Early Documents on U.S. International Relations

Source 1. The U.S. Constitution, 1789, provisions governing foreign relations. 

Article I, Section 8:

       The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises. . . 


To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several States, and with the Indian Tribes; . . .


To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make Rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;


To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;


To provide and maintain a Navy;


To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and naval Forces;


To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;


To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in the Service of the United States, reserving to the States respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by Congress . . . .

Article II, Section 2:

       The President shall be Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, and of the Militia of the several States, when called into the actual Service of the United States. . . .

       He shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two thirds of the Senators present concur; and he shall nominate, and by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate, shall appoint Ambassadors, other public Ministers. . . .

Article III, Section 1:

       The judicial Power of the United States shall be vested in one supreme Court, and in such inferior Courts as the Congress may from time to time ordain and establish. 

Article III, Section 2:

       The judicial Power shall extend to all Cases, in Law and Equity, arising under this Constitution, the Laws of the United States, and Treaties made, or which shall be made, under their Authority; to all Cases affecting Ambassadors, other public Ministers and Consuls; to all Cases of admiralty and maritime Jurisdiction;--to Controversies to which the United States shall be a Party. . . .

Source 2. President George Washington’s “Farewell Address” to the nation, 17 September 1796. 


While . . . every part of our country . . . feels an immediate and particular interest in Union, all the parts combined cannot fail to find in the united mass of means and efforts greater strength, greater resource, proportionably greater security from external danger, a less frequent interruption of their peace by foreign nations; and, what is of inestimable value, they must derive from Union an exemption from those broils and wars between themselves, which so frequently afflict neighbouring countries not tied together by the same governments, which their own rivalships alone would be sufficient to produce, but which opposite foreign alliances, attachments, and intrigues would stimulate and embitter.  Hence, likewise, they will avoid the necessity of those overgrown military establishments, which, under any form of government, are inauspicious to liberty, and which are to be regarded as particularly hostile to Republican Liberty.  In this sense it is, that your Union ought to be considered as a main prop of your liberty, and that the love of the one ought to endear to you the preservation of the other. . . .


The alternate domination of one faction over another, sharpened by the spirit of revenge, natural to party dissension, which in different ages and countries has perpetrated the most horrid enormities, is itself a frightful despotism.  But this leads at length to a more formal and permanent despotism.  The disorders and miseries, which result, gradually incline the minds of men to seek security and repose in the absolute power of an individual; and sooner or later the chief of some prevailing faction, more able or more fortunate than his competitors, turns this disposition to the purposes of his own elevation, on the ruins of Public Liberty. . . .


The common and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are sufficient to make it the interest and duty of a wise people to discourage and restrain it.


It serves always to distract the Public Councils, and enfeeble the Public Administration.  It agitates the Community with ill-founded jealousies and false alarms; kindles the animosity of one part against another, foments occasionally riot and insurrection.  It opens the door to foreign influence and corruption, which find a facilitated access to the government itself through the channels of party passions.  Thus the policy and the will of one country are subjected to the policy and will of another. . . .


Observe good faith and justice towards all Nations; cultivate peace and harmony with all. Religion and Morality enjoin this conduct; and can it be, that good policy does not equally enjoin it?  It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and, at no distant period, a great Nation, to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence.  Who can doubt, that, in the course of time and things, the fruits of such a plan would richly repay any temporary advantages, which might be lost by a steady adherence to it?  Can it be, that Providence has not connected the permanent felicity of a Nation with its Virtue?  The experiment, at least, is recommended by every sentiment which ennobles human nature.  Alas! is it rendered impossible by its vices?


In the execution of such a plan, nothing is more essential, than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular Nations, and passionate attachments for others, should be excluded; and that, in place of them, just and amicable feelings towards all should be cultivated.  The Nation, which indulges towards another an habitual hatred, or an habitual fondness, is in some degree a slave.  It is a slave to its animosity or to its affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and its interest. Antipathy in one nation against another disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable, when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur.  Hence frequent collisions, obstinate, envenomed, and bloody contests.  The Nation, prompted by ill-will and resentment, sometimes impels to war the Government, contrary to the best calculations of policy.  The Government sometimes participates in the national propensity, and adopts through passion what reason would reject; at other times, it makes the animosity of the nation subservient to projects of hostility instigated by pride, ambition, and other sinister and pernicious motives. The peace often, sometimes perhaps the liberty, of Nations has been the victim.


So likewise, a passionate attachment of one Nation for another produces a variety of evils.  Sympathy for the favorite Nation, facilitating the illusion of an imaginary common interest, in cases where no real common interest exists, and infusing into one the enmities of the other, betrays the former into a participation in the quarrels and wars of the latter, without adequate inducement or justification.  It leads also to concessions to the favorite Nation of privileges denied to others, which is apt doubly to injure the Nation making the concessions; by unnecessarily parting with what ought to have been retained; and by exciting jealousy, ill-will, and a disposition to retaliate, in the parties from whom equal privileges are withheld.  And it gives to ambitious, corrupted, or deluded citizens, (who devote themselves to the favorite nation,) facility to betray or sacrifice the interests of their own country, without odium, sometimes even with popularity; gilding, with the appearances of a virtuous sense of obligation, a commendable deference for public opinion, or a laudable zeal for public good, the base or foolish compliances of ambition, corruption, or infatuation. 


As avenues to foreign influence in innumerable ways, such attachments are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened and independent Patriot.  How many opportunities do they afford to tamper with domestic factions, to practise the arts of seduction, to mislead public opinion, to influence or awe the Public Councils!  Such an attachment of a small or weak, towards a great and powerful nation, dooms the former to be the satellite of the latter.  


Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure you to believe me, fellow-citizens,) the jealousy of a free people ought to be constantly awake; since history and experience prove, that foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of Republican Government.  But that jealousy, to be useful, must be impartial; else it becomes the instrument of the very influence to be avoided, instead of a defence against it.  Excessive partiality for one foreign nation, and excessive dislike of another, cause those whom they actuate to see danger only on one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of influence on the other.  Real patriots, who may resist the intrigues of the favorite, are liable to become suspected and odious; while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the people, to surrender their interests.


The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign nations, is, in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as little political connexion as possible.  So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect good faith.  Here let us stop. 


Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us have none, or a very remote relation.  Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially foreign to our concerns.  Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary combinations and collisions of her friendships or enmities.


Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us to pursue a different course.  If we remain one people, under an efficient government, the period is not far off, when we may defy material injury from external annoyance; when we may take such an attitude as will cause the neutrality, we may at any time resolve upon, to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent nations, under the impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, will not lightly hazard the giving us provocation; when we may choose peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall counsel. 


Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation?  Why quit our own to stand upon foreign ground?  Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, humor, or caprice? 


It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it; for let me not be understood as capable of patronizing infidelity to existing engagements.  I hold the maxim no less applicable to public than to private affairs, that honesty is always the best policy.  I repeat it, therefore, let those engagements be observed in their genuine sense.  But, in my opinion, it is unnecessary and would be unwise to extend them.


Taking care always to keep ourselves, by suitable establishments, on a respectable defensive posture, we may safely trust to temporary alliances for extraordinary emergencies.


Harmony, liberal intercourse with all nations, are recommended by policy, humanity, and interest.  But even our commercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand; neither seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and diversifying by gentle means the streams of commerce, but forcing nothing; establishing, with powers so disposed, in order to give trade a stable course, to define the rights of our merchants, and to enable the government to support them, conventional rules of intercourse, the best that present circumstances and mutual opinion will permit, but temporary, and liable to be from time to time abandoned or varied, as experience and circumstances shall dictate; constantly keeping in view, that it is folly in one nation to look for disinterested favors from another; that it must pay with a portion of its independence for whatever it may accept under that character; that, by such acceptance, it may place itself in the condition of having given equivalents for nominal favors, and yet of being reproached with ingratitude for not giving more.  There can be no greater error than to expect or calculate upon real favors from nation to nation.  It is an illusion, which experience must cure, which a just pride ought to discard. 

Source 3. President James Monroe, Address to Congress, 2 December 1823, expressing what would later be called the “Monroe Doctrine.”  

Of events in that quarter of the globe, with which we have so much intercourse and from which we derive our origin, we have always been anxious and interested spectators.  The citizens of the United States cherish sentiments the most friendly in favor of the liberty and happiness of their fellow-men  on that side of the Atlantic.  In the wars of the European powers in matters relating to themselves we have never taken any part, nor does it comport with our policy to do so.  It is only when our rights are invaded or seriously menaced that we resent injuries or make preparation for our defense.  With the movements in this hemisphere we are of necessity more immediately connected, and by causes which must be obvious to all enlightened and impartial observers.  The political system of the allied powers is essentially different in this respect from that of America.  This difference proceeds from that which exists in their respective Governments; and to the defense of our own, which has been achieved by the loss of so much blood and treasure, and matured by the wisdom of their most enlightened citizens, and under which we have enjoyed unexampled felicity, this whole nation is devoted.  We owe it, therefore, to candor and to the amicable relations existing between the United States and those powers to declare that we should consider any attempt on their part to extend their system to any portion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety.  With the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power we have not interfered and shall not interfere.  But with the Governments who have declared their independence and maintain it, and whose independence we have, on great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly disposition toward the United States. . . .


. . . Our policy in regard to Europe, which was adopted at an early stage of the wars which have so long agitated that quarter of the globe, nevertheless remains the same, which is, not to interfere in the internal concerns of any of its powers; to consider the government de facto as the legitimate government for us; to cultivate friendly relations with it, and to preserve those relations by a frank, firm, and manly policy, meeting in all instances the just claims of every power, submitting to injuries from none. 


Source 4. President Andrew Jackson, annual message to Congress, 6 December 1830, outlining Indian policy. 


It gives me pleasure to announce to Congress that the benevolent policy of the Government, steadily pursued for nearly thirty years, in relation to the removal of the Indians beyond the white settlements is approaching to a happy consummation.  Two important tribes have accepted the provision made for their removal at the last session of Congress, and it is believed that their example will induce the remaining tribes also to seek the same obvious advantages. . . .


Toward the aborigines of the country no one can indulge a more friendly feeling than myself, or would go further in attempting to reclaim them from their wandering habits and make them a happy, prosperous people.  I have endeavored to impress upon them my own solemn convictions of the duties and powers of the General Government in relation to the State authorities.  For the justice of the laws passed by the States within the scope of their reserved powers they are not responsible to this Government.  As individuals we may entertain and express our opinions of their acts, but as a Government we have as little right to control them as we have to prescribe laws for other nations. . . .


Humanity has often wept over the fate of the aborigines of this country, and Philanthropy has been long busily employed in devising means to avert it, but its progress has never for a moment been arrested, and one by one have many powerful tribes disappeared from the earth.  To follow to the tomb the last of his race and to tread on the graves of extinct nations excite melancholy reflections.  But true philanthropy reconciles the mind to these vicissitudes as it does to the extinction of one generation to make room for another.  In the monuments and fortresses of an unknown people, spread over the extensive regions of the West, we behold the memorials of a once powerful race, which was exterminated or has disappeared to make room for the existing savage tribes.  Nor is there anything in this which, upon a comprehensive view of the general interests of the human race, is to be regretted.  Philanthropy could not wish to see this continent restored to the conditions in which it was found by our forefathers.  What good man would prefer a country covered with forests and ranged by a few thousand savages to our extensive Republic, studded with cities, towns, and prosperous farms, embellished with all the improvements which art can devise or industry execute, occupied by more than 12,000,000 happy people, and filled with all the blessings of liberty, civilization, and religion?


The present policy of the Government is but a continuation of the same progressive change by a milder process.  The tribes which occupied the countries now constituting the Eastern States were annihilated or have melted away to make room for the whites.  The waves of population and civilization are rolling to the westward, and we now propose to acquire the countries occupied by the red men of the South and West by a fair exchange, and, at the expense of the United States, to send them to a land where their existence may be prolonged and perhaps made perpetual.  Doubtless it will be painful to leave the graves of their fathers; but what do they more than our ancestors did or than our children are now doing?  To better their condition in an unknown land our forefathers left all that was dear in earthly objects.  Our children by thousands yearly leave the land of their birth to seek new homes in distant regions.  Does Humanity weep at these painful separations from everything, animate and inanimate, with which the young heart has become entwined? Far from it.  It is rather a source of joy that our country affords scope where our young population may range unconstrained in body or in mind, developing the power and faculties of man in their highest perfection.  These remove hundreds and almost thousands of miles at their own expense, purchase the lands they occupy, and support themselves at their new homes from the moment of their arrival. Can it be cruel in this Government when, by events which it can not control, the Indian is made discontented in his ancient home to purchase his lands, to give him a new and extensive territory, to pay the expense of his removal, and support him a year in his new abode?  How many thousands of our own people would gladly embrace the opportunity of removing to the West on such conditions!  If the offers made to the Indians were extended to them, they would be hailed with gratitude and joy.


And is it supposed that the wandering savage has a stronger attachment to his home than the settled, civilized Christian?  Is it more afflicting to him to leave the graves of his fathers than it is to our brothers and children?  Rightly considered, the policy of the General Government toward the red man is not only liberal, but generous.  He is unwilling to submit to the laws of the States and mingle with their population.  To save him from this alternative, or perhaps utter annihilation, the General Government kindly offers him a new home, and proposes to pay the whole expense of his removal and settlement. . . .


May we not hope, therefore, that all good citizens, and none more zealously than those who think the Indians oppressed by subjection to the laws of the States, will unite in attempting to open the eyes of those children of the forest to their true condition, and by a speedy removal to relieve them from all the evils, real or imaginary, present or prospective, with which they may be supposed to be threatened.

Source 5. John L. O’Sullivan on the United States as “The Great Nation of Futurity,” November 1839. 

• Context: O’ Sullivan was an influential New York City magazine and newspaper editor.  A supporter of the Democratic Party and its expansionist policies, he coined the phrase “manifest destiny.”

The American people having derived their origin from many other nations, and the Declaration of National Independence being entirely based on the great principle of human equality, these facts demonstrate at once our disconnected position as regards any other nation; that we have, in reality, but little connection with the past history of any of them, and still less with all antiquity, its glories, or its crimes.  On the contrary, our national birth was the beginning of a new history, the formation and progress of an untried political system, which separates us from the past and connects us with the future only; and so far as regards the entire development of the natural rights of man, in moral, political, and national life, we may confidently assume that our country is destined to be the great nation of futurity. . . .


What friend of human liberty, civilization, and refinement, can cast his view over the past history of the monarchies and aristocracies of antiquity, and not deplore that they ever existed?  What philanthropist can contemplate the oppressions, the cruelties, and injustice inflicted by them on the masses of mankind, and not turn with moral horror from the retrospect? 


America is destined for better deeds. It is our unparalleled glory that we have no reminiscences of battle fields, but in defence of humanity, of the oppressed of all nations, of the rights of conscience, the rights of personal enfranchisement.  Our annals describe no scenes of horrid carnage, where men were led on by hundreds of thousands to slay one another, dupes and victims to emperors, kings, nobles, demons in the human form called heroes.  We have had patriots to defend our homes, our liberties, but no aspirants to crowns or thrones; nor have the American people ever suffered themselves to be led on by wicked ambition to depopulate the land, to spread desolation far and wide, that a human being might be placed on a seat of supremacy. 


We have no interest in the scenes of antiquity, only as lessons of avoidance of nearly all their examples.  The expansive future is our arena, and for our history.  We are entering on its untrodden space, with the truths of God in our minds, beneficent objects in our hearts, and with a clear conscience unsullied by the past.  We are the nation of human progress, and who will, what can, set limits to our onward march?  Providence is with us, and no earthly power can.  We point to the everlasting truth on the first page of our national declaration, and we proclaim to the millions of other lands, that "the gates of hell"—the powers of aristocracy and monarchy—"shall not prevail against it."


The far-reaching, the boundless future will be the era of American greatness. In its magnificent domain of space and time, the nation of many nations is destined to manifest to mankind the excellence of divine principles; to establish on earth the noblest temple ever dedicated to the worship of the Most High—the Sacred and the True.  Its floor shall be a hemisphere—its roof the firmament of the star-studded heavens, and its congregation an Union of many Republics, comprising hundreds of happy millions, calling, owning no man master, but governed by God’s natural and moral law of equality, the law of brotherhood—of "peace and good will amongst men.". . . 


. . . All this will be our future history, to establish on earth the moral dignity and salvation of man—the immutable truth and beneficence of God.  For this blessed mission to the nations of the world, which are shut out from the life-giving light of truth, has America been chosen; and her high example shall smite unto death the tyranny of kings, hierarchs, and oligarchs, and carry the glad tidings of peace and good will where myriads now endure an existence scarcely more enviable than that of beasts of the field.  Who, then, can doubt that our country is destined to be the great nation of futurity? 

Source 6. Chief Joseph, testimony before Congress, 1879, offering a Native American perspective on U.S. expansion. 

•Context: Chief Joseph was leader of the Nez Percé, a tribe that lived around Idaho.  The Nez Percé were successful livestock breeders and had a history of cooperation with the U.S. government until the 1870s when the government tried to move the tribe to a reservation in Oklahoma.  After conflict broke out, Joseph attempted to lead his tribe to Canada, but was pursued by General Nelson Miles and the U.S. Army.  With a promise from Miles that the Nez Percé could return to Idaho, Joseph surrendered in 1877.  When the U.S. government did not honor that promise, Joseph traveled to Washington in an unsuccessful lobbying effort.  The Nez Percé were forced to Oklahoma, where many encountered disease and starvation.

I want the white people to under-stand my people.  Some of you think an Indian is like a wild animal.  This is a great mistake.  I will tell you all about our people, and then you can judge whether an Indian is a man or not. . . .


Our fathers gave us many laws, which they had learned from their fathers.  These laws were good.  They told us to treat all men as they treated us; that we should never be the first to break a bargain; that it was a disgrace to tell a lie; that we should speak only the truth; that it was a shame for one man to take from an-other his wife, or his property without paying for it. . . .


We did not know there were other people besides the Indian until about one hundred winters ago, when some men with white faces came to our country.  They brought many things with them to trade for furs and skins.  They brought tobacco, which was new to us.  They brought guns with flint stones on them, which fright-ened our women and children. . . . These French trappers said a great many things to our fathers, which have been planted in our hearts.  Some were good for us, but some were bad.  Our people were divided in opinion about these men.  Some thought they taught more bad than good. . . . 


The first white men of your people who came to our country were named Lewis and Clarke.  They also brought many things that our people had never seen.  They talked straight, and our people gave them a great feast, as a proof that their hearts were friendly.  These men were very kind.  They made presents to our chiefs and our people made presents to them.  We had a great many horses, of which we gave them what they needed, and they gave us guns and tobacco in return.  All the Nez Percés made friends with Lewis and Clarke, and agreed to let them pass through their country, and never to make war on white men.  This promise the Nez Percés have never broken.  No white man can accuse them of bad faith, and speak with a straight tongue.  It has always been the pride of the Nez Percés that they were the friends of the white men.  When my father was a young man there came to our country a white man (Rev. Mr. Spaulding) who talked spirit law.  He won the affections of our people because he spoke good things to them.  At first he did not say anything about white men wanting to settle on our lands.  Nothing was said about that until about twenty winters ago, when a number of white people came into our country and built houses and made farms.  At first our people made no com-plaint. They thought there was room enough for all to live in peace, and they were learning many things from the white men that seemed to be good.  But we soon found that the white men were growing rich very fast, and were greedy to possess everything the Indian had.  My father was the first to see through the schemes of the white men, and he warned his tribe to be careful about trading with them. He had suspicion of men who seemed so anxious to make money.  I was a boy then, but I remember well my father’s caution.  He had sharper eyes than the rest of our people. . . .


For a short time we lived quietly.  But this could not last.  White men had found gold in the mountains around the land of winding water.  They stole a great many horses from us, and we could not get them back because we were Indians.  The white men told lies for each other.  They drove off a great many of our cattle.  Some white men branded our young cattle so they could claim them.  We had no friend who would plead our cause before the law councils.  It seemed to me that some of the white men in Wallowa were doing these things on purpose to get up a war.  They knew that we were not strong enough to fight them.  I labored hard to avoid trouble and bloodshed.  We gave up some of our country to the white men, thinking that then we could have peace.  We were mistaken.  The white man would not let us alone. We could have avenged our wrongs many times, but we did not.  Whenever the Government has asked us to help them against other Indians, we have never refused.  When the white men were few and we were strong we could have killed them all off, but the Nez Percés wished to live at peace.


If we have not done so, we have not been to blame.  I believe that the old treaty has never been correctly reported.  If we ever owned the land we own it still, for we never sold it.   In the treaty councils the commissioners have claimed that our country had been sold to the Government.  Suppose a white man should come to me and say, "Joseph, I like your horses, and I want to buy them."  I say to him, "No, my horses suit me, I will not sell them." Then he goes to my neighbor, and says to him: "Joseph has some good horses.  I want to buy them, but he refuses to sell."  My neighbor answers, "Pay me the money, and I will sell you Joseph’s horses."  The white man returns to me, and says, "Joseph, I have bought your horses, and you must let me have them."  If we sold our lands to the Government, this is the way they were bought. . . .


There were bad men among my people who had quarreled with white men, and they talked of their wrongs until they roused all the bad hearts in the council.  Still I could not believe that they would begin the war. I know that my young men did a great wrong, but I ask, Who was first to blame?  They had been insulted a thousand times; their fathers and brothers had been killed; their mothers and wives had been disgraced; they had been driven to madness by whisky sold to them by white men; they had been told by General Howard that all their horses and cattle which they had been unable to drive out of Wallowa were to fall into the hands of white men; and, added to all this, they were homeless and desperate.


I would have given my own life if I could have undone the killing of white men by my people.  I blame my young men and I blame the white men. I blame General Howard for not giving my people time to get their stock away from Wallowa.  I do not acknowledge that he had the right to order me to leave Wallowa at any time.  I deny that either my father or myself ever sold that land. It is still our land.  It may never again be our home, but my father sleeps there, and I love it as I love my mother. . . .


I could not bear to see my wounded men and women suffer any longer; we had lost enough already. General Miles had promised that we might return to our own country with what stock we had left.  I thought we could start again.  I believed General Miles, or I never would have surrendered. . . .


. . . I can not understand how the Government sends a man out to fight us, as it did General Miles, and then breaks his word.  Such a Government has something wrong about it.  I can not understand why so many chiefs are allowed to talk so many different ways, and promise so many different things.  I have seen the Great Father Chief (the President), the next Great Chief (Secretary of the Interior), the Commissioner Chief (Hayt), the Law Chief (General Butler), and many other law chiefs (Congressmen), and they all say they are my friends, and that I shall have justice, but while their mouths all talk right I do not understand why nothing is done for my people. I have heard talk and talk, but nothing is done.  Good words do not last long unless they amount to something.  Words do not pay for my dead people.  They do not pay for my country, now overrun by white men.  They do not protect my father’s grave. They do not pay for all my horses and cattle.  Good words will not give me back my children.  Good words will not make good the promise of your War Chief General Miles.  Good words will not give my people good health and stop them from dying.  Good words will not get my people a home where they can live in peace and take care of themselves.  I am tired of talk that comes to nothing.  It makes my heart sick when I remember all the good words and all the broken promises.  There has been too much talking by men who had no right to talk.  Too many misrepresentations have been made, too many misunderstand-ings have come up between the white men about the Indians.  If the white men wants to live in peace with the Indian he can live in peace. There need be no trouble.  Treat all men alike.  Give them all the same law. Give them all an even chance to live and grow.  All men were made by the same Great Spirit Chief.  They are all brothers.  The earth is the mother of all people, and all people should have equal rights upon it.  You might as well expect the rivers to run backward as that any man who was born a free man should be contented when penned up and denied liberty to go where he pleases. If you tie a horse to a stake, do you expect he will grow fat?  If you pen an Indian up on a small spot of earth, and compel him to stay there, he will not be contented, nor will he grow and prosper.  I have asked some of the great white chiefs where they get their authority to say to the Indian that he shall stay in one place, while he sees white men going where they please.  They can not tell me. . . .



When I think of our condition my heart is heavy.  I see men of my race treated as outlaws and driven from country to country, or shot down like animals.


I know that my race must change.  We can not hold our own with the white men as we are.  We only ask an even chance to live as other men live.  We ask to be recognized as men.  We ask that the same law shall work alike on all men. If the Indian breaks the law, punish him by the law.  If the white man breaks the law, punish him also.


Let me be a free man—free to travel, free to stop, free to work, free to trade where I choose, free to choose my own teachers, free to follow the religion of my fathers, free to think and talk and act for myself—and I will obey every law, or submit to the penalty.


Whenever the white man treats the Indian as they treat each other, then we will have no more wars.  We shall all be alike—brothers of one father and one mother, with one sky above us and one country around us, and one government for all.  Then the Great Spirit Chief who rules above will smile upon this land, and send rain to wash out the bloody spots made by brothers’ hands from the face of the earth.  For this time the Indian race are waiting and praying.  I hope that no more groans of wounded men and women will ever go to the ear of the Great Spirit Chief above, and that all people may be one people.

Source 7. Senator Albert J. Beveridge, Republican from Indiana, speaking in September 1898 on “The March of the Flag.”


It is a noble land that God has given us; a land that can feed and clothe the world; a land whose coastlines would inclose half the countries of Europe; a land set like a sentinel between the two imperial oceans of the globe, a greater England with a nobler destiny.


It is a mighty people that He has planted on this soil; a people sprung from the most masterful blood of history; a people perpetually revital-ized by the virile, man-producing working-folk of all the earth; a people imperial by virtue of their power, by right of their institutions, by authority of their Heaven-directed purposes—the propagandists and not the misers of liberty.


It is a glorious history our God has bestowed upon His chosen people; a history heroic with faith in our mission and our future; a history of statesmen who flung the boundaries of the Republic out into unexplored lands and savage wilderness; a history of soldiers who carried the flag across blazing deserts and through the ranks of hostile mountains, even to the gates of sunset; a history of a multiplying people who overran a continent in half a century; a history of prophets who saw the consequences of evils inherited from the past and of martyrs who died to save us from them; a history divinely logical, in the process of whose tremendous reasoning we find ourselves to-day.


Therefore, in this campaign, the question is larger than a party question.  It is an American question.  It is a world question.  Shall the American people continue their march toward the commercial supremacy of the world?  Shall free institutions broaden their blessed reign as the children of liberty wax in strength, until the empire of our principles is established over the hearts of all mankind?


Have we no mission to perform, no duty to discharge to our fellow-man?  Has God endowed us with gifts beyond our deserts and marked us as the people of His peculiar favor, merely to rot in our own selfishness, as men and nations must, who take cowardice for their companion and self for their deity—as China has, as India has, as Egypt has? . . .


Hawaii is ours; Porto Rico is to be ours; at the prayer of her people Cuba finally will be ours; in the islands of the East, even to the gates of Asia, coaling stations are to be ours at the very least; the flag of a liberal government is to float over the Philippines, and may it be the banner that Taylor unfurled in Texas and Fremont carried to the coast.


The Opposition tells us that we ought not to govern a people without their consent.  I answer, The rule of liberty that all just government derives its authority from the consent of the governed, applies only to those who are capable of self-government.  We govern the Indians without their consent, we govern our territories without their consent, we govern our children without their consent.  How do they know that our government would be without their consent?  Would not the people of the Philippines prefer the just, humane, civilizing government of this Republic to the savage, bloody rule of pillage and extortion from which we have rescued them?


And, regardless of this formula of words made only for enlightened, self-governing people, do we owe no duty to the world?  Shall we turn these peoples back to the reeking hands from which we have taken them?  Shall we abandon them, with Germany, England, Japan, hungering for them?  Shall we save them from those nations, to give them a self-rule of tragedy?


They ask us how we shall govern these new possessions.  I answer: Out of local conditions and the necessities of the case methods of government will grow.  If England can govern foreign lands, so can America. If Germany can govern foreign lands, so can America.  If they can supervise protectorates, so can America.  Why is it more difficult to administer Hawaii than New Mexico or California?  Both had a savage and an alien population; both were more remote from the seat of government when they came under our dominion than the Philippines are to-day. . . .


Distance and oceans are no arguments.  The fact that all the territory our fathers bought and seized is contiguous, is no argument.  In 1819 Florida was farther from New York than Porto Rico is from Chicago to-day; Texas, farther from Washington in 1845 than Hawaii is from Boston in 1898; California, more inaccessible in 1847 than the Philippines are now. . . .


The ocean does not separate us from lands of our duty and desire—the oceans join us, rivers never to be dredged, canals never to be repaired.  Steam joins us; electricity joins us—the very elements are in league with our destiny.  Cuba not contiguous!  Porto Rico not contigu-ous!  Hawaii and the Philippines not contiguous!  The oceans make them contiguous. And our navy will make them contiguous. . . .



The commercial supremacy of the Republic means that this Nation is to be the sovereign factor in the peace of the world.  For the conflicts of the future are to be conflicts of trade—struggles for markets—commercial wars for existence.  And the golden rule of peace is impregnability of position and invincibility of preparedness. . . .


So Hawaii furnishes us a naval base in the heart of the Pacific; the Ladrones another, a voyage further on; Manila another, at the gates of Asia—Asia, to the trade of whose hundreds of millions American merchants, manufacturers, farmers, have as good a right as those of Germany or France or Russia or England; Asia, whose commerce with the United Kingdom alone amounts to hundreds of millions of dollars every year; Asia, to whom Germany looks to take her surplus products; Asia whose doors must not be shut against American trade.  Within five decades the bulk of Oriental commerce will be ours.

Source 8. Platform of the American Anti-Imperialist League, adopted in Chicago, 18 October 1899. 

Context: Famous members of the league included author Mark Twain and industrialist Andrew Carnegie.


We hold that the policy known as imperialism is hostile to liberty and tends toward militarism, an evil from which it has been our glory to be free.  We regret that it has become necessary in the land of Washington and Lincoln to reaffirm that all men, of whatever race or color, are entitled to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.  We maintain that governments derive their just powers from the consent of the governed.  We insist that the subjugation of any people is "criminal aggression" and open disloyalty to the distinctive principles of our government. 

      
We earnestly condemn the policy of the present national administration in the Philippines.  It seeks to extinguish the spirit of 1776 in those islands.  We deplore the sacrifice of our soldiers and sailors, whose bravery deserves admiration even in an unjust war.  We denounce the slaughter of the Filipinos as a needless horror.  We protest against the extension of American sovereignty by Spanish methods. 

       
We demand the immediate cessation of the war against liberty, begun by Spain and continued by us.  We urge that Congress be promptly convened to announce to the Filipinos our purpose to concede to them the independence for which they have so long fought and which of right is theirs.

       
The United States have always protested against the doctrine of international law which permits the subjugation of the weak by the strong.  A self-governing state cannot accept sovereignty over an unwilling people.  The United States cannot act upon the ancient heresy that might makes right.

       
Imperialists assume that with the destruction of self-government in the Philippines by American hands, all opposition here will cease.  This is a grievous error.  Much as we abhor the war of "criminal aggression" in the Philippines, greatly as we regret that the blood of the Filipinos is on American hands, we more deeply resent the betrayal of American institutions at home.  The real firing line is not in the suburbs of Manila.  The foe is of our own household.  The attempt of 1861 was to divide the country.  That of 1899 is to destroy its fundamental principles and noblest ideals. 

       
Whether the ruthless slaughter of the Filipinos shall end next month or next year is but an incident in a contest that must go on until the declaration of independence and the constitution of the United States are rescued from the hands of their betrayers. . . .       


We deny that the obligation of all citizens to support their government in times of grave national peril applies to the present situation.  If an administration may with impunity ignore the issues upon which it was chosen, deliberately create a condition of war anywhere on the face of the globe, debauch the civil service for spoils to promote the adventure, organize a truth-suppressing censorship, and demand of all citizens a suspension of judgment and their unanimous support while it chooses to continue the fighting, representative government itself is imperiled. 

       
We cordially invite the co-operation of all men and women who remain loyal to the declaration of independence and the constitution of the United States.

Source 9. Senator Benjamin Tillman, Democrat from South Carolina, speaking in the Senate on 7 February 1899 against the annexation of the Philippines.


As though coming at the most opportune time possible, … there appeared in one of our magazines a poem by Rudyard Kipling, the greatest poet of England at this time.  This poem, unique, and in some places too deep for me, is a prophecy.  I do not imagine that in the history of human events any poet has ever felt inspired so clearly to portray our danger and our duty. It is called “The White Man's Burden.”  With the permission of Senators I will read a stanza, and I beg Senators to listen to it, for it is well worth their attention.  This man has lived in the Indies.  In fact, he is a citizen of the world, and has been all over it, and knows whereof he speaks.


Take up the White Man's burden-- 


Send forth the best ye breed-- 


Go, bind your sons to exile, 


To serve your captive's need; 


To wait, in heavy harness, 


On fluttered folk and wild-- 


Your new-caught sullen peoples, 


Half devil and half child.

I will pause here….  I wish to call attention to a fact which may have escaped the attention of Senators thus far, that with five exceptions every man in this chamber who has had to do with the colored race in this country voted against the ratification of the treaty.  It was … because we understand and realize what it is to have two races side by side that can not mix or mingle without deterioration and injury to both and the ultimate destruction of the civilization of the higher. We of the South have borne this white man's burden of a colored race in our midst since their emancipation and before.


It was a burden upon our manhood and our ideas of liberty before they were emancipated.  It is still a burden, although they have been granted the franchise. It clings to us like the shirt of Nessus [in Greek mythology, a poisoned shirt that killed Hercules], and we are not responsible, because we inherited it, and your fathers as well as ours are responsible for the presence amongst us of that people. Why do we as a people want to incorporate into our citizenship ten millions more of different or of differing races, three or four of them? …


Ah, if we have no other consideration, if no feeling of humanity, no love of our fellows, no regard for others' rights, if nothing but our self-interest shall actuate us in this crisis, let me say to you that if we go madly on in the direction of crushing these people into subjection and submission we will do so at the cost of many, many thousands of the flower of American youth.  There are 10,000,000 of these people, some of them fairly well civilized, and running to the extreme of naked savages, who are reported in our press dispatches as having stood out in the open and fired their bows and arrows, not flinching from the storm of shot and shell thrown into their midst by the American soldiers there.…


The city of Manila is surrounded by swamps and marshes, I am told. A few miles back lie the woods and jungles and mountains.  These people are used to the climate.  They know how to get about, and if they mean to have their liberties, as they appear to do, at what sacrifice will the American domination be placed over them? …


Those peoples are not suited to our institutions.  They are not ready for liberty as we understand it.  They do not want it.  Why are we bent on forcing upon them a civilization not suited to them and which only means in their view degradation and a loss of self-respect, which is worse than the loss of life itself?

Source 10. Major General Arthur MacArthur (military governor of the Philippines), testimony before the Senate Committee on the Philippines, 1902.  


During my three years’ contact with the people of that archipelago I became very much attached to them.  I appreciated them, I think, perhaps, as much as any other American that has been there.  My belief in the possibilities or their development is almost unqualified. I therefore submit this idea without any reservation at all. 


When the Filipino people realize the grandeur of their future destiny by reason of association with the great Republic, and come to understand that they are a chosen people to carry not only American commerce but also republican institutions and the principles of personal liberty throughout Asia, they may be relied upon to rally to the inspiring thoughts thus suggested and follow and support the American flag in whatever contests the future may have in store for it as the symbol of human liberty throughout the world. . . .


. . .  We are planting in those islands imperishable ideas.  All other governments that have gone to the East have simply planted trading establishments; they have not materially affected the conditions of the people.  They have perfected organizations which have systematized living conditions, but have not planted an idea that would be self-sustaining.  There is not a single establishment, in my judgment, in Asia today that would survive five years if the original power which planted it was withdrawn therefrom. 


The contrasting idea with our occupation is this: In planting our ideas we plant something that cannot be destroyed.  To my mind the archipelago is a fertile soil upon which to plant republicanism.  Once planted it can never be eradicated. . . .


The general conclusion that I draw from the whole preceding discussion is that we are unmistakably instruments by which great events are being accomplished which may possibly influence the future history of the world to a greater extent than any event since the discovery of America.  Inspiration and hope go with our flag.  A magnificent and mighty destiny awaits us in the East. . . .


The Filipino people certainly have rudimentary republican ideas and aspirations, and are therefore in an essentially plastic condition, which, under the tuitionary control of the United States, in my opinion, would admit of rapid molding of the body public into a consistent, self-supporting commonwealth.  On the other hand, while the existence of elementary, republicanism is apparent to the sympathetic investigator, it is equally apparent that even the most advanced thinkers among the Filipinos have no conception whatever of the practical mechanical methods whereby the results they are all anxious to attain can be successfully accomplished. 


American withdrawal from the islands, therefore, would, in my opinion, result in permanent failure of republicanism in the East, and the devastation of the archipelago by internecine and fratricidal war, which would continue indefinitely until suppressed by some external force.  That such force would be applied there can be no doubt. 


The incalculable and indescribable value of the archipelago, strategically and commercially, has attracted the attention of constructive statesmen throughout the world.  Many nations are looking  in that direction with longing eyes.  The islands in case of our withdrawal would unquestionably become the theater of gigantic political and warlike operations.  The inevitable collision which would result from such an American policy could not be confined.  It would resound on all the shores of the Pacific and affect the commerce of the world.  It would bring the powers of the world face to face and prematurely initiate a struggle for supremacy in the East from the consequence of which America could only protect herself by participation in the general conflict which would result directly from her own efforts to escape from the pressure of circumstances which are carrying her to a magnificent destiny.  We would thus not only sacrifice the Filipino people, but would bring upon ourselves staggering responsibilities, in respect of which the present problems in the Philippines would appear as mere child’s play. . . . 


So far as my own conscience is concerned I have examined that pretty carefully, and my views express my conscientious belief that our presence there is going to be an unmitigated benefaction to the  Filipino people, and that the consequences of holding the islands will produce vast material benefit to the whole country that will act and react, and we will be benefited, and the Filipino people will be benefited, and that is what I meant by the original proposition—


Sen. Patterson: Do you mean the Filipino people that are left alive?


Gen. MacArthur: I mean the Filipino people.


Sen. Patterson: You mean those that are left alive?


Gen. MacArthur: I mean the 10,000,000 people living in the archipelago. 


Sen. Patterson: You mean those left alive after they have been subjugated?


Gen. MacArthur: I do not admit that there has been any unusual destruction of life in the Philippine Islands.  The destruction is simply the incident of war, and of course it embraces a very small percentage of the total population, which is dense and consists of many millions. 


Sen. Patterson: Thirty-three and one-half percent of one province. 


Gen. MacArthur: If you prefer to believe that, all right; I do not accept that as true.


Sen. Patterson: We have as good a right to believe that from an American officer who has been the civil governor of the province, and who is there in the province, as we have to accept your statement, have we not? 


Gen. MacArthur: You can believe what you wish, and I will believe what I wish; that is all.


Sen. Burrows: You must remember that the loss of life was from disease, as the governor of the province stated, and not from war. 


Sen. Patterson: Disease, starvation, and war—all the result of the war. 

Source 11. President Theodore Roosevelt, annual message to Congress,  6 December 1904, adding his corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. 


It is not true that the United States feels any land hunger or entertains any projects as regards the other nations of the Western Hemisphere save such as are for their welfare.  All that this country desires is to see the neighboring countries stable, orderly, and prosperous.  Any country whose people conduct themselves well can count upon our hearty friendship.  If a nation shows that it knows how to act with reasonable efficiency and decency in social and political matters, if it keeps order and pays its obligations, it need fear no interference from the United States.  Chronic wrongdoing, or an impotence which results in a general loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in America, as else-where, ultimately require intervention by some civilized nation, and in the Wes-tern Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the Monroe Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant cases of such wrong-doing or impotence, to the exercise of an international police power. . . .  Our interests and those of our southern neigh-bors are in reality identical.  They have great natural riches, and if within their borders the reign of law and justice obtains, prosperity is sure to come to them.  While they thus obey the primary laws of civilized society they may rest assured that they will be treated by us in a spirit of cordial and helpful sympathy.  We would interfere with them only in the last resort, and then only if it became evident that their inability or unwillingness to do justice at home and abroad had viola-ted the rights of the United States or had invited foreign aggression to the detriment of the entire body of American nations.  It is a mere truism to say that every nation, whether in America or anywhere else, which desires to maintain its freedom, its independence, must ultimately realize that the right of such independence can not be separated from the responsibility of making good use of it. 


Source 12. A Call for More Missionary Activity in China from Arthur H. Smith, The Uplift of China (1907). 

•Context: Smith spent thirty-five years as a Protestant missionary in China and wrote this book to convince more Americans to volunteer for or contribute to the missionary movement.

China has long been a commercial field coveted by great powers.  The greed of Western nations has by degrees thrust open her doors.  China is open!  But who shall enter,—Occidental civilization with her vices and materialism?—or the Church with her message of life and salvation?  In this strategic period of transformation, shall not Christianity outstrip all other competitors in the uplift of China? . . . 


The process by which entrance was obtained into new regions of China was everywhere substantially the same.  The first stage was that of wide and incessant tours of exploration, by means of which a fuller knowledge was gained of the different provinces, and, what was of scarcely less importance, the people became accustomed to the sight of foreigners.  The temporary headquarters of the travelers was a boat or an inn.  When it was intended to attempt a lodgement, the visits grew more and more frequent and were more protracted.  At last the opportunity would come to rent a place of some one hard pressed for money (a class of which China is full), and then trouble would begin.  The literati would complain to the magistrate, who would overtly, or more frequently covertly, encourage opposition until not improbably the bargain had to be annulled.


Sometimes this unequal contest lasted for months, sometimes for many weary years, but in the end the persistence, patience, tact, and unfailing faith of the missionaries always won, even though their open and secret enemies were innumerable and of the highest rank.  In one instance of this sort, where an American mission had been again and again mobbed in a provincial capital . . . and where it appeared that nothing could be done for them in Peking [Beijing], the American minister did the [Chinese] foreign office a good turn in regard to a Continental [European] Power, and the Chinese ministers gratefully offering to make some return were requested to settle up all outstanding cases,—and suitable premises were speedily secured.  The men and women who did this pioneering in the face of howling mobs, often with scarcely a moment of assured respite, are certainly worthy of as much honor as those who first subdued the primeval wilderness of America in the face of hostile Indians.  In some instances, however, especially following in the wake of relief in time of famine, mission stations seemed to be opened with very little outward obstruction.  Yet it was always true that prejudice and passive resistance had to be lived down. 


. . .


The woes of Chinese medical treatment bear with special hardship on Chinese women.  Their physical miseries are beyond estimate.  The presence of an educated Christian medical woman in the sick-room, wise and winning, strong and sweet, is one of God’s best gifts to China. 
. . .


Christianity has bestowed upon the Chinese an altogether new idea of man, as by creation and by redemption the child of God.  The fatherhood of God involves the brotherhood of man through Jesus Christ . . . . In China, as in all Oriental lands, the individual is of comparatively little consequence; the family, the clan, society, are everything.  Woman is unhonored.  At precisely the points where Chinese social and family life is weakest, the immeasurable blessings of Christianity are most convincingly evident.  It dignifies and ennobles man by revealing his individual accountability to God.   It elevates woman, sanctions the relation between husband and wife, and glorifies alike motherhood and childhood.
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