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In an age when peace prevails over a larger surface of the
globe than has ever before confessed its benign presence, our
country finds itself involved in war. The general harmony is
broken by our discord with a neighbor and sister republic. Enormous appropriations of money are diverted from purposes of usefulness and beneficence. Life, which a refined Christian civilization daily regards with new reverence, is squandered in bloody
death on the field of battle. Many, after sinking under the
privations and hardships of the camp, and the pernicious influences of an unaccustomed climate, have laid their uncoffined
bones faraway from their homes. Families are made desolate.
Wives, mothers, daughters and sisters, are now mourning husbands, sons, fathers and brothers, whose faces they shall never
again behold—whose dying agonies were relieved by no voice
of kindness, no solace of prayer. The spirit of war, so adverse to the interests of republicanism and the spirit of the Gospel, now predominates in the councils of our country, summoning all its energies to the contest.
It becomes important, then, to inquire into the nature of the
to it. Is this uncontest, and the duties of citizens in regard
and life—this laof
treasure
seasonable discord—this sacrifice
of
the
demon of war,
ceration of sacred ties—this invocation
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necessary and unavoidable? Is it in a just cause? Is it in a
cause which can challenge the benediction of good men and
patriots, and the countenance and succor of Heaven? If it be
not, how can the mighty evil be redressed, and its continuance
and recurrence be prevented?
Origin and

Cause

of the

War.

To answer these inquiries, it will be proper, in the first place,
History and official documents have already placed these in a clear light.
They arc to be found in two important acts of our government,
—both of which were in flagrant violation of the constitution
of the United States. The first is the annexation of the foreign State of Texas, and its incorporation into our Union, by
joint resolutions of Congress. This may be called the remote
cause. The immediate cause was the order from the President,
bearing date January 13th, 1846, to General Taylor, to break
up his camp at Corpus Chrisli, the extreme western point of
the territory actually possessed by Texas, and march upon the
Rio Grande. This, which was in itself an act of war, took
place during the session of Congress, but without its knowledge
or direction. Let us endeavor to comprehend the character and
consequences of these acts.
to consider the origin and cause of the war.

The Annexation

of

Texas.

The history of the annexation of Texas cannot be fully understood without reverting to the early settlement of that province by citizens of the United States, Mexico, on achieving
her independence of the Spanish crown, by a general ordinance,
worthy of imitation by all Christian nations, had decreed the
abolition of human slavery within her dominions, embracing
the Province of Texas. She had declared expressly,
that no
be
slave,
introduced,
such,
thereafter
should
born
a
or
as
person
into the Mexican States; that all slaves then held should receive stipulated wages, and be subject to no punishment, but
on trial and judgment by the magistrate.” At this period, citizens of the United States had already begun to remove into
“
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Texas, hardly separated, as it was, by the River Sabine, from
the slaveholding State of Louisiana. The idea was early promulgated, that this extensive province ought to become a part
of the United States. Its annexation was distinctly agitated
in the Southern and Western States in 1829; and it was urged
on the ground of the strength and extension it would give to
the “Slave Power,” and the fresh market it would open for the
sale of slaves.
The suggestion of this idea had an important effect. A current
of emigration soon followed from the United States, Slaveholders
crossed the Sabine, with their slaves, in defiance of the Mexican ordinance of freedom. Restless spirits, discontented at
home, or feeling the restraint of the narrow confines of our
country, joined them ; while their number was swollen by the
rude and lawless of all parts of the land, who carried to Texas
the love of license which had rendered a region of justice no
longer a pleasant home to them. To such spirits, rebellion
was natural.
It soon broke forth. At this period, the whole population,
including women and children, did not amount to twenty thousand; and, among these, most of the older and wealthier inhabitants still favored peace. A Declaration of Independence, a
farcical imitation of that of our fathers, was put forth, not by
persons acting in a Congress, or in a representative character,
but by about ninety individuals —all, except two, from the
United States,—acting for themselves, and recommending a
similar course to their fellow-citizens. In a just cause, the
spectacle of this handful of adventurers, boldly challenging
the power of Mexico, would excite our sympathy, perhaps
seized broad
our admiration. But successful rapacity, which
and fertile lands, while it opened new markets for slaves, excites no sentiment but that of abhorrence.
The work of rebellion sped. Citizens of the United States
joined its fortunes, not singly, but in numbers, even in armed
squadrons. Our newspapers excited the lust of territorial robopenly equipped
bery in the public mind. Expeditions were
for
volunteers sumwithin our own borders. Advertisements
labors.
Military commoned the adventurous, as to patriotic
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panies, with officers and standards, directed their steps to the
revolted province. During all this period, the United States
were at peace with Mexico. A proclamation from our government, forbidding these hostile preparations within our borders,
is undeniable evidence of their existence, while truth compels
us to record its impotence in upholding the sacred duties of
neutrality between Mexico and the insurgents. The Texan
flag waved over an army of American citizens. Of the six or
eight hundred who won the battle of San Jacinto, scattering
the Mexican forces and capturing their general, not more than
fifty were citizens of Texas, having grievances of their own to
redress on that field.
This victory was followed by the recognition of the independence of Texas by the United States; while the new State
took its place among the nations of the earth.* Its Mexican
rulers were succeeded, not by people nurtured on the soil, but
by citizens of our country. As, in the storjr of Baron Munchausen, the bear devoured the horse between the very shafts
of the carriage, until he found himself in its place, drawing
the vehicle,—so did the greedy adventurers from our country,
with an unprecedented rapacity, eat themselves into the possession of this rich province of Mexico.
Certainly our sister republic might feel aggrieved by this conduct. It might justly charge our citizens with disgraceful robbery, while, in seeking the extension of slavery, they repudiated the great truths of American freedom. Meanwhile,
Texas slept on her arms, constantly expecting new efforts from
Mexico to regain her former power. The two combatants regarded each other as enemies. Mexico still asserted her right
to the territory wrested from her, and refused to acknowledge
its independence. Texas turned for favor and succor to England. The government of the United States, fearing it might
pass under the influence of this power, made overtures for its
annexation to our country. This was finally accomplished by
joint resolutions of Congress, in defiance of the constitution,
Nothing is more true or more extensively known/ 7 said Mr. Van Buren, in 1844, than
that Texas was wrested from Mexico, and her independence established, through the instrumentality of citizens of the United Stales.”
*

“

“

1847.]

HOUSE—No. 187.

5

and in gross insensibility to the sacred obligations of amity with
Mexico, imposed alike by treaty and by justice, “both strong
against the deed.” The Mexican minister regarded it as an
act offensive to his country, and, demanding his passport, returned home.
Objects of

Annexation

To appreciate fully the character of this act, it will be proper
to consider briefly the objects contemplated by it, or, in other
words, the reasons which induced it. These are placed beyond question by authentic public documents, and by the confessions of a leading statesman in open debate. It is not to be
disguised, that there were some considerations, of less importance, which operated on certain minds; but the grand impelling motive was the desire to extend the institution of slavery,
and to strengthen the political combination and power which
are founded upon it. At the time it took place, England was
supposed to be exerting her influence to induce Texas to abolish slavery. This excited the alarm of the government of the
United States. Mr. Secretary Upshur, by a letter, dated August Bth, 1843, addressed to Mr. Murphy, our charge at Texas,
The establishment, in the very midst of our slaveholdsays,
ing States, of an independent government, forbidding the existence of slavery, and by a people born, for the most part,
among us, reared up in our habits and speaking our language,
cannot fail to produce the most unhappy effects upon both parFew calamities could befall this country more to be
ties”
deplored, than the establishment of a predominant British influence, and the abolition of domestic slavery in Texas.” By his
“If
letter to Mr. Murphy, dated January 16, 1844, he says
our
Union,
refuse
to
come
into
measures
will
Texas should
instantly be taken to fill her territory with emigrants from
The first measure of the new emigrants,
Europe.
as soon as they shall have sufficient strength, will be to destroy
that grand domestic institution, upon which so much of the prosperity of our frontier country depends. I will add, that, if Texas
should not be attached to the United States, she cannot maintain
that institution ten years, and probably not half that time
“

—“

,

*

*

*
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Similar views were expressed, with his accustomed frankness, by Mr. Calhoun, when Secretary of State. Without
quoting these at length, as they appear in his different communications to Mr. Green and Mr. Pakenham, it will be sufficient to present the following passage from his letter to the
latter, bearing date April 27th, 1844:—“ The treaty of annexation was made necessary, in order to preserve domestic institutions, placed under the guaranty of their respective constitutions, and deemed essential to their safety and prosperity.”
And recently, on the floor of the Senate at Washington, he
has avowed the same motive, adding that he thought there
was danger that the institution of slavery might be abolished
in Texas, and that he had seized the golden moment for the
purpose of giving it perpetuity.
Consequences of Annexation.

Such-was the character of this act, and the object proposed
by it. A republic, whose animating principle is freedom, here
appears as the pander of slavery. But the act of annexation
did not pass in silence. It was earnestly and eloquently opposed, in its different stages, on the express ground that it
would extend slavery, and entail upon the country a war with
Mexico. And these direful consequences are now upon us.
The flag of the American Union waves over a new state,
whose unfortunate slaves look to it in vain for the protection
which is implied in the Declaration of Independence. And war
now rages between the United States and Mexico. One of the
senators of Texas, Mr. Houston, who owes his seat in the national councils to this unconstitutional act, now declares that
the present war with Mexico is but a continuation of the
Texan war, and that, when we took Texas, we took the war as
by inheritance.” Such have been the consequences of that
“

act.

The Western

Boundary of

Texas.

Texas was annexed; and the question arises, What was the
territory which had thus been torn from Mexico and incorpo-
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rated into our republic?

What were its metes and bounds?
Look first at the resolutions of annexation. By these, it is provided as follows :—“ First, Congress doth consent that the territory properly included within, and rightfully belonging to, the
republic of Texas, may be erected into a new State, to be
called the State of Texas, with a republican form of government.” And again, The said State to be formed subject to the
adjustment by the government of all questions of boundary that
These terms were acmay arise with other governments
ceded to by Texas. The introduction to her constitution, which
has been approved by our Congress, expressly declares, that it
in accordance with the joint resolutions annexing
is formed
Texas to the United States.” The constitution sets forth no
boundary, while it follows the resolutions of annexation in
excluding all territory not properly included within, and rightfully belonging to, the republic of Texas.
The absence of any express designation of the territory, by
metes and bounds, as occurs in the treaty of 1783, acknowledging the independence of the United States, is a sufficient
proof that they were still undetermined, while the language of
the resolutions recognizes “questions of boundary,” which
notoriously related to the western frontier, or the line between
Texas and Mexico.
The question recurs, What territory was properly included
within, and rightfully belonging to, Texas? There are some
persons, who, adverting to the early history of this territory,
assert that it was once a part of Louisiana, and that, as such,
its western boundary was the Rio Grande. This position has,
however, been assailed by an overwhelming array of authorities and illustrations, which leave it little more than a hollow
assertion.* But, whatever may be the conclusions with regard
to it, it will not be questioned that Texas, first as a Spanish
of the Mexican
province, and afterwards as one of the States
Nueces,
River
(Walnut
River.)
the
confederacy, was bounded by
and
historical
itself
in
fact,
This is an important geographical
“

“

Severance, of
See the able and learned speech of Mr.
elaborate examination of the question of boundary.
*

Maine, which contains

an
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almost conclusive upon the question, in the absence of countervailing proofs.
Prominent leaders of (he now dominant party of our country, have solemnly declared that the boundary was not further
west than the great desert between the Nueces and the Rio
Grande. Mr. Benton, a senator of the United States, in his
speech of May 1(3, 1844, denounced the attempt to claim the
Rio Grande, sometimes called the Rio del Norte and the Rio
Bravo, as the boundary, which is one hundred and fifty miles
farther west. He embodied his opinions in the following resolution
Resolved , That the incorporation of the left bank of the Rio
del Norte into the American Union, by virtue of a treaty with
Texas, comprehending, as the said incorporation would do, a
part of the Mexican departments of New Mexico, Chihuahua,
Coahuila, and Taraaulipas, would be an act of direct aggression
on Mexico , for all the consequences of which the United States
would stand responsible.”
In the House of Representatives, the chairman of the committee of foreign affairs, (Mr. C. J. Ingersoll,) on the 3d of
February, 1845, made his remarkable declaration to the same
effect. He said
The stupendous deserts between the Nueces and the Bravo
Rivers are the natural boundaries between the Anglo-Saxon and
the Mauritanian races. There ends the valley of the west. There
Mexico begins. Thence, beyond the Bravo, begin the Moorish people, and their Indian associates, to whom Mexico properly belongs; who should not cross that vast desert if they
could, as we, on our side, too, ought to stop there, because interminable conflicts must ensue our going south, or their coming north, of that gigantic boundary. While peace is cherished,
that boundary will be sacred. Not till the spirit of conquest
rages, will the people on either side molest or mix with each
other; and whenever they do, one or the other race must be
conquered, if not extinguished.”
These authorities would seem to be conclusive. But other
considerations add weight to them. Texas was a child of
revolution. Her title to territory cannot depend upon formal
:

“

“
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designation of boundaries in maps or books, although these
are against her present claim, but upon the sword. Her right
was co-extensive with her might. Just so far as she had been
able to hold possession, and no further, would her title reach.
This conclusion flows from admitted principles of public law.
It was recognized by Mr. Donaldson, our charge there, who,
by his letter to Mr. Buchanan, of July 11th, 1845, after stating
the claim of Texas to the Rio Grande as “an open question,”
says that we should regard only as within the limits of our
protection , that portion of territory actually possessed by Texas,
and which she did not consider siibject to negotiation.
It is clear, from the correspondence laid before Congress by
the President, that Texas had never acquired possession to the
Rio Grande, nor, with the exception of a few small posts, beyond the Nueces. The inhabitants west of the valley of the
Nueces spoke the language of Mexico; they obeyed her laws,
and were governed by her officers and magistrates. Onr traders and merchants there paid duties at Mexican custom-houses.
Every where were the signs of Mexican sovereignty ; nowhere,
of the sovereignty of Texas. Mr. Donaldson, by a letter of
June 28lh, 1845, to General Taylor, says:
Corpus Christ!
is said to be as healthy as Pensacola; a convenient place for
supplies, and the most western point now occupied by Texas.’'
Whatever, then, may have been the claim of Texas, she had
never practically extended her power beyond the valley of the
Nueces. The vast territory, embracing a large part of the Mexican provinces of Tamaulipas, Coaliuila, and New Mexico, and
comprehended between the Nueces and the long north-western
sweep of the Rio Grande, was not in the possession of Texas,
or of the United States. And the very resolutions of annexation, and other official documents, recognized the western
boundary as an open question, which was to be determined by
“

—“

future negotiation.
Peace

still continues between

Mexico

and the

United States

The act of annexation, pregnant with war, did not at once
bring forth its hateful offspring. Mexico was inactive. Peace
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still hovered over the borders of the two countries, not yet
driven away by the rude appeal of arms.
Mr. Pena y Pena, the Mexican minister of foreign affairs,
wrote to Mr. Black, our consul, on the 31st of October, 1845,
thus :—“ The government of Mexico has given its orders for
the purpose of suspending for ihe 'present any act of hosiiliiy against the United States and limits itself to the defensive,
awaiting the issue of the negotiation proposed by the government of the United States, through the consul,” Sc.
This is
an authentic expression of the intentions of Mexico. But we
have other evidence. Mr. Marks, formerly United States consul at Matamoras, in a letter to General Taylor, dated at China,
in Mexico, September 23, 1845, and enclosed to the Secretary
of State on the 28th October following, says :—“ I have the
honor to inform you that I have had several conferences at
Monterey with General Mariano Arista, comraander-in-chief of
the Mexican forces on the frontier of the Rio Grande, in relation
to the differences at present existing between the United States
and Mexico, and am pleased to state to you, that, from the
opinion and views he made known to me, the cabinet of Mexico is disposed to enter into an amicable arrangement with the
United States in relation to the boundary, and all other momentous questions.
General Arista pledged his honor to me, that no large body
of Mexican troops should cross the left bank of the Rio Grande;
that only small parties, not to exceed two hundred men, should
be permitted to go as far as the Arrayo Colorado, (twenty
leagues from the Rio Grande.) and that they would be strictly ordered only to prevent Indian depredations and illicit
trade.”
The conduct of Mexico, it will appear, continued to be in
harmony with these declarations.
General Taylor was stationed, with the American Army, at
Corpus Christi, three miles beyond the River Nueces. By a
letter to the war department, dated September G, 1845, he says:
I have the honor to report that a confidential agent despatched
to Matamoras, has returned, and reports that no extraordinary preparations are going forward there; that the garrison
,

*

*

“

*

“

*

*

*
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does not seem to have been increased, and that our consul is of
opinion there will be no war.” By another letter, dated October
11th, he writes
Recent arrivals from the Rio Grande bring
no news of a different aspect from what I repeated in rny last.
The views expressed in previous communications, relative to the
pacific disposition of the border people on both sides of the river,
arc continually confirmed.” January 7lh, ho writes:
A recent
scout of volunteers from San Antonio struck the river near
Presidio, Rio Grande, and the commander reports every thing
quiet in that quarter.”
:

—“

—“

Movement

of

General

Taylor from

Corpus

Christi

to the

Rio Grande.
This was the state of things, when, by an order bearing date
13th January, 1546, during the session of Congress, and without
any consultation with that body, General Taylor was directed,
by the President of the United States, to occupy the east bank
of the Rio Grande, being the extreme western part of the territory claimed by Texas, the boundary of which had been
designated as an open question,” to be determined by negotiation.” General Taylor broke up his quarters at Corpus
Christi on the 11th March, and, proceeding across this disputed
territory , established his post, and erected a battery, directly
opposite the Mexican city of Matamoras, and, under his directions, the mouth of the Rio Grande was blockaded, so as to
cut off supplies from the Mexican army at Matamoras.
“

“

War ensues.
These were acts of war, accomplished without bloodshed:
but they were nevertheless acts of unquestioned hostility
against Mexico. Blockade ! and military occupation of a disputed territory ! These were the arbiters of the “open quesnegotiation ”of boundary. These were the substitutes for
tion.” It is not to be supposed that the Mexican army should
quietly endure these aggressive measures, and regard with
indifference cannon pointed at their position. Recent confessions in the Senate show that the fatal order of January 13th
“

12

MEXICAN WAR.

[April,

was known at the time to certain senators, who saw its hostile

character, but felt unable to interfere to arrest it. They prognosticated war. On the 2Gth of April, a small body of American troops, under the command of Captain Thornton, encountered Mexican troops at a place twenty miles north of General
Taylor’s camp. Here was the first collisioti of arms. The
report of this was hurried to Washington. Rumor, with hundred tongues, exaggerated the danger of the American army
under General Taylor, and produced an insensibility to the
aggressive character of his movement. All concurred in a desire to rescue him from the perilous position which, with the
unquestioning obedience of a soldier, he had fearlessly occupied. It was under the influence of this feeling that the untoward act of May 13th was pressed through Congress, by
which it was declared that war exists by the act of Mexico
and an appropriation of ten million dollars was made, and
authority given to the President to employ the military and
naval forces of the United States, and to receive the services
0f50,000 volunteers, in order to prosecute it to a successful conclusion. The passage of this act placed the whole country in
hostile array against Mexico, and impressed upon every citizen
of the United States the relation of enemy of every citizen
of Mexico. This disastrous condition still continues. War is
still waged, and our armies, after repeated victories achieved
on Mexican soil, are still pursuing the path of conquest.
“

Apologies for the

War.

The review which has now been attempted, and which is
fully sustained by unquestioned authorities, conducts us to the
important question as to the character of the war in which the
country is now engaged. It has found partisans, who have
adduced various reasons and apologies for it. These all assume acts of wrong on the part of Mexico, justifying the appeal to arms. They may be resolved into three different
heads:—

1847.
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Alleged

Invasion

of the

United States

13
ey

Mexico.

The first alleges that Mexico passed the boundary of the
United States, invaded our territory, and shed American blood
upon American soil. This is completely refuted by the facts
already adduced, showing that the collision took place upon
territory in dispute between the two governments, and in the
actual possession of Mexico. It was the array of the United
States that played the part of invaders.
Debts

of

Mexico.

The second apology pleads the failure of Mexico to pay certain claims of our citizens, founded on alleged outrages during
a long succession of years. But these claims, many of which
were of a most equivocal character, were liquidated by treaty
in 1839, by which Mexico undertook to satisfy them, when allowed by commissioners appointed by the two governments.
The commissioners, after a protracted inquiry, allowed claims
amounting to the sum of $2,020,139 68. This amount became
a debt from Mexico to the United States. The early outrages
which have been adduced were all absorbed and satisfied in
this sum total. A debtor and creditor account took their place.
It was the unquestioned duty of Mexico to pay this sum ; and
it is much to her credit that, though vexed by civil war, disordered finances, and the aggressive conduct of our country,
she has never followed the example set by some of our own
States, in repudiating it. Nor did our own government regard
her failure to pay as a ground of war, until after the collision
on the Rio Grande. It is evident that this apology is an afterthought, which is abhorrent to the spirit of modern civilization.
It is not in any degree calculated to relieve this war of the
odium with which it is justly regarded.
Refusal

to receive

Mr. Slidell.

The third and only remaining apology is found in the refusal
to receive Mr. Slidell. We may well shrink from any detailed
inquiry into the circumstances of this act. Is it not unworthy
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a magnanimous and Christian republic to plead a failure in a
mailer of international etiquette as an excuse for an extensive
and bloody war? Such an apology might, in former ages,
have found favor with an irritable prince, in whom the punctilio of honor was the substitute for Christian duty; but it
should bo disowned by a people who profess to regard substance rather than form, and who recognize the golden rule of
doing unto others as they would be done unto. But the facts
show that, while Mexico refused to receive Mr. Slidell, who
was sent as Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary,” she expressed a willingness to receive a commissioner
specially appointed to treat of the matters which had interrupted the diplomatic relations of the two countries, particularly
of the “open question” of boundary. It seems that, on the
16th of December, 1845, Mr. Pena y Pena, the Mexican minister of foreign affairs, answered Mr. Slidell’s note, declaring
that the delay in his reception had arisen from difficulties occasioned by the nature of his credentials, as compared with
the proposition made by the United States, to treat peacefully
upon the affairs of Texas. On the 20th December, 1845, Mr.
Slidell’s mission was annulled by an official note from Mr. Pena
y Pena, requiring the production of special powers ad hoc, for
the settlement of the Texas question expressly and exclusively,
before he could be recognized as minister plenipotentiary ; as
otherwise the honor, dignity and interests of the Mexican republic would be put in jeopardy. It is doubtful if Mexico, in
pursuing this course, departed from the usages of nations.
Great Britain once sent to the United States a minister specially
authorized to treat of the affair of the Chesapeake. It did not,
however, suit the policy of our government to enter into any
negotiation with him, unless his instructions extended to other
matters. The minister then declared his mission terminated;
but no offence was taken, on either side; nor when, at a later
day, war ensued between Great Britain and the United States,
was this question of etiquette thrown by either party into the
,

“

bloody scales.
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Objects of the

Wak.

The origin and cause of the war have been set forth; and
the apologies for it have been shown to be futile. Why, then,
is it waged? This leads to the consideration of the real objects
of the war. Whatever may have been the question on this
head in the early stages of the contest, they are now established beyond reasonable doubt, if not beyond controversy, by
the express declarations of prominent advocates of the war,
and by important votes of both houses of Congress.
It

is

a War

of

Conquest.

It can no longer be doubted that this is a war of conquest.
The first confession of this fact which startled the public mind
appeared in the letter of the secretary of war to Col. Stevenson,
dated June 2Gth, 1846, with reference to a regiment of volunteers to bo raised in New York. The secretary says
“The President expects, and indeed requires, that great care
should be taken to have it composed of suitable persons ; I
mean, of good habits; as far as practicable, of various pursuits, and such as would be likely to remain at the end of the
war, either in Oregon or in any other territory in that region
of the globe which may then be a part of the United States.
The act of the 13th of May last authorizes the acceptance of
volunteers for twelve months, or during the war with Mexico.
The condition of the acceptance in this case must be a tender
of service during the war, and it must be explicitly understood
that they may be discharged, without a claim for returning
home wherever they may be serving at the termination of the
war provided it is in the then territory of the United States, or
may be taken to the nearest or most convenient territory belonging to the United States, and there discharged.
In a letter to Commodore Sloat, dated June Bth, the secretary says, “You will take such measures as will render that
vast region (California) a desirable place of residence for emigrants from our soil.” In a letter to Col. Kearny, dated Juno
3d, the conquest of New Mexico is also foreshadowed. He
;

,

,

,

,
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Should you conquer and take possession of Nevj Mexsays :
ico and Upper California you will establish civil governments
therein. You may assure the people of these provinces that it
is the wish and design of the United States to provide for them
a free government with the least possible delay, similar to that
which exists in our territories.'''' Other passages from the official
correspondence might be adduced to the same point.
Prominent supporters of the war, in Congress, have not hesitated to avow conquest as their object. The chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Affairs in the Senate (Mr. Sevier,) has
said that “no one thought of getting less than New Mexico and
California;”—and the chairman of the same committee in the
House, (Mr. C. J. Ingersoll,) after having once defended the
war, not as the means of ambition, or for the sake of conquest,” has more recently declared that every body knew—yes, every body knew—that this was to be a war of invasion,
a war of territorial conquest, although it was now spoken of in
terms of condemnation in that respect. But it cannot be otherwise than a war of conquest. That was the only use that
could be made of all the power granted by Congress, and by
Congress commanded to be employed.”
In disagreeable harmony with these declarations have been
the recent votes in the Senate and House of Representatives,
by which they have expressly refused to sanction resolutions
against the acquisition of foreign territory and the dismemberment of the Mexican republic.
—“

,

“

“

It

is

a War

for

the

Extension

of Slavery,

A war of conquest is bad ; but the present war has darker
shadows. It is a war for the extension of slavery over a territory which has already been purged, by Mexican authority,
from this stain and curse. Fresh markets of human beings are
to bo established; further opportunities for this hateful traffic
are to bo opened ; the lash of the overseer is to be quickened in
new regions; and the wretched slave is to be hurried to unaccustomed fields of toil. It can hardly be believed, that now,
more than eighteen hundred years since the dawn of the Christian era, a government, professing the law of charity and jus-
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tice, should be employed in war, to extend an institution which
exists in defiance of these sacred principles.
It has already been shown, that the annexation of Texas
was consummated for this purpose. The Mexican war is a
continuance, a prolongation, of the same efforts; and the
success which crowned the first, emboldens the partisans of the
latter, who now, as before, profess to extend the area of freedom, while they are establishing a new sphere for slavery.
The authorities already adduced in regard to the objects of
annexation, illustrate the real objects of the Mexican war.
Declarations have also been made, upon the floor of Congress,
which throw light upon it. Mr. Sims, of South Carolina, has
said, that “he had no doubt, that every foot of territory we
shall permanently occupy, south of thirty-six degrees thirty
minutes, will be slave territory
and, in reply to his colleague,
Mr. Burt, who inquired whether this opinion was “in consequence of the known determination of the southern people,
that their institutions shall be carried into that country, if acquired,” said, in words that furnish a key to the whole project,
It is founded on the known determination of the southern people, that their institutions shall be carried there ; it is founded in
the laws of God written on the climate and soil of the country
nothing but slave labor can cultivate, profitably that region of
country
The recent rejection, in both houses at Washington, of the
Wilmot proviso, by which slavery was to be excluded from all
new territorial acquisitions, reveals to the world the fixed determination of a majority of Congress, to make the war an
instrument for the extension of slavery, and the establishment
in new regions of what Mr. Upshur called the grand domestic
institution.”
“

:

,

,

“

It

is

a War to

strengthen

the

“Slave Power.”

But it is not merely proposed to open new markets for slavery ; it is also designed to confirm and fortify the Slave Power.”
Here is a distinction which should not fail to be borne in mind.
Slavery is odious as an institution, if viewed in the light of
“

•>.
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morals and Christianity. On this account alone, we should refrain from rendering it any voluntary support. But it has been
made the basis of a political combination, to which has not
inaptly been applied the designation of the “Slave Power.”
The slaveholders of the country —who are not supposed to exceed 200,000, or at most 300,000 in numbers—by the spirit of
union which animates them, by the strong sense of a common
interest, and by the audacity of their leaders, have erected
themselves into a new
estate,” as it were, under the constitution. Disregarding the sentiments of many of the great
framers of that instrument, who notoriously considered slavery as temporary they proclaim it a permanent institution;
and, with a strange inconsistency, at once press its title to a
paramount influence in the general government, while they
deny the right of that government to interfere, in any way,
with its existence. According to them, it may never be restrained or abolished by the general government, though it may
be indefinitely extended. And it is urged that, as new free
States are admitted into the Union, other slave States should
be admitted, in order to preserve, in the Senate, what is called
the “balance of power;” in other words, the equipoise between
slavery and freedom—though it might, with more propriety, be
termed the preponderance of slavery. The bare enunciation
of this claim discloses its absurdity. Is it not a mockery of the
principles of freedom, which moved the hearts and strengthened
the hands of our fathers, to suppose that they contemplated
any such perverse arrangement of political power ?
It cannot be doubted that His Excellency is entirely right
when he says, in his message, that at the time of (he adoption of the constitution of the United States, the final extinction of the institution of slavery was looked for at no very distant day,” and that
so carefully was the constitution formed,
the
took
when
event
place, not one tvord or phrase of it
that,
would require to be altered, and no expression in it would give
and,
notice to posterity that such an institution ever existed
further, —that “the constitution leaves slavery, where it found
it, a State institution; and though, as a compromise, it did confer political power upon States which had slaves, by reason of
“

,

“

“
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their slaves, it was not intended that that power should be extended beyond the States who were 'parties to the compromise.’ ' 1
But the slave power has triumphed over the evident intentions of the framers of the constitution. It appears that onlyone new free State has been formed out of territory acquired
by treaty, while four new slave States have been established,
and the foreign slave State of Texas has been incorporated
into the Union by joint resolutions of Congress.
The object of the bold measure of annexation was not only
to extend slavery, but to strengthen the Slave Power.” The
same object is now proposed by the Mexican war. This is
another link in the gigantic chain, by which our country and
the constitution are to be bound to the Slave Power.” This
has been proclaimed in public journals. The following passage from the Charleston {S. C.) Courier, avows it:—“Every
battle fought in Mexico, and every dollar spent there, but insures the acquisition of territory which must widen the field of
southern enterprise and power in future. And the final result
will be to readjust the balance of power in the confederacy, so
as to give us control over the operations of government in all
time to come.”
“

“

It

is

a War

against

the

Free States.

Regarding it as a war to strengthen the “Slave Power,” we
are conducted to a natural conclusion, that it is virtually, and
in its consequences, a war against the free States of the Union.
Conquest and robbery are attempted in order to obtain a political control at home; and distant battles arc fought, less with a
special view of subjugating Mexico, than with the design of
overcoming the power of the free States, under the constitution.
The lives of Mexicans are sacrificed in this cause; and a dofor bloodless debate
mestic question, which should be reserved
to
fields
of
battle in a foreign
transferred
in our own country, is
land.
Horrors

of the

War.

Such is the origin of this war, and such are its objects. But
there are other points of view in which it has not yet been re-
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garded. In estimating its character, we cannot be blind to the
sufferings which it has caused, not only in Mexico, but in our
own country. No hostile footstep has pressed any portion of
our soil; no smoke of our enemy’s camp has been seen within
our borders. But sorrow unspeakable has visited many homes.
Brave officers have been cut down in the flower of life; the
wounded and the dead have been left together on the battlefield. But climate has been more fatal even than the bullet
and the sword. Many who left their homes in all the pride of
hope and health, now sleep the last sleep, in the foreign soil
which they had invaded, without having met a foe. Many,
also, have shrunk from the service. It appears, from a communication of the adjutant general of the army of the United
States, that, of the 703 officers, and 15,995 non-commissioned
officers and privates, making an aggregate of volunteer forces
under General Taylor of 16,698 men, there had been discharged,
up to the 7th December, 5,079.
It is sad to know that demoralization of all kinds has crept
into the camp; though it could not be expected that such considerable bodies of men, away from the restraints of civil society, and stimulated by vicious companionship, could escape
this condition. Murder, assassination and rapine, have occurred among our own soldiers, who, like the armed men that
sprang from the dragon’s teeth, in the classical fable, have
more than once striven in deadly quarrel with each other.
The warring elements have also mingled with the bad passions of men, and shipwreck has added to the losses and sufferings of our people—relieved, however, by the precious sympathies which, in this time of peril, were extended by strangers.
But who can measure the trials of the unfortunate Mexicans?
Battle has raged in their corn-fields, on the banks of their rivers, and in their streets. Not soldiers only—steeled to the hardships of war —but women and children, have felt its aggravated
horrors. Houses, in whose shelter should live only the domestic virtues, have been converted into castles, and attacked and
defended with fatal ferocity. American cannon have been
pointed at a bishop’s palace; shells, filled with death, have
been sprinkled among the innocent inhabitants of more than
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one Mexican city ; while the brutal lusts and unrestrained lawlessness of soldiers have added to the miseries of battle and
siege.

Cost

of the

Wak.

Nor should we be indifferent to the enormous expenditures
which have already been lavished upon the war, and the accumulating debt which will hold in mortgage the future resources
of the country. It is impossible to estimate the exact amount
of these. At this moment, the cost of the war cannot be less
than seventy millions. It may be a hundred millions.
This sum is so vast as to be beyond easy comprehension. It
may be estimated, partly, by reference to the cost of other objects of interest. It is far more than all the funds for common
schools throughout the United States. It is ample for the endowment of three or more institutions, like Harvard College, in
every State. It would plant churches in all the neglected valleys of the land. It would bind and interlace every part of the
country by new rail-roads. It would make our broad and rude
soil blossom like a garden. And if, in an auspicious moment,
it were diverted from the work of destruction in Mexico to the
noble charity of succoring distressed Ireland, it would carry
certain comfort to a whole people, now in the pangs of famine.
Unconstitutionality of the

War.

The war should not fail, also, to be regarded in the light of
the constitution. And here we must be brief. The stages by
which the country has reached it, have been as unconstitutional as its objects. First —Texas was annexed, by joint resolutions of Congress, in violation of the constitution. Seco?id,
The President, in undertaking to order Gen. Taylor, without
the consent of Congress, to march upon territory in possession
of Mexico, assumed a power which belongs to Congress alone.
To Congress has been committed the dread thunderbolt of war.
Congress shall have power to declare war,” are the words of
the constitution. But the President has usurped its most terrible authority. His order to Gen. Taylor was an unauthorized act of war. Third —As a war of conquest, and for the
,

—

“

,
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extension of slavery, it is contrary to the principles of our constitution, which, according to the words of the preamble, was
formed to provide for the common defence promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to ourselves and
our posterity.” Such a war as that, in which we are now engaged, can find no sanction in these words; it is not for the
common defence nor to secure the blessings of liberty. Fourth ,
As a war to strengthen the Slave Power,” it is also unconstitutional. Thus it may be branded as a fourfold infraction of
the fundamental law of the land.
“

,

—

,

“

Criminality of the

War.

And it is also a violation of the fundamental law of Heaven,
of that great law of Right, which is written by God’s own
finger on the heart of man. His Excellency said nothing beyond the truth when, in his message, he declared that “an
offensive and unnecessary war was the highest crime which
man can commit against society.” It is so; for all the demons
of Hate are then let loose in mad and causeless career. Misrule usurps the place of order, and outrage of all kinds stalks
unwhipt of justice.” An unjust and unnecessary war is the
dismal offspring of national insensibility steeping the conscience in forgetfulness, and unkennelling the foul brood of
murder, rapine, and rape. How then must we regard the acts
in the present war? Have they any extenuation beyond the
sanction of mortals, like ourselves, who have rashly undertaken
to direct them ? The war is a crime, and all who have partaken in the blood of its well-fought fields have aided in its
perpetration. It is a principle of military law, that the soldier
shall not question the orders of his superior. If this shall exonerate the army from blame, it will be only to press with
accumulated weight upon the government, which has set in
motion this terrible and irresponsible machine.
“

,

The

true

Honor

of the Country.

It is certainly more than doubtful, whether any true honor
can be achieved, even in the successful prosecution of such a
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war. The victories of injustice can never be sources of gratulation or pride. The sympathies of good men cannot be surrendered to acts of wrong. The hearts of all Americans beat
responsive to the brave but vain efforts of the Poles, to save
their unhappy country from dismemberment; nor can we dwell
with satisfaction upon Russian valor, triumphant in a war of
spoliation. Perhaps the partialities of patriotism may prevent
us from applying to our own conduct the stern judgment which
we award to foreign aggression; but we cannot hesitate in
recognizing justice whether in individuals or nations, as an
essential element in every act worthy of true honor. Nor can
perseverance in wrong be a duty, under any circumstances,
either with individuals or nations. Its abandonment may
sometimes cost a struggle of worldly pride, but it is required
by considerations alike of justice and magnanimity. In retreating from positions of error, true honor is to be earned,
greater far than any by success in unjust war.
,

Duty to arrest the

War.

Such an opportunity of honor is now open to the country, by
earnest efforts to arrest the present war. It is unbecoming a
Christian people to plunge farther in crime ; nor can any just

sentiment of patriotism sanction what Christianity disowns.
We have been told to seek an honorable peace by the sword.”
Our true course should be to stay the havoc of the sword, and
to strive not to conquer a foreign people, but the dangerous
spirit of conquest which rages in the bosoms of our own citizens. We are the aggressors from the beginning. We have
invaded Mexico as much as Great Britain invaded our own
country in the war of the Revolution. “I say again,” said
Lord Chatham, in bringing forward a motion, in 1776, to put a
stop to American hostilities, “Jhis country has been the aggressor. You have made descents upon their coasts; you have
burnt their towns, plundered their country, made war upon
the inhabitants, confiscated their property, proscribed and imprisoned their persons. I do, therefore, affirm that, instead of
exacting unconditional submission from the colonies, we should
grant them unconditional redress.”
“
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Forces.

We should not fail to insist upon the withdrawal of our
forces from Mexico, within the acknowledged limits of the
United States, so soon as the same can be done, with due regard to the well-being of the troops. Let them return home,
nor longer continue as the agents of injustice. Such a retreat
will be an act of truer lustre than any victory in such a war.
Duty to

stop

the Supplies.

Another duty, of great practical importance, is to withhold
all supplies, or voluntary contribution, to the further prosecution of the war. This is particularly incumbent upon Congress, in whom is vested by the constitution the power to declare war. Every new vote of supplies is a fresh sanction of
declaration.” The propriety of withthe war; it is another
holding supplies has been sometimes questioned under our constitution. It has been said, that, when the country finds itself
in war, no matter how, it is the province of Congress to furnish
the means for carrying it on. But this assertion confounds the
opposite duties in wars of offence, and of defence. In the latter alternative, Congress would be heartily sustained by the
people in any appropriations; but it cannot be just or proper
to supply the means of offence against a neighbor. The objection also assumes, for the President, powers beyond any ordinary control. If Congress must blindly vote supplies, without
judging of the justice or necessity of the war in which they
are to be employed, then may the President, when the warpower has once been put in motion, push his aggressions without hindrance. Who can stop his march of conquest, if the
bare existence of war be a sufficient excuse for an unquestioning vote of means for its maintenance or its vigorous prosecution ?
It is sometimes said, that Congress must vote the supplies,
and then hold him responsible ! Where is the gauge and measure of responsibility for an unjust war ? Who can estimate
the responsibility for all the accumulated deaths and sorrows
“
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of the present contest 7 Where is the scale by which it can
be determined 7 Hold him responsible! Thus may the dogs
of war bo let loose, provided only that their keeper is held to
strict account for all their havoc ! But the life of the humblest
soldier in the camp is precious beyond any human accountability

!

The constitution of our country is

not

obnoxious to any in-

terpretation so inconsistent with liberty and humanity. Its
framers were familiar with the conduct of those staunch Whigs
of the British Parliament, who refused to sanction the unjust
war against the colonies, and sought to withhold supplies for
its prosecution. “I would,” said Lord Chatham, “sell my
shirt off my back to assist in proper measures, properly and
wisely conducted ; hut 1 ivould not part with a single shilling
to the present ministers. Their plans are founded in destruction and disgrace. It is, my lords, a ruinous and destructive
war; it is full of danger; it teems with disgrace, and must
end in ruin.” In these bold words are indicated the true
course of parliamentary opposition to an outrageous policy.
would be ever ready to support
Mr. Burke declared that ho
a just war, whether against subjects or alien enemies; hut
where justice, or a color of justice, was wanting he should ever
he the first to oppose it.” And Mr. Fox said “he could not
conscientiously agree to grant any money for so destructive, so
ignoble a purpose as the carrying on a war commenced unjustly
and supported with no other view than to the extirpation
of freedom, and the violation of every social comfort. This
he conceived to he the strict line of conduct to be observed by a
member of Parliament.” These expressions apply with singular force to the present war and to the duties of Congress.
The record of the debates at the formation of our own national constitution show that these high examples of constitutional opposition to an unjust war had not been forgotten.
While the convention were considering the provision which
authorizes the President, with the advice and consent of the
Senate, to make treaties, “Mr. Madison moved to authorize two
thirds of the Senate to make treaties of peace, without the conThe President,” he said, would
currence of the President.”
“

,

“

“
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necessarily derive so much power and importance from a state
of war, that he might be tempted, if authorized, to impede a
treaty of peace.”
Mr. Gorham thought tire security unnecessary, as the weans of carrying on the war would not be in
the hands of the Executive, hut of the Legislature.” (See
Elliott’s Debates, vol. v. p. 524.) Here is a distinct recognition
by Mr. Gorham, who was a delegate from Massachusetts, of
the principle that Congress would have the power to refuse
supplies, and thus control the Executive in time of war; and
this opinion is supposed to have influenced the convention in
rejecting Mr. Madison’s amendment as unnecessary.
The propriety of withholding supplies is sanctioned, then,
not only by its intrinsic reasonableness as a mode of restraint,
hut by opinions expressed in the British Parliament, and in
the very convention which framed our constitution.
Congress having the power, the present occasion eminently
requires its exercise. At the same time, it cannot be expected
that they should refuse to the soldiers, who have already been
called into this unwelcome service, the reasonable support
which their comfort requires. No new sanction should be
given to the war, and no supplies should be afforded for its
further prosecution. It were better to construct a bridge of
gold for the retreat of our army, than to vote a man, or a dollar, for further conquest. A war, which has been denounced
as the President’s, and which was made in defiance of the
constitution, and for unjust purposes, should be left to him,
and to the minions of his will. The true lovers of their country, and defenders of the constitution, will leave no measure
unattempted by which he may be restrained. As, in ancient
Rome, under the decree of banishment, the criminal was denied fire and water,” thus cutting him off absolutely from all
sources of support, so, according to the genius of our constitution, should a president, waging an unrighteous contest, be deprived of all means for its prosecution. His murderous plans
should be starved. His dishonorable and unchristian war
should be left without fuel for its flames.
“

“
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Free States.

Such is a concise review of the origin, objects and character
of the present war, and of the duties which are now imposed
upon the country. In developing these, we have already been
led to consider the influence of slavery and the “Slave Power.”
We have seen their agency, first in the act of annexing Texas,
and now in the war with Mexico; both of which have been conducted with the view of restraining the power of the Free States
under the constitution. This circumstance, no less than the
express reference to this Committee of so much of his Excellency’s Message as relates to slavery, renders it proper to
consider further, what can be done to check and overthrow
the evil influences by which the country has been brought into
its present condition. It will not be sufiicient merely to stay
the war with Mexico. That will be only a partial triumph of
right. The disturbing cause must be removed. The original
evil, so far as possible, must be eradicated.
The House, by their reference of the subjects of slavery and
the Mexican war to the same Committee, have shown their
sense of the connexion between the two. They are closely
united, as cause and effect. The great crime of the war is to
be traced directly to slavery ; nor can any view of the former
be presented, which can claim credit for ordinary candor withThe war, inout a distinct development of this connexion.
colors
from
this
motive to its
of
its
darkest
deed, derives some
annexation
ot Texas.
visible
the
in
is
also
prosecution, which
to
influence
so alien
thus
directed
an
Our earnest attention is
of
the
true
destructive
principles
to humanity and freedom, so
of our constitution, and so hostile to the interests ol the Free
States.
And here again wo notice the distinction between slavery
and the Slave Power.” The former is used to denote the
institution, and the latter the political influence or organization
which is founded upon it. Opposition to the two will be on
that it is the
different grounds. But it cannot be questioned,
“
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duty of the Free States to unite in all constitutional efforts for
the abolition of the one, and the restraint and overthrow of the
other.
The Abolition

of Slavery

In pressing the duty of abolishing slavery within the limits
of the United States, we are met by the difficulty, that it is,
except in the District of Columbia, and in the territories of the
United States, a state institution, drawing its vitality from
state laws, and not therefore directly within the constitutional
legislation of Congress. There are some passages in the writings of Mr. Jefferson, leading to the conclusion, that, in his
act of emanciopinion, Congress have the power to pass an
pation to operate within the states.”* But he is supposed to
have been carried, by the known ardor of his opinions in this
behalf, beyond the strict line of constitutional propriety, f It
cannot be doubted, however, that an amendment of the constitution may be made, according to the manner prescribed
therein, which shall confer upon Congress this extraordinary
power. Mr. Sears, in his recent proposition for the emancipation
of all slaves by act of Congress, seems to have contemplated
such an amendment. But, as this must be ratified by the legislatures of three fourths of the several states, there is a great difficulty in its way in the present state of the public mind. The admission of Louisiana and Texas, however, shows that the popular voice is not always careful of forms; and it is not impossible that these precedents may be considered, hereafter, as a
modification of the constitution in this respect, pointing the
way to a triumph of freedom. But the Legislature of Massachusetts has always shown itself stedfast in its adherence to the
substance and forms of the constitution, and, much as it may
desire the abolition of slavery within the limits of the United
States, it cannot recommend any course inconsistent with these.
But it should not hesitate to recommend all constitutional
efforts in this cause. On other occasions, the Legislature of
“

*

See Jefferson’s Writings.

Letter to Mr. Sparks, in 1824

t See National Intelligencer, October,
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Massachusetts has borne its testimony against slavery. It has
already assumed the responsibility of proposing an amendment
of the constitution, destroying the representation of slave property in the House of Representatives and the electoral colleges.
It has passed resolutions, at different periods, in favor of the
abolition of slavery in the District of Columbia; also, in
the territories ; also requesting Congress to exercise their constitutional power in prohibiting the slave trade between the
states, and in insisting upon the exclusion of slavery, as a condition of the admission of any new state into the Union.
This course has been sustained by the people of the Commonwealth, who have united in large numbers in petitioning Congress in behalf of these several measures. The day has now
passed when it will be said, that they are not a proper subject
for petition or public discussion.
Especially at the present moment, when criminal efforts have
been made to extend slavery, it is incumbent upon all good
citizens to renew their exertions for its abolition. It is not only
a great calamity, destructive of the true interests of labor, and
preventing the increase of knowledge ; but, viewed in the light
Jefferson called it 11 an enorof morals, it is a great wrong,
mity.” It is a violation of the law of God and nature, not
less than of the Christian rule of doing unto others as you
would have them do unto you. All the considerations against
its extension, require, with cqua force, the exertion of all constitutional means for its abolition
This duly is so paramount, that it needs no support from the
opinions of another generation. But it cannot but strengthen
us in our determination to know, that the early fathers of the
republic did not consider slavery as permanent,—that they
looked upon its existence with regret; and that they welcomed
efforts for its abolition. Washington, in several of his letters,
expresses his hostility to it; and to M. Brissot, a French traveller, in 1788, the year of the adoption of the federal constitution, he said that he rejoiced at what was doing in other
States on the subject, [of abolition,] and that he sincerely desired
the extension of it to his own:” and when M. Brissot, a foreigner, it will be observed, suggested to him the expediency of
“
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Anti-Slavery Society,” in Virginia, and said that
“it was worthy the saviour of America to put himself at its
head, and open the door of liberty to three hundred thousand
unhappy beings of his own State,” Washington replied that
he desired the foundation of such a society , and that he would
second it.”* The sentiments of Franklin did not differ from
those of Washington. He likened American slavery to white
slavery in Algiers, and was the president of the earliest Abolition Society” in Pennsylvania; and, only two years after the adoption of the federal constitution, called upon Congress to go to the very verge of the power vested in them, to
discourage every species of traffic in our fellow-men.” Jefferson has borne his testimony on a variety of occasions, to some
of which, allusion has been already made. In one of his letters, he foreshadows the approaching contest for the abolition
of slavery, calling it “the interesting spectacle of justice in
conflict with avarice and oppression; a conflict where the sacred side is daily gaining recruits from the influx into office of
young men grown and growing up. These have sucked in the
principles of liberty, as it were, with their mother’s milk; and
it is to them I look with anxiety to turn the fate of this question.”!
So long as slavery continues in any place, accessible
to any c< nstitutional opposition of our citizens which is not
made—so long as it may be reached by any influence within
our Commonwealth which fails to be exerted—just so long are
the people of Massachusetts, to a certain extent, responsible for
its existence. The wrong is at our own doors. We must do
all in our power to remove it. Jefferson has well said, that “a
great number have not the courage to divest their families of a
Let
property, which however keeps their consciences unquiet
not these words, in any sense, be applicable to the people of
Massachusetts. The conscience ”of the Commonwealth will
have good cause to be
unquiet” at the continued recognition
of this property in human beings under the national constitution.

forming an

“

“

“

“

,

,

“

“
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t Jefferson’s Letters, vol. 1, p. 268.
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“

Slave Power

The primary and highest motives for the abolition of slavery
are of a moral character. Others, of great importance, arc derived from its injurious influences on material prosperity. It
remains now to speak of still other reasons of a political nature,
which furnish occasion for opposition, not only to slavery, but
to that powerful organization, which is founded upon it, and
which is called the Slave Power.”
A careful examination of the history of our country, exposing
the tyranny and usurpation of the Slave Power,” has not yet
been attempted. Our object will be to call attention to a few
undeniable facts. The Slave Power
has predominated over
the federal government from its first establishment. It has always absorbed to itself a large portion of all offices of honor
and profit under the constitution. It has held the presidency
for fifty-six years, while the free States have held it for twelve
years only. It has, for several years, rejected the petitions of
the free Slates, thus virtually denying the right of petition. It
has denied, to free colored citizens of the free States, the privileges secured to them by the constitution of the United Slates,
by imprisoning them, and sometimes selling them into slavery.
It has insulted and exiled, from Charleston and New Orleans,
the honored representatives of Massachusetts, who have been
sent to those places in order to throw the shield of the constitution and law over her colored citizens. It first imposed upon
the country the policy of protecting domestic manufactures,
contrary to the interests of the free States; and now, when
those interests have changed, at a later day, has defeated lire
same policy, contrary to the interests of the same Slates. It
required the action of the national government to endeavor to
secure compensation for certain slaves, who, in the exercise of
the natural rights of man, had asserted and achieved their freedom on the Atlantic Ocean, and sought shelter in Hermuda. It
instigated and carried on a most expensive war in Florida,
mainly to recover certain fugitive slaves. It wrested from
“

“
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Mexico the province of Texas, and finally secured its annexation to the United States. And now it has involved the whole
country in a causeless, cruel and unjust war with Mexico. All
these things have been done by the Slave Power.”
Their bare enumeration, without further argument, furnishes
a sufficient reason for calling for the restraint and overthrow of
this influence. And here we do not encounter any difficulties
arising from constitutional doubts. It is true that slavery is
recognized by the constitution, and a certain political importance is attached to it by the manner in which it is represented
in the House of Representatives and the electoral colleges. But
the
Slave Power,” as such, is an element and influence unknown to the original framers of that instrument. It is not to
he supposed that they who anxiously looked for the abolition
of slavery, could ever have regarded it as the legitimate foundation of an association which was to control the counsels and
conduct of the country, and dictate its most important measures. There are but two elements in its existence: first, slavery ; and, second, combination among all interested in the preservation of slavery.
The principles of opposition to the Slave Power,” are the
natural correlative or complement of these. They are, first,
freedom; and, second, a combination among all interested in
the preservation of freedom. If it be right, under the constitution, for men to combine for slavery, they may, surely, combine
for freedom. The country has suffered much under the Slave
Power.” It remains to be seen if it may not be restored by a
combination, not yet attempted,—the Freedom Power.”
And here, as in other movements for the good of the country,
Massachusetts must take the lead. She must be true to the
spirit of her fathers in the colonial struggles. She must be true
to the sentiments of her Bill of Rights. She must be true to
the resolutions which she has put forth against the outrages of
the Slave Power,” in imprisoning her colored citizens, and in
annexing Texas. She must be true to the moral and religious
sentiments of her citizens. In one word, she must be true to
“

“

“

“

“

“
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her conscience,” and not allow it to be longer
submission to the Slave Power.”
“

33
“

unquiet,” by

“

All of which, with the accompanying Resolutions, is respectfully submitted.
EDWARD L. KEYES.

5

MEXICAN WAR.
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[April

sroniintmUjtaltfj of jHaooacijttfmto,

In the Year One Thousand Eight Hundred and Forty-Seven.

RESOLVES
Concerning the Mexican War, and the Institution of Slavery.
Resolved That the present war with Mexico has its primary
origin in the unconstitutional annexation to the United States
of the foreign Stale of Texas, while the same was still at war
with Mexico ; that it was unconstitutionally commenced by
the order of the President, to General Taylor, to take military
possession of territory in dispute between the United States and
Mexico, and in the occupation of Mexico; and that it is now
waged inglorionsly—by a powerful nation against a weak
neighbor—unnecessarily and without just cause, at immense
cost of treasure and life, for the dismemberment of Mexico, and
for the conquest of a portion of her territory, from which slavery has already been excluded, with the triple object of extending slavery, of strengthening the Slave Power,” and of
obtaining the control of the Free States, under the constitution
of the United States.
,

“

Resolved That such a war of conquest, so hateful in its objects, so wanton, unjust and unconstitutional in its origin and
character, must be regarded as a war against freedom, against
humanity, against justice, against the Union, against the con,
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stitution, and against the Free States ; and that a regard for
the true interests and the highest honor of the country, not less
than the impulses of Christian duty, should arouse all good
citizens to join in efforts to arrest this gigantic crime, by withholding supplies, or other voluntary contributions, for its further
prosecution, by calling for the withdrawal of our army within
the established limits of the United Slates, and, in every just
way, aiding the country to retreat from the disgraceful position
of aggression which it now occupies towards a weak, distracted neighbor, and sister republic.
Resolved That our attention is directed anew to the wrong
and
enormity” of slavery, and to the tyranny and usurpation of the “Slave Power,” as displayed in the history of our
country, particularly in the annexation of Texas, and the present war with Mexico; and that we are impressed with the unalterable conviction, that a regard for the fair fame of our
country, for the principles of morals, and for that righteousness
which cxalteth a nation, sanctions and requires all constitutional efforts for the abolition of slavery within the limits of
the United States, while loyalty to the constitution, and a just
self-defence, make it specially incumbent on the people of the
free States to cooperate in strenuous exertions to restrain and
overthrow the Slave Power.”
,

“

“

