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born April 13, 1743 in Virginia
American statesman, diplomat, lawyer, architect, philosopher, and Founding Father
third president of the United States from 1801 to 1809, previously served as the
second Vice President of the United States between 1797 and 1801
principal author of the Declaration of Independence, a proponent of democracy,
republicanism and individual rights
represented Virginia in the Continental Congress during the American Revolution
second Governor of Virginia between 1789 and 1791
founded the University of Virginia after retiring from Public Office
died July 4, 1826

Jefferson received a letter of inquiry in 1780 about the geography, history, and government of
Virginia from French diplomat Francois Barbé-Marbois who was gathering data on the United
States. Jefferson included his written responses in a book, Notes on the State of
Virginia (1785). He compiled the book over five years, including reviews of scientific
knowledge, Virginia's history, politics, laws, culture, and geography. The book explores what
constitutes a good society, using Virginia as an exemplar. Jefferson included extensive data
about the state's natural resources and economy and wrote at length about slavery,
miscegenation, and his belief that blacks and whites could not live together as free people in
one society because of justified resentments of the enslaved. He also wrote of his views on the
American Indian and considered them as equals in body and mind to European settlers.
Notes was first published in 1785 in French and appeared in English in 1787.
Source: Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_Jefferson, accessed March 9, 2021)

"Manufactures"
The present state of manufactures, commerce, interior and exterior trade?
We never had an interior trade of any importance. Our exterior commerce has suffered very
much from the beginning of the present contest. During this time we have manufactured
within our families the most necessary articles of cloathing. Those of cotton will bear some
comparison with the same kinds of manufacture in Europe; but those of wool, flax and hemp
are very coarse, unsightly, and unpleasant: and such is our attachment to agriculture, and such
our preference for foreign manufactures, that be it wise or unwise, our people will certainly
return as soon as they can, to the raising raw materials, and exchanging them for finer
manufactures than they are able to execute themselves.
The political oeconomists of Europe have established it as a principle that every state should
endeavour to manufacture for itself: and this principle, like many others, we transfer to
America, without calculating the difference of circumstance which should often produce a
difference of result. In Europe the lands are either cultivated, or locked up against the

cultivator. Manufacture must therefore be resorted to of necessity not of choice, to support the
surplus of their people. But we have an immensity of land courting the industry of the
husbandman. Is it best then that all our citizens should be employed in its improvement, or
that one half should be called off from that to exercise manufactures and handicraft arts for
the other? Those who labour in the earth are the chosen people of God, if ever he had a
chosen people, whose breasts he has made his peculiar deposit for substantial and genuine
virtue. It is the focus in which he keeps alive that sacred fire, which otherwise might escape
from the face of the earth. Corruption of morals in the mass of cultivators is a phaenomenon
of which no age nor nation has furnished an example. It is the mark set on those, who not
looking up to heaven, to their own soil and industry, as does the husbandman, for their
subsistance, depend for it on the casualties and caprice of customers. Dependance begets
subservience and venality, suffocates the germ of virtue, and prepares fit tools for the designs
of ambition. This, the natural progress and consequence of the arts, has sometimes perhaps
been retarded by accidental circumstances: but, generally speaking, the proportion which the
aggregate of the other classes of citizens bears in any state to that of its husbandmen, is the
proportion of its unsound to its healthy parts, and is a good-enough barometer whereby to
measure its degree of corruption. While we have land to labour then, let us never wish to see
our citizens occupied at a work-bench, or twirling a distaff. Carpenters, masons, smiths, are
wanting in husbandry: but, for the general operations of manufacture, let our work-shops
remain in Europe. It is better to carry provisions and materials to workmen there, than bring
them to the provisions and materials, and with them their manners and principles. The loss by
the transportation of commodities across the Atlantic will be made up in happiness and
permanence of government. The mobs of great cities add just so much to the support of pure
government, as sores do to the strength of the human body. It is the manners and spirit of a
people which preserve a republic in vigour. A degeneracy in these is a canker which soon eats
to the heart of its laws and constitution.

Source: Electronic Text Center, University of Virginia Library
https://web.archive.org/web/20110221131434/http://etext.lib.virginia.edu/etcbin/tocc
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born November 15, 1813 at sea
Irish-American columnist and editor
used the term "manifest destiny” in 1845 to promote the annexation of Texas and the
Oregon Country to the United States
influential political writer and advocate for the Democratic Party
served as UD Minister to Portugal
founded and edited The United States Magazine and Democratic Review
largely faded from prominence until the twentieth century, when the phrase "manifest
destiny" was traced back to him
died March 24, 1895 in New York City

In the July–August 1845 issue of the Democratic Review, O'Sullivan published an essay
entitled "Annexation", which called on the U.S. to admit the Republic of Texas into the
Union. Because of concerns in the Senate over the expansion of the number of slave states
and the possibility of war with Mexico, the annexation of Texas had long been a controversial
issue. Congress had voted for annexation early in 1845, but Texas had yet to accept, and
opponents were still hoping to block the annexation. O'Sullivan argued that the United States
had a divine mandate to expand throughout North America, writing of "our manifest destiny
to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly
multiplying millions." Texas was annexed shortly thereafter, but O'Sullivan's first usage of the
phrase "manifest destiny" attracted little attention. At first, O'Sullivan was not aware that he
had created a new catch phrase. The term became popular after Whig opponents of the Polk
administration criticized it. Despite this criticism, Democrats embraced the phrase. It caught
on so quickly that it was forgotten that O'Sullivan had coined it. It was not until 1927 that
historian Julius Pratt determined that the phrase had originated with O'Sullivan.
Source: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/John_L._O%27Sullivan, accessed March 9, 2021
“Annexation” (1845)
It is now time for the opposition to the Annexation of Texas to cease, all further agitation of
the waters of bitterness and strife, at least in connexion with this question,–even though it
may perhaps be required of us as a necessary condition of the freedom of our institutions, that
we must live on for ever in a state of unpausing struggle and excitement upon some subject of
party division or other. But, in regard to Texas, enough has now been given to party. It is time
for the com- mon duty of Patriotism to the Country to succeed;–or if this claim will not be
recognized, it is at least time for common sense to ac- quiesce with decent grace in the
inevitable and the irrevocable.

Texas is now ours. Already, before these words are written, her Convention has undoubtedly
ratified the acceptance, by her Congress, of our proffered invitation into the Union; and made
the requisite changes in her already republican form of constitution to adapt it to its future
federal relations. Her star and her stripe may already be said to have taken their place in the
glorious blazon of our common nationality; and the sweep of our eagle’s wing already
includes within its circuit the wide extent of her fair and fertile land. She is no longer to us a
mere geographical space–a certain combination of coast, plain, mountain, valley, forest and
stream. She is no longer to us a mere country on the map. She comes within the dear and
sacred designation of Our Country; no longer a ‘pays,’ she is a part of ‘la patrie;’ and that
which is at once a sentiment and a virtue, Patriotism, already begins to thrill for her too within
the national heart. It is time then that all should cease to treat her as alien, and even adverse–
cease to denounce and vilify all and everything connected with her accession–cease to thwart
and oppose the remaining steps for its consummation; or where such efforts are felt to be
unavailing, at least to embitter the hour of reception by all the most ungracious frowns of
aversion and words of unwelcome. There has been enough of all this. It has had its fitting day
during the period when, in common with every other possible question of practical policy that
can arise, it unfortunately became one of the leading topics of party division, of presidential
electioneering. But that period has passed, and with it let its prejudices and its passions, its
discords and its denunciations, pass away too. The next session of Congress will see the
representatives of the new young State in their places in both our halls of national legislation,
side by side with those of the old Thirteen. Let their reception into ‘the family’ be frank,
kindly, and cheerful, as befits such an occasion, as comports not less with our own selfrespect than patriotic duty towards them. Ill betide those foul birds that delight to file their
own nest, and disgust the ear with perpetual discord of ill-omened croak.
Why, were other reasoning wanting, in favor of now elevating this question of the reception
of Texas into the Union, out of the lower region of our past party dissensions, up to its proper
level of a high and broad nationality, it surely is to be found, found abundantly, in the manner
in which other nations have undertaken to intrude themselves into it, between us and the
proper parties to the case, in a spirit of hostile interference against us, for the avowed object
of thwarting our policy and hampering our power, limiting our greatness and checking the
fulfillment of our manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the
free development of our yearly multiplying millions. This we have seen done by England, our
old rival and enemy; and by France, strangely coupled with her against us, under the influence
of the Anglicism strongly tinging the policy of her present prime minister, Guizot. The
zealous activity with which this effort to defeat us was pushed by the representatives of those
governments, together with the character of intrigue accompanying it, fully constituted that
case of foreign interference, which Mr. Clay himself declared should, and would unite us all
in maintaining the common cause of our country against foreigner and the foe. We are only
astonished that this effect has not been more fully and strongly produced, and that the burst of
indignation against this unauthorized, insolent and hostile interference against us, has not
been more general even among the party before opposed to Annexation, and has not rallied
the national spirit and national pride unanimously upon that policy. We are very sure that if
Mr. Clay himself were now to add another letter to his former Texas correspondence, he
would express this sentiment, and carry out the idea already strongly stated in one of them, in
a manner which would tax all the powers of blushing belonging to some of his party
adherents.
It is wholly untrue, and unjust to ourselves, the pretence that the Annexation has been a
measure of spoliation, unrightful and unrighteous–of military conquest under forms of peace
and law–of territorial aggrandizement at the expense of justice, and justice due by a double

sanctity to the weak. This view of the question is wholly un- founded, and has been before so
amply refuted in these pages, as well as in a thousand other modes, that we shall not again
dwell upon it. The independence of Texas was complete and absolute. It was an independence, not only in fact, but of right. No obligation of duty to- wards Mexico tended in
the least degree to restrain our right to effect the desired recovery of the fair province once
our own–whatever motives of policy might have prompted a more deferential consideration of
her feelings and her pride, as involved in the question. If Texas became peopled with an
American population; it was by no contrivance of our government, but on the express
invitation of that of Mexico herself; accompanied with such guaranties of State independence,
and the maintenance of a federal system analogous to our own, as constituted a compact fully
justifying the strongest measures of redress on the part of those afterwards deceived in this
guaranty, and sought to be enslaved under the yoke imposed by its violation. She was
released, rightfully and absolutely released, from all Mexican allegiance, or duty of cohesion
to the Mexican political body, by the acts and fault of Mexico herself, and Mexico alone.
There never was a clearer case. It was not revolution; it was resistance to revolution: and
resistance un- der such circumstances as left independence the necessary resulting state,
caused by the abandonment of those with whom her former federal association had existed.
What then can be more preposterous than all this clamor by Mexico and the Mexican interest,
against Annexation, as a violation of any rights of hers, any duties of ours?
We would not be understood as approving in all its features the expediency or propriety of the
mode in which the measure, rightful and wise as it is in itself, has been carried into effect. Its
history has been a sad tissue of diplomatic blundering. How much better it might have been
managed–how much more smoothly, satisfactorily, and success- fully! Instead of our present
relations with Mexico–instead of the serious risks which have been run, and those
plausibilities of opprobrium which we have had to combat, not without great difficulty, nor
with entire success–instead of the difficulties which now throng the path to a satisfactory
settlement of all our unsettled questions with Mexico–Texas might, by a more judicious and
conciliatory diploma- cy, have been as securely in the Union as she is now–her boundaries
defined–California probably ours–and Mexico and ourselves united by closer ties than ever;
of mutual friendship and mutual support in resistance to the intrusion of European
interference in the affairs of the American republics. All this might have been, we little doubt,
al- ready secured, had counsels less violent, less rude, less one-sided, less eager in
precipitation from motives widely foreign to the national question, presided over the earlier
stages of its history. We cannot too deeply regret the mismanagement which has disfigured
the history of this question; and especially the neglect of the means which would have been so
easy of satisfying even the unreasonable pretensions and the excited pride and passion of
Mexico. The singular result has been produced, that while our neighbor has, in truth, no real
right to blame or complain–when all the wrong is on her side, and there has been on ours a
degree of delay and forbearance, in deference to her pretensions, which is to be paralleled by
few precedents in the history of other nations–we have yet laid ourselves open to a great deal
of denunciation hard to repel, and impossible to silence; and all history will carry it down as a
certain fact, that Mexico would have declared war against us, and would have waged it
seriously, if she had not been pre- vented by that very weakness which should have
constituted her best defence.
We plead guilty to a degree of sensitive annoyance–for the sake of the honor of our country,
and its estimation in the public opinion of the world–which does not find even in satisfied
conscience full consolation for the very necessity of seeking consolation there. And it is for
this state of things that we hold responsible that gratuitous mismanagement–wholly apart
from the main substantial rights and merits of the question, to which alone it is to be ascribed;

and which had its origin in its earlier stages, before the accession of Mr. Calhoun to the
department of State.
California probably, next fall away from the loose adhesion which, in such a country as
Mexico, holds a remote province in a slight equivocal kind of dependence on the metropolis.
Imbecile and distracted, Mexico never can exert any real governmental authority over such a
country. The impotence of the one and the distance of the other, must make the relation one of
virtual independence; unless, by stunting the province of all natural growth, and forbidding
that immigration which can alone develop its capabilities and fulfil the purposes of its
creation, tyranny may retain a military dominion, which is no government in the legitimate
sense of the term. In the case of California this is now impossible. The Anglo-Saxon foot is
already on its borders. Already the advance guard of the irresistible army of Anglo-Saxon
emigration has begun to pour down upon it, armed with the plough and the rifle, and marking
its trail with schools and colleges, courts and representative halls, mills and meeting-houses.
A population will soon be in actual occupation of California, over which it will be idle for
Mexico to dream of dominion. They will necessarily become independent. All this without
agency of our government, without responsibility of our people–in the natural flow of events,
the spontaneous working of principles, and the adaptation of the tendencies and wants of the
hu- man race to the elemental circumstances in the midst of which they find themselves
placed. And they will have a right to independence–to self-government–to the possession of
the homes conquered from the wilderness by their own labors and dangers, sufferings and
sacrifices– a better and a truer right than the artificial tide of sovereignty in Mexico, a
thousand miles distant, inheriting from Spain a title good only against those who have none
better. Their right to independence will be the natural right of self-government belonging to
any community strong enough to maintain it–distinct in position, origin and character, and
free from any mutual obligations of membership of a common political body, binding it to
others by the duty of loyalty and compact of public faith. This will be their title to
independence; and by this title, there can be no doubt that the population now fast streaming
down upon California will both assert and maintain that independence. Whether they will then
attach themselves to our Union or not, is not to be predicted with any certainty. Unless the
projected railroad across the continent to the Pacific be carried into effect, perhaps they may
not; though even in that case, the day is not distant when the Empires of the Atlantic and
Pacific would again flow together into one, as soon as their inland border should approach
each other. But that great work, colossal as appears the plan on its first suggestion, cannot
remain long unbuilt. Its necessity for this very purpose of binding and holding together in its
iron clasp our fast-settling Pacific region with that of the Mississippi valley–the natural
facility of the route–the ease with which any amount of labor for the construction can be
drawn in from the overcrowded populations of Europe, to be paid in the lands made valuable
by the progress of the work itself–and its immense utility to the commerce of the world with
the whole east- ern Asia, alone almost sufficient for the support of such a road–these coast of
considerations give assurance that the day cannot be distant which shall witness the
conveyance of the representatives from Oregon and California to Washington within less time
than a few years ago was devoted to a similar journey by those from Ohio; while the magnetic
telegraph will enable the editors of the ‘San Francisco Union,’ the ‘Astoria Evening Post,’ or
the ‘Nootka Morning News,’ to set up in type the first half of the President’s Inaugural before
the echoes of the latter half shall have died away beneath the lofty porch of the Capitol, as
spoken from his lips.
Away, then, with all idle French talk of balances of power on the American Continent. There
is no growth in Spanish America! What- ever progress of population there may be in the
British Canadas, is only for their own early severance of their present colonial relation to the

little island three thousand miles across the Atlantic; soon to be followed by Annexation, and
destined to swell the still accumulating momentum of our progress. And whosoever may hold
the balance, though they should cast into the opposite scale all the bayonets and cannon, not
only of France and England, but of Europe entire, how would it kick the beam against the
simple, solid weight of the two hundred and fifty, or three hundred millions–and American
mil- lions–destined to gather beneath the flutter of the stripes and stars, in the fast hastening
year of the Lord 1945!
Source: https://pdcrodas.webs.ull.es/anglo/OSullivanAnnexation.pdf, accessed March 10,
2021
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born February 12, 1809 near Hodgenville, Kentucky
statesman and lawyer
served as the 16th President of the United States from 1861 to 1865
led the nation through the American Civil War
succeeded in preserving the Union, abolishing slavery, bolstering the federal
government and modernizing the economy
Illinois state legislator and U.S. Congressman from Illinois
assassinated (by Confederalist Jon Wilkes Booth) on April 15, 1865

His Gettysburg Address became a historic clarion call for nationalism, republicanism, equal
rights, liberty, and democracy. Lincoln's carefully crafted address came to be seen as one of
the greatest and most influential statements of American national purpose. In just 271 words,
beginning with the now iconic phrase "Four score and seven years ago," referring to the
signing of the Declaration of Independence 87 years earlier, Lincoln described the US as a
nation "conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal,"
and represented the Civil War as a test that would determine whether such a nation, the
Union sundered by the secession crisis, could endure.
Source: Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abraham_Lincoln,
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gettysburg_Address, accessed March 9, 2021)
Address delivered at the dedication of the cemetery at Gettysburg.
Four score and seven years ago our fathers brought forth, on this continent, a new nation,
conceived in Liberty, and dedicated to the proposition that all men are created equal.
Now we are engaged in a great civil war, testing whether that nation, or any nation so
conceived and so dedicated, can long endure. We are met on a great battle-field of that war.
We have come to dedicate a portion of that field, as a final resting place for those who here
gave their lives that that nation might live. It is altogether fitting and proper that we should do
this.
But, in a larger sense, we can not dedicate—we can not consecrate—we can not hallow—this
ground. The brave men, living and dead, who struggled here, have consecrated it, far above
our poor power to add or detract. The world will little note, nor long remember what we say
here, but it can never forget what they did here. It is for us the living, rather, to be dedicated
here to the unfinished work which they who fought here have thus far so nobly advanced. It is
rather for us to be here dedicated to the great task remaining before us—that from these
honored dead we take increased devotion to that cause for which they gave the last full

measure of devotion—that we here highly resolve that these dead shall not have died in
vain—that this nation, under God, shall have a new birth of freedom—and that government of
the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth.
Source: Wikisource (one of five existing and slightly differing copies,
https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Gettysburg_Address_(Bliss_copy), accessed March 9, 2021)
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(Wikipedia)
born November 14, 1861 in Portage, Wisconsin
American historian during the early 20th century, based at the University of
Wisconsin until 1910, and then Harvard University
known primarily for his “Frontier Thesis”
earned his PhD in history from Johns Hopkins University in 1890 with a thesis on the
Wisconsin fur trade, titled "The Character and Influence of the Indian Trade in
Wisconsin"
had an encyclopedic knowledge of American history, earning a reputation by 1910 as
one of the two or three most influential historians in the country
his emphasis on the importance of the frontier in shaping American character
influenced the interpretation found in thousands of scholarly histories.
died March 14, 1932 in San Marino, California

Turner's "Frontier Thesis” was developed in a scholarly paper of 1893, ”The Significance of
the Frontier in American History”, read before the American Historical Association in
Chicago. He believed the spirit and success of the United States was associated directly with
the country's westward expansion. Turner expounded an evolutionary model; he had been
influenced by work with geologists at Wisconsin. The West, not the East, was where
distinctively American characteristics emerged. The creation of the unique American identity
occurred at the juncture between the civilization of settlement and the savagery of wilderness.
This produced a new type of citizen – one with the power to tame the wild and one upon
whom the wild had conferred strength and individuality. Over multiple generations, the
frontier produced characteristics of informality, violence, crudeness, democracy and initiative
that the world recognized as "American".
Source: Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Frederick_Jackson_Turner), accessed
March 10, 2021

Frederick Jackson Turner (1861-1932)
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE FRONTIER IN AMERICAN HISTORY
1893
Abridged!

In a recent bulletin of the Superintendent of the Census for 1890 appear these significant
words: "Up to and including 1880 the country had a frontier of settlement, but at present the
unsettled area has been so broken into by isolated bodies of settlement that there can hardly be
said to be a frontier line. In the discussion of its extent, its westward movement, etc., it can
not, therefore, any longer have a place in the census reports." This brief official statement
marks the closing of a great historic movement. Up to our own day American history has been
in a large degree the history of the colonization of the Great West. The existence of an area of
free land, its continuous recession, and the advance of American settlement westward, explain
American development.
Behind institutions, behind constitutional forms and modifications, lie the vital forces that call
these organs into life and shape them to meet changing conditions. The peculiarity of
American institutions is, the fact that they have been compelled to adapt themselves to the
changes of an expanding people--to the changes involved in crossing a continent, in winning a
wilderness, and in developing at each area of this progress out of the primitive economic and
political conditions of the frontier into the complexity of city life. Said Calhoun in 1817, "We
are great, and rapidly--I was about to say fearfully--growing!", So saying, he touched the
distinguishing feature of American life. All peoples show development; the germ theory of
politics has been sufficiently emphasized. In the case of most nations, however, the
development has occurred in a limited area; and if the nation has expanded, it has met other
growing peoples whom it has conquered. But in the case of the United States we have a
different phenomenon. Limiting our attention to the Atlantic coast, we have the familiar
phenomenon of the evolution of institutions in a limited area, such as the rise of representative
government; into complex organs; the progress from primitive industrial society, without
division of labor, up to manufacturing civilization. But we have in addition to this a
recurrence of the process of evolution in each western area reached in the process of
expansion. Thus American development has exhibited not merely advance along a single line,
but a return to primitive conditions on a continually advancing frontier line, and a new
development for that area. American social development has been continually beginning over
again on the frontier. This perennial rebirth, this fluidity of American life, this expansion
westward with its new opportunities, its continuous touch with the simplicity of primitive
society, furnish the forces dominating American character. The true point of view in the
history of this nation is not the Atlantic coast, it is the Great West. Even the slavery struggle,
which is made so exclusive an object of attention by writers like Professor von Holst,
occupies its important place in American history because of its relation to westward
expansion.
In this advance, the frontier is the outer edge of the wave-- the meeting point between
savagery and civilization. Much has been written about the frontier from the point of view of
border warfare and the chase, but as a field for the serious study of the economist and the
historian it has been neglected.
The American frontier is sharply distinguished from the European frontier--a fortified
boundary line running through dense populations. The most significant thing about the
American frontier is, that it lies at the hither edge of free land. In the census reports it is
treated as the margin of that settlement which has a density of two or more to the square mile.

The term is an elastic one, and for our purposes does not need sharp definition. We shall
consider the whole frontier belt including the Indian country and the outer margin of the
"settled area " of the census reports. This paper will make no attempt to treat the subject
exhaustively; its aim is simply to call attention to the frontier as a fertile field for
investigation, and to suggest some of the problems which arise in connection with it.
In the settlement of America we have to observe how European life entered the continent, and
how America modified and developed that life and reacted on Europe. Our early history is the
study of European germs developing in an American environment. Too exclusive attention
has been paid by institutional students to the Germanic origins, too little to the American
factors. The frontier is the line of most rapid and effective Americanization. The wilderness
masters the colonist. It finds him a European in dress, industries, tools, modes of travel, and
thought. It takes him from the railroad car and puts him in the birch canoe. It strips off the
garments of civilization and arrays him in the hunting shirt and the moccasin. It puts him in
the log cabin of the Cherokee and Iroquois and runs an Indian palisade around him. Before
long he has gone to planting Indian corn and plowing with a sharp stick, he shouts the war cry
and takes the scalp in orthodox Indian fashion. In short, at the frontier the environment is at
first too strong for the man. He must accept the conditions which it furnishes, or perish, and
so he fits himself into the Indian clearings and follows the Indian trails. Little by little he
transforms the wilderness, but the outcome is not the old Europe, not simply the development
of Germanic germs, any more than the first phenomenon was a case of reversion to the
Germanic mark. The fact is, that here is a new product that is American. At first, the frontier
was the Atlantic coast. It was the frontier of Europe in a very real sense. Moving westward,
the frontier became more and more American. As successive terminal moraines result from
successive glaciations, so each frontier leaves its traces behind it, and when it becomes a
settled area the region still partakes of the frontier characteristics. Thus the advance of the
frontier has meant a steady movement away from the influence of Europe, a steady growth of
independence on American lines. And to study this advance, the men who grew up under
these conditions, and the political, economic, and social results of it, is to study the really
American part of our history.
In the course of the seventeenth century the frontier was advanced up the Atlantic river
courses, just beyond the "fall line," and the tidewater region became the settled area. In the
first half of the eighteenth century another advance occurred. Traders followed the Delaware
and Shawnee Indians to the Ohio as early as the end of the first quarter of the century. Gov.
Spotswood, of Virginia, made an expedition in 1714 across the Blue Ridge. The end of the
first quarter of the century saw the advance of the Scotch-Irish and the Palatine Germans up
the Shenandoah Valley into the western part of Virginia, and along the Piedmont region of the
Carolinas. The Germans in New York pushed the frontier of settlement up the Mohawk to
German Flats. In Pennsylvania the town of Bedford indicates the line of settlement.
Settlements had begun on New River, a branch of the Kanawha, and on the sources of the
Yadkin and French Broad. The King attempted to arrest the advance by his proclamation of
1763, forbidding settlements beyond the sources of the rivers flowing into the Atlantic, but in
vain. In the period of the Revolution the frontier crossed the Alleghanies into Kentucky and
Tennessee, and the upper waters of the Ohio were settled. When the first census was taken in
1790, the continuous settled area was bounded by a line which ran near the coast of Maine,
and included New England except a portion of Vermont and New Hampshire, New York
along the Hudson and up the Mohawk about Schenectady, eastern and southern Pennsylvania,
Virginia well across the Shenandoah Valley, and the Carolinas and eastern Georgia. Beyond
this region of continuous settlement were the small settled areas of Kentucky and Tennessee,
and the Ohio, with the mountains intervening between them and the Atlantic area, thus giving
a new and important character to the frontier. The isolation of the region increased its
peculiarly American tendencies, and the need of transportation facilities to connect it with the

East called out important schemes of internal improvement, which will be noted farther on.
The "West," as a self-conscious section, began to evolve.
From decade to decade distinct advances of the frontier occurred. By the census of 1820 the
settled area included Ohio, southern Indiana and Illinois, southeastern Missouri, and about
one-half of Louisiana. This settled area had surrounded Indian areas, and the management of
these tribes became an object of political concern. The frontier region of the time lay along
the Great Lakes, where Astor's American Fur Company operated in the Indian trade, and
beyond the Mississippi, where Indian traders extended their activity even to the Rocky
Mountains; Florida also furnished frontier conditions. The Mississippi River region was the
scene of typical frontier settlements.
The rising steam navigation on western waters, the opening of the Erie Canal, and the
westward extension of cotton culture added five frontier states to the Union in this period.
Grund, writing in 1836, declares: "It appears then that the universal disposition of Americans
to emigrate to the western wilderness, in order to enlarge their dominion over inanimate
nature, is the actual result of an expansive power which is inherent in them, and which by
continually agitating all classes of society is constantly throwing a large portion of the whole
population on the extreme confines of the State, in order to gain space for its development.
Hardly is a new State of Territory formed before the same principle manifests itself again and
gives rise to a further emigration; and so is it destined to go on until a physical barrier must
finally obstruct its progress."
In the middle of this century the line indicated by the present eastern boundary of Indian
Territory, Nebraska, and Kansas marked the frontier of the Indian country. Minnesota and
Wisconsin still exhibited frontier conditions, but the distinctive frontier of the period is found
in California, where the gold discoveries had sent a sudden tide of adventurous miners, and in
Oregon, and the settlements in Utah. As the frontier had leaped over the Alleghanies, so now
it skipped the Great Plains and the Rocky Mountains; and in the same way that the advance of
the frontiersmen beyond the Alleghanies had caused the rise of important questions of
transportation and internal improvement, so now the settlers beyond the Rocky Mountains
needed means of communication with the East, and in the furnishing of these arose the
settlement of the Great Plains and the development of still another kind of frontier life.
Railroads, fostered by land grants, sent an increasing tide of immigrants into the Far West.
The United States Army fought a series of Indian wars in Minnesota, Dakota, and the Indian
Territory.
By 1880 the settled area had been pushed into northern Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota,
along Dakota rivers, and in the Black Hills region, and was ascending the rivers of Kansas
and Nebraska. The development of mines in Colorado had drawn isolated frontier settlements
into that region, and Montana and Idaho were receiving settlers. The frontier was found in
these mining camps and the ranches of the Great Plains. The superintendent of the census for
1890 reports, as previously stated, that the settlements of the West lie so scattered over the
region that there can no longer be said to be a frontier line.
In these successive frontiers we find natural boundary lines which have served to mark and to
affect the characteristics of the frontiers, namely: the "fall line;" the Alleghany Mountains; the
Mississippi; the Missouri where its direction approximates north and south; the line of the arid
lands, approximately the ninety-ninth meridian; and the Rocky Mountains. The fall line
marked the frontier of the seventeenth century; the Alleghanies that of the eighteenth; the
Mississippi that of the first quarter of the nineteenth; the Missouri that of the middle of this
century (omitting the California movement); and the belt of the Rocky Mountains and the arid
tract, the present frontier. Each was won by a series of Indian wars.
At the Atlantic frontier one can study the germs of processes repeated at each successive
frontier. We have the complex European life sharply precipitated by the wilderness into the
simplicity of primitive conditions. The first frontier had to meet its Indian question, its

question of the disposition of the public domain, of the means of intercourse with older
settlements, of the extension of political organization, of religious and educational activity.
And the settlement of these and similar questions for one frontier served as a guide for the
next. The American student needs not to go to the "prim little townships of Sleswick" for
illustrations of the law of continuity and development. For example, he may study the origin
of our land policies in the colonial land policy; he may see how the system grew by adapting
the statutes to the customs of the successive frontiers. He may see how the mining experience
in the lead regions of Wisconsin, Illinois, and Iowa was applied to the mining laws of the
Sierras, and how our Indian policy has been a series of experimentations on successive
frontiers. Each tier of new States has found in the older ones material for its constitutions.
Each frontier has made similar contributions to American character, as will be discussed
farther on.
But with all these similarities there are essential differences, due to the place element and the
time element. It is evident that the farming frontier of the Mississippi Valley presents
different conditions from the mining frontier of the Rocky Mountains. The frontier reached by
the Pacific Railroad, surveyed into rectangles, guarded by the United States Army, and
recruited by the daily immigrant ship, moves forward at a swifter pace and in a different way
than the frontier reached by the birch canoe or the pack horse. The geologist traces patiently
the shores of ancient seas, maps their areas, and compares the older and the newer. It would
be a work worth the historian's labors to mark these various frontiers and in detail compare
one with another. Not only would there result a more adequate conception of American
development and characteristics, but invaluable additions would be made to the history of
society.
Loria, the Italian economist, has urged the study of colonial life as an aid in understanding the
stages of European development, affirming that colonial settlement is for economic science
what the mountain is for geology, bringing to light primitive stratifications. "America," he
says, "has the key to the historical enigma which Europe has sought for centuries in vain, and
the land which has no history reveals luminously the course of universal history." There is
much truth in this. The United States lies like a huge page in the history of society. Line by
line as we read this continental page from West to East we find the record of social evolution.
It begins with the Indian and the hunter; it goes on to tell of the disintegration of savagery by
the entrance of the trader, the pathfinder of civilization; we read the annals of the pastoral
stage in ranch life; the exploitation of the soil by the raising of unrotated crops of corn and
wheat in sparsely settled farming communities; the intensive culture of the denser farm
settlement; and finally the manufacturing organization with city and factory system. This page
is familiar to the student of census statistics, but how little of it has been used by our
historians. Particularly in eastern States this page is a palimpsest. What is now a
manufacturing State was in an earlier decade an area of intensive farming. Earlier yet it had
been a wheat area, and still earlier the "range" had attracted the cattleherder. Thus Wisconsin,
now developing manufacture, is a State with varied agricultural interests. But earlier it was
given over to almost exclusive grain-raising, like North Dakota at the present time.
Each of these areas has had an influence in our economic and political history; the evolution
of each into a higher stage has worked political transformations. But what constitutional
historian has made any adequate attempt to interpret political facts by the light of these social
areas and changes?
The Atlantic frontier was compounded of fisherman, fur trader, miner, cattle-raiser, and
farmer. Excepting the fisherman, each type of industry was on the march toward the West,
impelled by an irresistible attraction. Each passed in successive waves across the continent.
Stand at Cumberland Gap and watch the procession of civilization, marching single file-- the
buffalo following the trail to the salt springs, the Indian, the fur trader and hunter, the cattleraiser, the pioneer farmer --and the frontier has passed by. Stand at South Pass in the Rockies

a century later and see the same procession with wider intervals between. The unequal rate of
advance compels us to distinguish the frontier into the trader's frontier, the rancher's frontier,
or the miner's frontier, and the farmer's frontier. When the mines and the cow pens were still
near the fall line the traders' pack trains were tinkling across the Alleghanies, and the French
on the Great Lakes were fortifying their posts, alarmed by the British trader's birch canoe.
When the trappers scaled the Rockies, the farmer was still near the mouth of the Missouri.
Why was it that the Indian trader passed so rapidly across the continent? What effects
followed from the trader's frontier? The trade was coeval with American discovery. The
Norsemen, Vespuccius, Verrazani, Hudson, John Smith, all trafficked for furs. The Plymouth
pilgrims settled in Indian cornfields, and their first return cargo was of beaver and lumber.
The records of the various New England colonies show how steadily exploration was carried
into the wilderness by this trade. What is true for New England is, as would be expected, even
plainer for the rest of the colonies. All along the coast from Maine to Georgia the Indian trade
opened up the river courses. Steadily the trader passed westward, utilizing the older lines of
French trade. The Ohio, the Great Lakes, the Mississippi, the Missouri, and the Platte, the
lines of western advance, were ascended by traders. They found the passes in the Rocky
Mountains and guided Lewis and Clark, Fremont, and Bidwell. The explanation of the
rapidity of this advance is connected with the effects of the trader on the Indian. The trading
post left the unarmed tribes at the mercy of those that had purchased fire-arms--a truth which
the Iroquois Indians wrote in blood, and so the remote and unvisited tribes gave eager
welcome to the trader "The savages," wrote La Salle, "take better care of us French than of
their own children; from us only can they get guns and goods." This accounts for the trader's
power and the rapidity of his advance. Thus the disintegrating forces of civilization entered
the wilderness. Every river valley and Indian trail became a fissure in Indian society, and so
that society became honeycombed. Long before the pioneer farmer appeared on the scene,
primitive Indian life had passed away. The farmers met Indians armed with guns. The trading
frontier, while steadily undermining Indian power by making the tribes ultimately dependent
on the whites, yet, through its sale of guns, gave to the Indian increased power of resistance to
the farming frontier. French colonization was dominated by its trading frontier; English
colonization by its farming frontier. There was an antagonism between the two frontiers as
between the two nations. Said Duquesne to the Iroquois, "Are you ignorant of the difference
between the king of England and the king of France? Go see the forts that our king has
established and you will see that you can still hunt under their very walls. They have been
placed for your advantage in places which you frequent. The English, on the contrary, are no
sooner in possession of a place than the game is driven away. The forest falls before them as
they advance, and the soil is laid bare so that you can scarce find the wherewithal to erect a
shelter for the night."
And yet, in spite of this opposition of the interests of the trader and the farmer, the Indian
trade pioneered the way for civilization. The buffalo trail became the Indian trail, and this
became the trader's "trace;" the trails widened into roads, and the roads into turnpikes, and
these in turn were transformed into railroads. The same origin can be shown for the railroads
of the South, the Far West, and the Dominion of Canada. The trading posts reached by these
trails were on the sites of Indian villages which had been placed in positions suggested by
nature; and these trading posts, situated so as to command the water systems of the country,
have grown into such cities as Albany, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Chicago, St. Louis, Council Bluffs,
and Kansas City. Thus civilization in America has followed the arteries made by geology,
pouring an ever richer tide through them, until at last the slender paths of aboriginal
intercourse have been broadened and interwoven into the complex mazes of modern
commercial lines; the wilderness has been interpenetrated by lines of civilization growing
ever more numerous. It is like the steady growth of a complex nervous system for the
originally simple, inert continent. If one would understand why we are to-day one nation,

rather than a collection of isolated states, he must study this economic and social
consolidation of the country. In this progress from savage conditions lie topics for the
evolutionist.
The effect of the Indian frontier as a consolidating agent in our history is important. From the
close of the seventeenth century various intercolonial congresses have been called to treat
with Indians and establish common measures of defense. Particularism was strongest in
colonies with no Indian frontier. This frontier stretched along the western border like a cord of
union. The Indian was a common danger, demanding united action. Most celebrated of these
conferences was the Albany congress of 1754, called to treat with the Six Nations, and to
consider plans of union. Even a cursory reading of the plan proposed by the congress reveals
the importance of the frontier. The powers of the general council and the officers were,
chiefly, the determination of peace and war with the Indians, the regulation of Indian trade,
the purchase of Indian lands, and the creation and government of new settlements as a
security against the Indians. It is evident that the unifying tendencies of the Revolutionary
period were facilitated by the previous coöperation in the regulation of the frontier. In this
connection may be mentioned the importance of the frontier, from that day to this, as a
military training school, keeping alive the power of resistance to aggression, and developing
the stalwart and rugged qualities of the frontiersman.
…
From the time the mountains rose between the pioneer and the seaboard, a new order of
Americanism arose. The West and the East began to get out of touch of each other. The
settlements from the sea to the mountains kept connection with the rear and had a certain
solidarity. But the over-mountain men grew more and more independent. The East took a
narrow view of American advance, and nearly lost these men. Kentucky and Tennessee
history bears abundant witness to the truth of this statement. The East began to try to hedge
and limit westward expansion. Though Webster could declare that there were no Alleghanies
in his politics, yet in politics in general they were a very solid factor.
…
First, we note that the frontier promoted the formation of a composite nationality for the
American people. The coast was preponderantly English, but the later tides of continental
immigration flowed across to the free lands. This was the case from the early colonial days.
The Scotch-Irish and the Palatine Germans, or " Pennsylvania Dutch," furnished the dominant
element in the stock of the colonial frontier. With these peoples were also the freed indented
servants, or redemptioners, who at the expiration of their time of service passed to the
frontier. Governor Spotswood of Virginia writes in 1717, "The inhabitants of our frontiers are
composed generally of such as have been transported hither as servants, and, being out of
their time, settle themselves where land is to be taken up and that will produce the necessarys
of life with little labour." Very generally these redemptioners were of non-English stock. In
the crucible of the frontier the immigrants were Americanized, liberated, and fused into a
mixed race, English in neither nationality nor characteristics. The process has gone on from
the early days to our own. Burke and other writers in the middle of the eighteenth century
believed that Pennsylvania was "threatened with the danger of being wholly foreign in
language, manners, and perhaps even inclinations." The German and Scotch-Irish elements in
the frontier of the South were only less great. In the middle of the present century the German
element in Wisconsin was already so considerable that leading publicists looked to the
creation of a German state out of the commonwealth by concentrating their colonization. Such
examples teach us to beware of misinterpreting the fact that there is a common English speech
in America into a belief that the stock is also English.
In another way the advance of the frontier decreased our dependence on England. The coast,
particularly of the South, lacked diversified industries, and was dependent on England for the

bulk of its supplies. In the South there was even a dependence on the Northern colonies for
articles of food. Governor Glenn, of South Carolina, writes in the middle of the eighteenth
century: "Our trade with New York and Philadelphia was of this sort, draining us of all the
little money and bills we could gather from other places for their bread, flour, beer, hams,
bacon, and other things of their produce, all which, except beer, our new townships begin to
supply us with, which are settled with very industrious and thriving Germans. This no doubt
diminishes the number of shipping and the appearance of our trade, but it is far from being a
detriment to us. Before long the frontier created a demand for merchants. As it retreated from
the coast it became less and less possible for England to bring her supplies directly to the
consumer's wharfs, and carry away staple crops, and staple crops began to give way to
diversified agriculture for a time. The effect of this phase of the frontier action upon the
northern section is perceived when we realize how the advance of the frontier aroused
seaboard cities like Boston, New York, and Baltimore, to engage in rivalry for what
Washington called "the extensive and valuable trade of a rising empire."
The legislation which most developed the powers of the national government, and played the
largest part in its activity, was conditioned on the frontier. Writers have discussed; the
subjects of tariff, land, and internal improvement, as subsidiary to the slavery question. But
when American history comes to be rightly viewed it will be seen that the slavery question is
an incident. In the period from the end of the first half of the present century to the close of
the Civil War slavery rose to primary, but far from exclusive, importance. But this does not
justify Dr. von Holst (to take an example) in treating our constitutional history in its formative
period down to 1828 in a single volume, giving six volumes chiefly to the history of slavery
from 1828 to 1861, under the title "Constitutional History of the United States." The growth
of nationalism and the evolution of American political institutions were dependent on the
advance of the frontier. Even so recent a writer as Rhodes, in his "History of the United States
since the Compromise of 1850," has treated the legislation called out by the western advance
as incidental to the slavery struggle.
This is a wrong perspective. The pioneer needed the goods of the coast, and so the grand
series of internal improvement and railroad legislation began, with potent nationalizing
effects. Over internal improvements occurred great debates, in which grave constitutional
questions were discussed. Sectional groupings appear in the votes, profoundly significant for
the historian. Loose construction increased as the nation marched westward But the West was
not content with bringing the farm to the factory. Under the lead of Clay--"Harry of the
West"--protective tariffs were passed, with the cry of bringing the factory to the farm. The
disposition of the public lands was a third important subject of national legislation influenced
by the frontier.
…
But the most important effect of the frontier has been in the promotion of democracy here and
in Europe. As has been indicated, the frontier is productive of individualism. Complex society
is precipitated by the wilderness into a kind of primitive organization based on the family.
The tendency is anti-social. It produces antipathy to control, and particularly to any direct
control. The tax-gatherer is viewed as a representative of oppression. Prof. Osgood, in an able
article, has pointed out that the frontier conditions prevalent in the colonies are important
factors in the explanation of the American Revolution, where individual liberty was
sometimes confused with absence of all effective government. The same conditions aid in
explaining the difficulty of instituting a strong government in the period of the confederacy.
The frontier individualism has from the beginning promoted democracy. The frontier States
that came into the Union in the first quarter of a century of its existence came in with
democratic suffrage provisions, and had reactive effects of the highest importance upon the
older States whose peoples were being attracted there. An extension of the franchise became
essential. It was western New York that forced an extension of suffrage in the constitutional

convention of that State in 1821; and it was western Virginia that compelled the tide-water
region to put a more liberal suffrage provision in the constitution framed in 1830, and to give
to the frontier region a more nearly proportionate representation with the tide-water
aristocracy. The rise of democracy as an effective force in the nation came in with western
preponderance under Jackson and William Henry Harrison, and it meant the triumph of the
frontier-- with all of its good and with all of its evil elements. An interesting illustration of the
tone of frontier democracy in 1830 comes from the same debates in the Virginia convention
already referred to. A representative from western Virginia declared:
But, sir, it is not the increase of population in the West which this gentleman ought to fear. It is
the energy which the mountain breeze and western habits impart to those emigrants. They are
regenerated, politically I mean, sir. They soon become working politicians, and the difference,
sir, between a talking and a working politician is immense. The Old Dominion has long been
celebrated for producing great orators; the ablest metaphysicians in policy; men that can split
hairs in all abstruse questions of political economy. But at home, or when they return from
Congress, they have negroes to fan them asleep. But a Pennsylvania, a New York, an Ohio, or
a western Virginia statesman, though far inferior in logic, metaphysics, and rhetoric to an old
Virginia statesman, has this advantage, that when he returns home he takes off his coat and
takes hold of the plow. This gives him bone and muscle, sir, and preserves his republican
principles pure and uncontaminated.
…
From the conditions of frontier life came intellectual traits of profound importance. The works
of travelers along each frontier from colonial days onward describe certain common traits,
and these traits have, while softening down, still persisted as survivals in the place of their
origin, even when a higher social organization succeeded. The result is that to the frontier the
American intellect owes its striking characteristics. That coarseness and strength combined
with acuteness and inquisitiveness; that practical, inventive turn of mind, quick to find
expedients; that masterful grasp of material things, lacking in the artistic but powerful to
effect great ends; that restless, nervous energy; that dominant individualism, working for good
and for evil, and withal that buoyancy and exuberance which comes with freedom-these are
traits of the frontier, or traits called out elsewhere because of the existence of the frontier.
Since the days when the fleet of Columbus sailed into the waters of the New World, America
has been another name for opportunity, and the people of the United States have taken their
tone from the incessant expansion which has not only been open but has even been forced
upon them. He would be a rash prophet who should assert that the expansive character of
American life has now entirely ceased. Movement has been its dominant fact, and, unless this
training has no effect upon a people, the American energy will continually demand a wider
field for its exercise. But never again will such gifts of free land offer themselves. For a
moment, at the frontier, the bonds of custom are broken and unrestraint is triumphant. There
is not tabula rasa. The stubborn American environment is there with its imperious summons
to accept its conditions; the inherited ways of doing things are also there; and yet, in spite of
environment, and in spite of custom, each frontier did indeed furnish a new field of
opportunity, a gate of escape from the bondage of the past; and freshness, and confidence, and
scorn of older society, impatience of its restraints and its ideas, and indifference to its lessons,
have accompanied the frontier. What the Mediterranean Sea was to the Greeks, breaking the
bond of custom, offering new experiences, calling out new institutions and activities, that, and
more, the ever retreating frontier has been to the United States directly, and to the nations of
Europe more remotely. And now, four centuries from the discovery of America, at the end of
a hundred years of life under the Constitution, the frontier has gone, and with its going has
closed the first period of American history.
Footnotes: Chapter I

1 A paper read at the meeting of the American Historical Association in Chicago, July 12,
1893. It first appeared in the Proceedings of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin,
December 14, 1893, with the following note: "The foundation of this paper is my article
entitled 'Problems in American History,' which appeared in The Ægis, a publication of the
students of the University of Wisconsin, November 4, 1892... It is gratifying to find that
Professor Woodrow Wilson-- whose volume on 'Division and Reunion' in the Epochs of
American History Series, has an appreciative estimate of the importance of the West as a
factor in American history--accepts some of the views set forth in the papers above
mentioned, and enhances their value by his lucid and suggestive treatment of them in his
article in The Forum December, 1893, reviewing Goldwin Smith's 'History of the United
States.'" The present text is that of the Report of the American Historical Association for
1893, 199-227. It was printed with additions in the Fifth Year Book of the National Herbart
Society, and in various other publications.
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born October 6, 1826 in Highland County, Ohio
American historian and US senator from Indiana
intellectual leader of the Progressive Era and a biographer of Chief Justice John
Marshall and President Abraham Lincoln
appointed to the U.S. Senate as a Republican in 1899 and served until 1911
one of the most prominent American imperialists, supported the annexation of the
Philippines and campaigned for the construction of a new navy
died April 27, 1927 in Indianapolis, Indiana

It is rare when a freshman senator takes the floor for a maiden speech to packed galleries of
rapt listeners, but thirty-seven-year-old Albert J. Beveridge, while new to the Senate, was not
new to the art of oratory, having put himself through college by winning oratorical contests.
His reputation as a stump speaker for the Republican Party had proceeded him. Almost a year
elapsed from the time of his election to the Senate until his swearing in on December 4, 1899.
During this time Beveridge toured the Philippines extensively in preparation for his role as a
leading proponent of American imperialism.
Source: Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Albert_J._Beveridge?uselang=de), accessed
March 10, 2021

The Philippines are ours forever (1900)
Source: USC Annenberg (https://china.usc.edu/us-senator-albert-j-beveridge-speaksphilippine-question-us-senate-washington-dc-january-9-1900)
Print

MR. PRESIDENT, the times call for candor. The Philippines are ours forever, "territory
belonging to the United States," as the Constitution calls them. And just beyond the
Philippines are China's illimitable markets. We will not retreat from either. We will not
repudiate our duty in the archipelago. We will not abandon our opportunity in the Orient. We
will not renounce our part in the mission of our race, trustee, under God, of the civilization of
the world. And we will move forward to our work, not howling out regrets like slaves
whipped to their burdens but with gratitude for a task worthy of our strength and thanksgiving
to Almighty God that He has marked us as His chosen people, henceforth to lead in the
regeneration of the world.
This island empire is the last land left in all the oceans. If it should prove a mistake to
abandon it, the blunder once made would be irretrievable. If it proves a mistake to hold it, the

error can be corrected when we will. Every other progressive nation stands ready to relieve
us.
But to hold it will be no mistake. Our largest trade henceforth must be with Asia. The Pacific
is our ocean. More and more Europe will manufacture the most it needs, secure from its
colonies the most it con-sumes. Where shall we turn for consumers of our surplus?
Geography answers the question. China is our natural customer. She is nearer to us than to
England, Germany, or Russia, the commercial powers of the present and the future. They
have moved nearer to China by securing permanent bases on her borders. The Philippines
give us a base at the door of all the East.
Lines of navigation from our ports to the Orient and Australia, from the Isthmian Canal to
Asia, from all Oriental ports to Australia converge at and separate from the Philippines. They
are a self-supporting, dividend-paying fleet, permanently anchored at a spot selected by the
strategy of Providence, commanding the Pacific. And the Pacific is the ocean of the
commerce of the future. Most future wars will be conflicts for commerce. The power that
rules the Pacific, therefore, is the power that rules the world. And, with the Philippines, that
power is and will forever be the American Republic. . . .
But if they did not command China, India, the Orient, the whole Pacific for purposes of
offense, defense, and trade, the Philippines are so valuable in themselves that we should hold
them. I have cruised more than 2,000 miles through the archipelago, every moment a surprise
at its loveliness and wealth. I have ridden hundreds of miles on the islands, every foot of the
way a revelation of vegetable and mineral riches. . .
Here, then, senators, is the situation. Two years ago there was no land in all the world which
we could occupy for any purpose. Our commerce was daily turning toward the Orient, and
geography and trade developments made necessary our commercial empire over the Pacific.
And in that ocean we had no commercial, naval, or military base. Today, we have one of the
three great ocean possessions of the globe, located at the most commanding commercial,
naval, and military points in the Eastern seas, within hail of India, shoulder to shoulder with
China, richer in its own resources than any equal body of land on the entire globe, and
peopled by a race which civilization demands shall be improved. Shall we abandon it?
That man little knows the common people of the republic, little understands the instincts of
our race who thinks we will not hold it fast and hold it forever, administering just government
by simplest methods. We may trick up devices to shift our burden and lessen our opportunity;
they will avail us nothing but delay. We may tangle conditions by applying academic
arrangements of self-government to a crude situation; their failure will drive us to our duty in
the end.
The military situation, past, present, and prospective, is no reason for abandonment. Our
campaign has been as perfect as possible with the force at hand. We have been delayed, first,
by a failure to comprehend the immensity of our acquisition; and, second, by insufficient
force; and, third, by our efforts for peace. In February, after the treaty of peace, General Otis
had only 3,722 officers and men whom he had a legal right to order into battle. The terms of
enlistment of the rest of his troops had expired, and they fought voluntarily and not on legal
military compulsion. It was one of the noblest examples of patriotic devotion to duty in the
history of the world.
Those who complain do so in ignorance of the real situation. We attempted a great task with
insufficient means; we became impatient that it was not finished before it could fairly be
commenced; and I pray we may not add that other element of disaster, pausing in the work
before it is thoroughly and forever done. That is the gravest mistake we could possibly make,

and that is the only danger before us. Our Indian wars would have been shortened, the lives of
soldiers and settlers saved, and the Indians themselves benefited had we made continuous and
decisive war; and any other kind of war is criminal because ineffective. We acted toward the
Indians as though we feared them, loved them, hated them - a mingling of foolish sentiment,
inaccurate thought, and paralytic purpose. . . .
Mr. President, that must not be our plan. This war is like all other wars. It needs to be finished
before it is stopped. I am prepared to vote either to make our work thorough or even now to
abandon it. A lasting peace can be secured only by overwhelming forces in ceaseless action
until universal and absolutely final defeat is inflicted on the enemy. To halt before every
armed force, every guerrilla band opposing us is dispersed or exterminated will prolong
hostilities and leave alive the seeds of perpetual insurrection.
Even then we should not treat. To treat at all is to admit that we are wrong. And any quiet so
secured will be delusive and fleeting. And a false peace will betray us; a sham truce will curse
us. It is not to serve the purposes of the hour, it is not to salve a present situation that peace
should be established. It is for the tranquillity of the archipelago forever. It is for an orderly
government for the Filipinos for all the future. It is to give this problem to posterity solved
and settled, not vexed and involved. It is to establish the supremacy of the American republic
over the Pacific and throughout the East till the end of time.
It has been charged that our conduct of the war has been cruel. Senators, it has been the
reverse. I have been in our hospitals and seen the Filipino wounded as carefully, tenderly
cared for as our own. Within our lines they may plow and sow and reap and go about the
affairs of peace with absolute liberty. And yet all this kindness was misunderstood, or rather
not understood. Senators must remember that we are not dealing with Americans or
Europeans. We are dealing with Orientals. We are dealing with Orientals who are Malays. We
are dealing with Malays instructed in Spanish methods. They mistake kindness for weakness,
forbearance for fear. It could not be otherwise unless you could erase hundreds of years of
savagery, other hundreds of years of Orientalism, and still other hundreds of years of Spanish
character and custom. . .
Mr. President, reluctantly and only from a sense of duty am I forced to say that American
opposition to the war has been the chief factor in prolonging it. Had Aguinaldo not
understood that in America, even in the American Congress, even here in the Senate, he and
his cause were supported; had he not known that it was proclaimed on the stump and in the
press of a faction in the United States that every shot his misguided followers fired into the
breasts of American soldiers was like the volleys fired by Washington's men against the
soldiers of King George, his insurrection would have dissolved before it entirely crystallized.
The utterances of American opponents of the war are read to the ignorant soldiers of
Aguinaldo and repeated in exaggerated form among the common people. Attempts have been
made by wretches claiming American citizenship to ship arms and ammunition from Asiatic
ports to the Filipinos, and these acts of infamy were coupled by the Malays with American
assaults on our government at home. The Filipinos do not understand free speech, and
therefore our tolerance of American assaults on the American President and the American
government means to them that our President is in the minority or he would not permit what
appears to them such treasonable criticism. It is believed and stated in Luzon, Panay, and
Cebu that the Filipinos have only to fight, harass, retreat, break up into small parties, if
necessary, as they are doing now, but by any means hold out until the next presidential
election, and our forces will be withdrawn.
All this has aided the enemy more than climate, arms, and battle. Senators, I have heard these
reports myself; I have talked with the people; I have seen our mangled boys in the hospital

and field; I have stood on the firing line and beheld our dead soldiers, their faces turned to the
pitiless southern sky, and in sorrow rather than anger I say to those whose voices in America
have cheered those misguided natives on to shoot our soldiers down, that the blood of those
dead and wounded boys of ours is on their hands, and the flood of all the years can never
wash that stain away. In sorrow rather than anger I say these words, for I earnestly believe
that our brothers knew not what they did.
But, senators, it would be better to abandon this combined garden and Gibraltar of the Pacific,
and count our blood and treasure already spent a profitable loss than to apply any academic
arrangement of self-government to these children. They are not capable of self-government.
How could they be? They are not of a self-governing race. They are Orientals, Malays,
instructed by Spaniards in the latter's worst estate.
They know nothing of practical government except as they have witnessed the weak, corrupt,
cruel, and capricious rule of Spain. What magic will anyone employ to dissolve in their minds
and characters those impressions of governors and governed which three centuries of misrule
has created? What alchemy will change the Oriental quality of their blood and set the selfgoverning currents of the American pouring through their Malay veins? How shall they, in the
twinkling of an eye, be exalted to the heights of self-governing peoples which required a
thousand years for us to reach, Anglo-Saxon though we are?
Let men beware how they employ the term "self-government." It is a sacred term. It is the
watchword at the door of the inner temple of liberty, for liberty does not always mean selfgovernment. Self-government is a method of liberty - the highest, simplest, best - and it is
acquired only after centuries of study and struggle and experiment and instruction and all the
elements of the progress of man. Self-government is no base and common thing to be
bestowed on the merely audacious. It is the degree which crowns the graduate of liberty, not
the name of liberty's infant class, who have not yet mastered the alphabet of freedom. Savage
blood, Oriental blood, Malay blood, Spanish example - are these the elements of selfgovernment?
We must act on the situation as it exists, not as we would wish it. I have talked with hundreds
of these people, getting their views as to the practical workings of self-government. The great
majority simply do not understand any participation in any government whatever. The most
enlightened among them declare that self-government will succeed because the employers of
labor will compel their employees to vote as their employer wills and that this will insure
intelligent voting. I was assured that we could depend upon good men always being in office
because the officials who constitute the government will nominate their successors, choose
those among the people who will do the voting, and determine how and where elections will
be held.
The most ardent advocate of self-government that I met was anxious that I should know that
such a government would be tranquil because, as he said, if anyone criticized it, the
government would shoot the offender. A few of them have a sort of verbal understanding of
the democratic theory, but the above are the examples of the ideas of the practical workings of
self-government entertained by the aristocracy, the rich planters and traders, and heavy
employers of labor, the men who would run the government. . . .
In all other islands our government must be simple and strong. It must be a uniform
government. Different forms for different islands will produce perpetual disturbance because
the people of each island would think that the people of the other islands are more favored
than they. In Panay I heard murmurings that we were giving Negros an American
constitution. This is a human quality, found even in America, and we must never forget that in
dealing with the Filipinos we deal with children.

And so our government must be simple and strong. Simple and strong! The meaning of those
two words must be written in every line of Philippine legislation, realized in every act of
Philippine administration.
A Philippine office in our Department of State; an American governor-general in Manila, with
power to meet daily emergencies; possibly an advisory council with no power except that of
discussing measures with the governor-general, which council would be the germ for future
legislatures, a school in practical government; American lieutenant governors in each
province, with a like council about him if possible, an American resident in each district and a
like council grouped about him. Frequent and unannounced visits of provincial governors to
the districts of their province; periodical reports to the governor-general; an American board
of visitation to make semiannual trips to the archipelago without power of suggestion or
interference to officials or people, but only to report and recommend to the Philippine office
of our State Department; a Philippine civil service, with promotion for efficiency; the
abolition of duties on exports from the Philippines; the establishment of import duties on a
revenue basis, with such discrimination in favor of American imports as will prevent the
cheaper goods of other nations from destroying American trade; a complete reform of local
taxation on a just and scientific basis, beginning with the establishment of a tax on land
according to its assessed value; the minting of abundant money for Philippine and Oriental
use. The granting of franchises and concessions upon the theory of developing the resources
of the archipelago, and therefore not by sale, but upon participation in the profits of the
enterprise; the formation of a system of public schools everywhere with compulsory
attendance rigidly enforced; the establishment of the English language throughout the Islands,
teaching it exclusively in the schools and using it, through interpreters, exclusively in the
courts; a simple civil code and a still simpler criminal code, and both common to all the
islands except Sulu, Mindanao, and Paluan; American judges for all but smallest offenses;
gradual, slow, and careful introduction of the best Filipinos into the working machinery of the
government, no promise whatever of the franchise until the people have been prepared for it,
all this backed by the necessary force to execute it - this outline of government the situation
demands as soon as tranquillity is established. Until then military government is advisable. . .
.
The men we send to administer civilized government in the Philippines must be themselves
the highest examples of our civilization. I use the word "examples," for examples they must
be in that word's most absolute sense. They must be men of the world and of affairs, students
of their fellowmen, not theorists nor dreamers. They must be brave men, physically as well as
morally. They must be as incorruptible as honor, as stainless as purity, men whom no force
can frighten, no influence coerce, no money buy. Such men come high, even here in America.
But they must be had.
Better pure military occupation for years than government by any other quality of
administration. Better abandon this priceless possession, admit ourselves incompetent to do
our part in the world-redeeming work of our imperial race; better now haul down the flag of
arduous deeds for civilization and run up the flag of reaction and decay than to apply
academic notions of self-government to these children or attempt their government by any but
the most perfect administrators our country can produce. I assert that such administrators can
be found. . . .
Mr. President, self-government and internal development have been the dominant notes of our
first century; administration and the development of other lands will be the dominant notes of
our second century. And administration is as high and holy a function as self-government, just
as the care of a trust estate is as sacred an obligation as the management of our own concerns.
Cain was the first to violate the divine law of human society which makes of us our brother's

keeper. And administration of good government is the first lesson in self-government, that
exalted estate toward which all civilization tends.
Administration of good government is not denial of liberty. For what is liberty? It is not
savagery. It is not the exercise of individual will. It is not dictatorship. It involves
government, but not necessarily self-government. It means law. First of all, it is a common
rule of action, applying equally to all within its limits. Liberty means protection of property
and life without price, free speech without intimidation, justice without purchase or delay,
government without favor or favorites. What will best give all this to the people of the
Philippines - American administration, developing them gradually toward self-government, or
self-government by a people before they know what self-government means?
The Declaration of Independence does not forbid us to do our part in the regeneration of the
world. If it did, the Declaration would be wrong, just as the Articles of Confederation, drafted
by the very same men who signed the Declaration, was found to be wrong. The Declaration
has no application to the present situation. It was written by self-governing men for selfgoverning men. It was written by men who, for a century and a half, had been experimenting
in self-government on this continent, and whose ancestors for hundreds of years before had
been gradually developing toward that high and holy estate.
The Declaration applies only to people capable of self-government. How dare any man
prostitute this expression of the very elect of self-governing peoples to a race of Malay
children of barbarism, schooled in Spanish methods and ideas? And you who say the
Declaration applies to all men, how dare you deny its application to the American Indian?
And if you deny it to the Indian at home, how dare you grant it to the Malay abroad?
The Declaration does not contemplate that all government must have the consent of the
governed. It announces that man's "inalienable rights are life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness; that to secure these rights governments are established among men deriving their
just powers from the consent of the governed; that when any form of government becomes
destructive of those rights, it is the right of the people to alter or abolish it." "Life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness" are the important things; "consent of the governed" is one of the
means to those ends.
If "any form of government becomes destructive of those ends, it is the night of the people to
alter or abolish it," says the Declaration. "Any forms" includes all forms. Thus the Declaration
itself recognizes other forms of government than those resting on the consent of the governed
The word "consent" itself recognizes other forms, for "consent" means the understanding of
the thing to which the "consent" is given; and there are people in the world who do not
understand any form of government. And the sense in which "consent" is used in the
Declaration is broader than mere understanding; for "consent" in the Declaration means
participation in the government "consented" to. And yet these people who are not capable of
"consenting" to any form of government must be governed.
And so the Declaration contemplates all forms of government which secure the fundamental
rights of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. Self-government, when that will best
secure these ends, as in the case of people capable of self-government; other appropriate
forms when people are not capable of self-government. And so the authors of the Declaration
themselves governed the Indian without his consent; the inhabitants of Louisiana without their
consent; and ever since the sons of the makers of the Declaration have been governing not by
theory but by practice, after the fashion of our governing race, now by one form, now by
another, but always for the purpose of securing the great eternal ends of life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness, not in the savage but in the civilized meaning of those terms - life,

according to orderly methods of civilized society; liberty regulated by law; pursuit of
happiness limited by the pursuit of happiness by every other man.
If this is not the meaning of the Declaration, our government itself denies the Declaration
every time it receives the representative of any but a republican form of government, such as
that of the sultan, the czar, or other absolute autocrats, whose governments, according to the
opposition's interpretation of the Declaration, are spurious governments because the people
governed have not "consented" to them.
Senators in opposition are estopped from denying our constitutional power to govern the
Philippines as circumstances may demand, for such power is admitted in the case of Florida,
Louisiana, Alaska. How, then, is it denied in the Philippines? Is there a geographical
interpretation to the Constitution? Do degrees of longitude fix constitutional limitations? Does
a thousand miles of ocean diminish constitutional power more than a thousand miles of land?
The ocean does not separate us from the field of our duty and endeavor - it joins us, an
established highway needing no repair and landing us at any point desired. The seas do not
separate the Philippine Islands from us or from each other. The seas are highways through the
archipelago, which would cost hundreds of millions of dollars to construct if they were land
instead of water. Land may separate men from their desire; the ocean, never. Russia has been
centuries in crossing Siberian wastes; the Puritans cross the Atlantic in brief and flying weeks.
If the Boers must have traveled by land, they would never have reached the Transvaal; but
they sailed on liberty's ocean; they walked on civilization's untaxed highway, the welcoming
sea. Our ships habitually sailed round the Cape and anchored in California's harbors before a
single trail had lined the desert with the whitening bones of those who made it. No! No! The
ocean unites us; steam unites us; electricity unites us; all the elements of nature unite us to the
region where duty and interest call us.
There is in the ocean no constitutional argument against the march of the flag, for the oceans,
too, are ours. With more extended coastlines than any nation of history; with a commerce
vaster than any other people ever dreamed of, and that commerce as yet only in its
beginnings; with naval traditions equaling those of England or of Greece, and the work of our
Navy only just begun; with the air of the ocean in our nostrils and the blood of a sailor
ancestry in our veins; with the shores of all the continents calling us, the Great Republic
before I die will be the acknowledged lord of the world's high seas. And over them the
republic will hold dominion, by virtue of the strength God has given it, for the peace of the
world and the betterment of man.
No; the oceans are not limitations of the power which the Constitution expressly gives
Congress to govern all territory the nation may acquire. The Constitution declares that
"Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and regulations
respecting the territory belonging to the United States." Not the Northwest Territory only; not
Louisiana or Florida only; not territory on this continent only but any territory anywhere
belonging to the nation.
The founders of the nation were not provincial. Theirs was the geography of the world. They
were soldiers as well as landsmen, and they knew that where our ships should go our flag
might follow. They had the logic of progress, and they knew that the republic they were
planting must, in obedience to the laws of our expanding race, necessarily develop into the
greater republic which the world beholds today, and into the still mightier republic which the
world will finally acknowledge as the arbiter, under God, of the destinies of mankind. And so
our fathers wrote into the Constitution these words of growth, of expansion, of empire, if you
will, unlimited by geography or climate or by anything but the vitality and possibilities of the

American people: "Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all needful rules and
regulations respecting the territory belonging to the United States."
The power to govern all territory the nation may acquire would have been in Congress if the
language affirming that power had not been written in the Constitution; for not all powers of
the national government are expressed. Its principal powers are implied. The written
Constitution is but the index of the living Constitution. Had this not been true, the
Constitution would have failed; for the people in any event would have developed and
progressed. And if the Constitution had not had the capacity for growth corresponding with
the growth of the nation, the Constitution would and should have been abandoned as the
Articles of Confederation were abandoned. For the Constitution is not immortal in itself, is
not useful even in itself. The Constitution is immortal and even useful only as it serves the
orderly development of the nation. The nation alone is immortal. The nation alone is sacred.
The Army is its servant. The Navy is its servant. The President is its servant. This Senate is its
servant. Our laws are its methods. Our Constitution is its instrument. . . .
Mr. President, this question is deeper than any question of party politics; deeper than any
question of the isolated policy of our country even; deeper even than any question of
constitutional power. It is elemental. It is racial. God has not been preparing the Englishspeaking and Teutonic peoples for a thousand years for nothing but vain and idle selfcontemplation and self-admiration. No! He has made us the master organizers of the world to
establish system where chaos reigns. He has given us the spirit of progress to overwhelm the
forces of reaction throughout the earth. He has made us adepts in government that we may
administer government among savage and senile peoples. Were it not for such a force as this
the world would relapse into barbarism and night. And of all our race He has marked the
American people as His chosen nation to finally lead in the regeneration of the world. This is
the divine mission of America, and it holds for us all the profit, all the glory, all the happiness
possible to man. We are trustees of the world's progress, guardians of its righteous peace. The
judgment of the Master is upon us: "Ye have been faithful over a few things; I will make you
ruler over many things."
What shall history say of us? Shall it say that we renounced that holy trust, left the savage to
his base condition, the wilderness to the reign of waste, deserted duty, abandoned glory,
forget our sordid profit even, because we feared our strength and read the charter of our
powers with the doubter's eye and the quibbler's mind? Shall it say that, called by events to
captain and command the proudest, ablest, purest race of history in history's noblest work, we
declined that great commission? Our fathers would not have had it so. No! They founded no
paralytic government, incapable of the simplest acts of administration. They planted no
sluggard people, passive while the world's work calls them. They established no reactionary
nation. They unfurled no retreating flag.
That flag has never paused in its onward march. Who dares halt it now - now, when history's
largest events are carrying it forward; now, when we are at last one people, strong enough for
any task, great enough for any glory destiny can bestow? How comes it that our first century
closes with the process of consolidating the American people into a unit just accomplished,
and quick upon the stroke of that great hour presses upon us our world opportunity, world
duty, and world glory, which none but the people welded into an invisible nation can achieve
or perform?
Blind indeed is he who sees not the hand of God in events so vast, so harmonious, so benign.
Reactionary indeed is the mind that perceives not that this vital people is the strongest of the
saving forces of the world; that our place, therefore, is at the head of the constructing and
redeeming nations of the earth; and that to stand aside while events march on is a surrender of

our interests, a betrayal of our duty as blind as it is base. Craven indeed is the heart that fears
to perform a work so golden and so noble; that dares not win a glory so immortal.
Do you tell me that it will cost us money? When did Americans ever measure duty by
financial standards? Do you tell me of the tremendous toil required to overcome the vast
difficulties of our task? What mighty work for the world, for humanity, even for ourselves has
ever been done with ease? Even our bread must we eat by the sweat of our faces. Why are we
charged with power such as no people ever knew if we are not to use it in a work such as no
people ever wrought? Who will dispute the divine meaning of the fable of the talents?
Do you remind me of the precious blood that must be shed, the lives that must be given, the
broken hearts of loved ones for their slain? And this is indeed a heavier price than all
combined. And, yet, as a nation, every historic duty we have done, every achievement we
have accomplished has been by the sacrifice of our noblest sons. Every holy memory that
glorifies the flag is of those heroes who have died that its onward march might not be stayed.
It is the nation's dearest lives yielded for the flag that makes it dear to us; it is the nation's
most precious blood poured out for it that makes it precious to us. That flag is woven of
heroism and grief, of the bravery of men and women's tears, of righteousness and battle, of
sacrifice and anguish, of triumph and of glory. It is these which make our flag a holy thing.
Who would tear from that sacred banner the glorious legends of a single battle where it has
waved on land or sea? What son of a soldier of the flag whose father fell beneath it on any
field would surrender that proud record for the heraldry of a king? In the cause of civilization,
in the service of the republic anywhere on earth, Americans consider wounds the noblest
decorations man can win, and count the giving of their lives a glad and precious duty.
Pray God that spirit never falls. Pray God the time may never come when Mammon and the
love of ease shall so debase our blood that we will fear to shed it for the flag and its imperial
destiny. Pray God the time may never come when American heroism is but a legend like the
story of the Cid. American faith in our mission and our might a dream dissolved, and the
glory of our mighty race departed.
And that time will never come. We will renew our youth at the fountain of new and glorious
deeds. We will exalt our reverence for the flag by carrying it to a noble future as well as by
remembering its ineffable past. Its immortality will not pass, because everywhere and always
we will acknowledge and discharge the solemn responsibilities our sacred flag, in its deepest
meaning, puts upon us. And so, senators, with reverent hearts, where dwells the fear of God,
the American people move forward to the future of their hope and the doing of His work.
Mr. President and senators, adopt the resolution offered that peace may quickly come and that
we may begin our saving, regenerating, and uplifting work. Adopt it, and this bloodshed will
cease when these deluded children of our islands learn that this is the final word of the
representatives of the American people in Congress assembled. Reject it, and the world,
history, and the American people will know where to forever fix the awful responsibility for
the consequences that will surely follow such failure to do our manifest duty. How dare we
delay when our soldiers' blood is flowing?
Source: http://teachingamericanhistory.org/library/index.asp?document=639
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born January 23, 1869 in Manhattan, New York City
intellectual leader of the progressive movement as an editor, political philosopher and
a co-founder of the magazine The New Republic in early twentieth-century America
calling themselves "The New Nationalists", Croly and Walter Weyl sought to remedy
the relatively weak national institutions with a strong federal government
one of the founders of modern liberalism in the United States, his liberal goals were
part of his commitment to American republicanism
wrote The Promise of American Life (1909) and Progressive Democracy (1914)
died May 17, 1930 in Santa Barbara, California

The Promise of American Life opposed aggressive unionization and supported economic
planning to raise general quality of life. By Croly's death in 1930, only 7,500 copies of The
Promise of American Life had been sold. Despite this, the book was immensely influential,
influencing Theodore Roosevelt to adopt the platform of the New Nationalism after reading it,
and being popular with intellectuals and political leaders of the later New Deal. The book is
said to "offer a manifesto of Progressive beliefs" that "anticipated the transition from
competitive to corporate capitalism and from limited government to the welfare state.
Source: Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Herbert_Croly), accessed Mach 10, 2021
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