, and the establishment of a system of terror and proscription announced in the Government paper at Washington as the inevitable consequence of the measure now proclaimed. We shall cling to the rights of freemen, both in act and opinion, till we sink with the liberties of our country, or sink alone. We shall hereafter, as heretofore, unravel every intrigue and imposture which has beguiled or may be put forth to circumvent our fellow-citizens into the toils of the great earthly enemy of the human race. We are avowedly hostile to the presidency of James Madison, and we never will breathe under the dominion, direct or derivative, of Bonaparte, let it be acknowledged when it may. Let those who cannot openly adopt this confession, abandon us; and those who can, we shall cherish as friends and patriots, worthy of the name.
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The Mexican War

I went about preparing myself to give the vote understandingly when it should come. I carefully examined the President’s messages, to ascertain what he himself had said and proved upon the point. The result of this examination was to make the impression, that taking for true, all the President states as fact, he falls far short of proving his justification; and that the President would have gone farther with his proof, if it had not been for the small matter, that the truth would not permit him.

—ABRAHAM LINCOLN, speech against the Mexican War, January 12, 1848

 



 



 



The United States annexed Texas, which had once belonged to Mexico, in 1845, nine years after that province had declared its independence. Since Mexico had never officially recognized Texan independence, it viewed the annexation as a provocative act. Adding to the diplomatic tension was an unresolved border dispute: Mexico claimed the Nueces River as the southern border of Texas, while the Texans (and with them the U.S. government) pointed to the Rio Grande.

In addition, President James Polk was interested in purchasing additional territory from Mexico in what would later become the American southwest. Efforts to negotiate proved fruitless, owing largely to the instability of the Mexican government. Stymied on all fronts, the Polk administration looked to a military solution. It hoped the Mexican government might initiate hostilities, in order that the U.S. government’s decision to go to war would seem like an act of self-defense.

The incident the Polk administration was looking for occurred on April 24, 1846, when Mexican troops attacked their American counterparts in Texas. Once Polk learned what had happened, he declared to Congress, “Mexico has shed American blood upon American soil.” Two days later, war was officially declared on Mexico.

Abraham Lincoln, a congressman from Illinois, became suspicious of the official rationale given for the war. His “spot resolution,” introduced into Congress, demanded that Polk clarify for the country the exact spot on which American forces had been attacked. Lincoln and others suspected that American soldiers had been placed not along the Nueces River but in the disputed area between the two proposed borders of Texas. Posted there, Americans were far more likely to provoke an attack, since Mexico had never acknowledged the loss of the disputed territory and could not abide the presence of foreign troops there.

It turned out that the shots had indeed been fired in the disputed area, and that Polk had placed American troops in a territory in which the likelihood of a violent confrontation was relatively high. In 1848, the year the war ended, Congress voted 85 to 81 to censure President Polk, declaring that the war had been “unnecessarily and unconstitutionally begun by the President of the United States.”

Historian John Armstrong Crow (1906-2001) said of the Mexican War, “In justice be it said that the people of the United States supported this war less than they have ever supported any campaign in their history. [Historian Samuel Eliot Morison bestows that designation on the War of 1812.] Some North American newspapers decried the conflict in terms which in other days would have bordered on treason. The famous New England writer, Henry David Thoreau, became so public in his complaints that they sent him to jail. Nevertheless, the people by and large did believe in their Manifest Destiny, did want Texas and California, were imperialistic-minded both in fact and in principle.” The controversies that later ensued over the disposition of slavery in the territories won from Mexico played no small role in bringing on the American Civil War. Such are the unintended consequences of war.


Annexation and War with Mexico Are Identical

HENRY CLAY

 




Henry Clay, longtime congressman and senator from Kentucky and an influential figure in national politics, opposed the acquisition of Texas on the grounds that it would provoke war with Mexico. This letter was addressed to the National Intelligencer of Raleigh, North Carolina, on April 17, 1844.




 



Annexation and war with Mexico are identical. Now, for one, I certainly am not willing to involve this country in a foreign war for the object of acquiring Texas. I know there are those who regard such a war with indifference and as a trifling affair, on account of the weakness of Mexico, and her inability to inflict serious injury upon this country. But I do not look upon it thus lightly. I regard all wars as great calamities, to be avoided, if possible, and honorable peace as the wisest and truest policy of this country. What the United States most need are union, peace, and patience. Nor do I think that the weakness of a power should form a motive, in any case, for inducing us to engage in or to depreciate the evils of war. Honor and good faith and justice are equally due from this country towards the weak as towards the strong. . . .

I do not think that Texas ought to be received into the Union, as an integral part of it, in decided opposition to the wishes of a considerable  and respectable portion of the confederacy. I think it far more wise and important to compose and harmonize the present union, as it now exists, than to introduce a new element of discord and distraction into it. . . .

It is useless to disguise that there are those who espouse and those who oppose the annexation of Texas upon the ground of the influence which it would exert, in the balance of political power, between two great sections of the Union. I conceive that no motive for the acquisition of foreign territory would be more unfortunate than that of obtaining it for the purpose of strengthening one part against another part of the common confederacy. Such a principle, put into practical operation, would menace the existence, if it did not certainly sow the seeds of a dissolution of the Union.

Annexation would be to proclaim to the world an insatiable and unquenchable thirst for foreign conquest or acquisition of territory. For if today Texas be acquired to strengthen one part of the confederacy, tomorrow Canada may be required to add strength to another. Finally, the part of the confederacy which is now weakest, would find itself still weaker from the impossibility of securing new territory for those peculiar institutions (slavery) which it is charged with being desirous to extend. . . .

I consider the annexation of Texas, at this time, without the assent of Mexico, as a measure compromising the national character, involving us certainly in war with Mexico, probably with other foreign powers, dangerous to the integrity of the Union, inexpedient in the present financial condition of the country, and not called for by any general expression of public opinion.


The True Grandeur of Nations

CHARLES SUMNER

 



Charles Sumner, a lawyer, orator, and politician, was for many years a U.S. senator from Massachusetts and a leading figure among the Radical  Republicans during the Reconstruction period. Sumner delivered these antiwar remarks on July 4, 1845, in Boston. His opposition to war notwithstanding, Sumner did support the U.S. Civil War.



 



By an act of unjust legislation, extending our power over Texas, peace with Mexico is endangered—while, by petulant assertion of a disputed claim to a remote territory [Oregon] beyond the Rocky Mountains, ancient fires of hostile strife are kindled anew on the hearth of our mother country [England].

Mexico and England both avow the determination to vindicate what is called the National Honor; and our Government calmly contemplates the dread Arbitrament of War, provided it cannot obtain what is called an honorable peace.

Far from our nation and our age be the sin and shame of contests hateful in the sight of God and all good men, having their origin in no righteous sentiment, no true love of country, no generous thirst for fame, “that last infirmity of noble mind,” but springing manifestly from an ignorant and ignoble passion for new territory, strengthened, in our case, in a republic whose star is Liberty, by unnatural desire to add new links in chains destined yet to fall from the limbs of the unhappy slave!

In such contests God has no attribute which can join with us.

Who believes that the national honor would be promoted by a war with Mexico or a war with England? What just man would sacrifice a single human life to bring under our rule both Texas and Oregon?. . .

A war with Mexico [to conquer and annex Texas, California, Arizona, etc.] would be mean and cowardly; with England [for Oregon] it would be bold at least, though parricidal. The heart sickens at the murderous attack upon an enemy [Mexico] distracted by civil feud, weak at home, impotent abroad; but it recoils in horror from the deadly shock between children of a common ancestry, speaking the same language, soothed in infancy by the same words of love and tenderness, and hardened into  vigorous manhood under the bracing influence of institutions instinct with the same vital breath of freedom.

Can there be in our age any peace that is not honorable, any war that is not dishonorable? The true honor of a nation is conspicuous only in deeds of justice and beneficence, securing and advancing human happiness.

In the clear eye of that Christian judgment which must yet prevail, vain are the victories of War, infamous its spoils. He is the benefactor, and worthy of honor, who carries comfort to wretchedness, dries the tear of sorrow, relieves the unfortunate, feeds the hungry, clothes the naked, does justice, enlightens the ignorant, unfastens the fetters of the slave, and finally, by virtuous genius, in art, literature, science, enlivens and exalts the hours of life, or, by generous example, inspires a love for God and man. This is the Christian hero; this is the man of honor in a Christian land.

He is no benefactor, nor worthy of honor, whatever his worldly renown, whose life is absorbed in feats of brute force, who renounces the great law of Christian brotherhood, whose vocation is blood. Well may the modern poet exclaim, “The world knows nothing of its greatest men!”—for thus far it has chiefly honored the violent brood of Battle, armed men springing up from the dragon’s teeth sown by Hate, and cared little for the truly good men, children of Love, guiltless of their country’s blood, whose steps on earth are noiseless as an angel’s wing.

It will not be disguised that this standard differs from that of the world even in our day. The voice of man is yet given to martial praise, and the honors of victory are chanted even by the lips of woman. The mother, rocking the infant on her knee, stamps the images of War upon his tender mind, at that age more impressible than wax; she nurses his slumber with its music, pleases his waking hours with its stories, and selects for his playthings the plume and the sword.

From the child is formed the man; and who can weigh the influence of a mother’s spirit on the opinions of his life? The mind which trains  the child is like a hand at the end of a long lever; a gentle effort suffices to heave the enormous weight of succeeding years. As the boy advances to youth, he is fed like Achilles, not on honey and milk only, but on bears’ marrow and lions’ hearts. He draws the nutriment of his soul from a literature whose beautiful fields are moistened by human blood. Fain would I offer my tribute to the Father of Poetry, standing with harp of immortal melody on the misty mountain-top of distant Antiquity—to those stories of courage and sacrifice which emblazon the annals of Greece and Rome—to the fulminations of Demosthenes and the splendors of Tully—to the sweet verse of Virgil and the poetic prose of Livy; fain would I offer my tribute to the new literature, which shot up in modern times as a vigorous forest from the burnt site of ancient woods—to the passionate song of the Troubadour in France and the Minnesinger in Germany—to the thrilling ballad of Spain and the delicate music of the Italian lyre: but from all these has breathed the breath of War, that has swept the heart-strings of men in all the thronging generations.

And when the youth becomes a man, his country invites his service in war, and holds before his bewildered imagination the prizes of worldly honor. For him the pen of the historian and the verse of the poet. His soul is taught to swell at the thought that he, too, is a soldier-that his name shall be entered on the list of those who have borne arms for their country; and perhaps he dreams that he, too, may sleep, like the Great Captain of Spain, with a hundred trophies over his grave.

The law of the land throws its sanction over this frenzy. The contagion spreads beyond those subject to positive obligation. Peaceful citizens volunteer to appear as soldiers, and affect, in dress, arms, and deportment, what is called the “pride, pomp, and circumstance of glorious war.” The ear-piercing fife has to-day filled our streets, and we have come to this church, on this National Sabbath [Fourth of July], by the thump of drum and with the parade of bristling bayonets. . . .


Mean and Infamous

THEODORE PARKER

 



February 4, 1847

 



Theodore Parker (1810-1860) was an abolitionist, social reformer, and Unitarian minister. He was one of the Secret Six who supported abolitionist John Brown in 1859. Parker delivered this speech at an antiwar meeting at Boston’s Faneuil Hall on February 4, 1847.



 



We are in a war; the signs of war are seen here in Boston. Men needed to hew wood and honestly serve society are marching about your streets; they are learning to kill men, men who never harmed us nor them; learning to kill their brothers. It is a mean and infamous war we are fighting. It is a great boy fighting a little one, and that little one feeble and sick. What makes it worse is, the little boy is in the right, and the big boy is in the wrong, and tells solemn lies to make his side seem right. He wants, besides, to make the small boy pay the expenses of the quarrel. . . .

The war had a mean and infamous beginning. It began illegally, unconstitutionally. The Whigs say, “The President made the war.” Mr. Webster says so! It went on meanly and infamously. Your Congress lied about it. Do not lay the blame on the Democrats; the Whigs lied just as badly. Your Congress has seldom been so single-mouthed before. Why, only sixteen voted against the war, or the lie. I say this war is mean and infamous, all the more because waged by a people calling itself democratic and Christian. . . .

I say, I blame not so much the volunteers as the famous men who deceived the nation! . . .

It is time for the people of Massachusetts to instruct their servants in Congress to oppose this war; to refuse all supplies for it; to ask for the recall of the army into our own land. It is time for us to tell them that not an inch of slave territory shall ever be added to the realm. Let us remonstrate; let us petition; let us command. If any class of men have hitherto been remiss, let them come forward now and give us their names—the merchants, the manufacturers, the Whigs and the Democrats. If men love their country better than their party or their purse, now let them show it. . . .

Your President tells us it is treason to talk so! Treason, is it? Treason to discuss a war which the government made, and which the people are made to pay for? If it be treason to speak against the war, what was it to make the war, to ask for 50,000 men and $74,000,000 for the war? Why, if the people cannot discuss the war they have got to fight and to pay for, who under heaven can? Whose business is it, if it is not yours and mine? If my country is in the wrong, and I know it, and hold my peace, then I am guilty of treason, moral treason. Why, a wrong—it is only the threshold of ruin. I would not have my country take the next step. Treason is it, to show that this war is wrong and wicked? Why, what if George III, any time from ’75 to ’83, had gone down to Parliament and told them it was treason to discuss the war then waging against these colonies! What do you think the Commons would have said? What would the Lords say? Why, that king, foolish as he was, would have been lucky, if he had not learned there was a joint in his neck, and, stiff as he bore him, that the people knew how to find it. . . .
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